MEETING MINUTES
Community Facilities Building Committee
October 12, 2022 at 7:00pm - Trumbull Town Library
Present Members:

Lori Hayes-O'Brien, Chairman
Dawn Cantafio, Vice Chairman
Mike Buswell
Dean Fabrizio
Ron Foligno
Dave Galla
Gail Ritacco
Tony Silber

Absent Members:

None.

Also Present:

Tom Arcari - QA&M Architects
Rocco Petitto - QA&M Architects
George Estrada - Director of Public Works
Dmitri Paris - Superintendent of Parks & Recreation
William Maurer - Town Engineer
Tatiana Solovey - Assistant Town Engineer ( Via Conference Call)

Residents:

Richard White, 169 Church Hill Road
Robert Abercrombie, 10 Pleasant Street
Michael Ganino, 3 Canterbury Lane
Shin Miyoshi, 37 Normandy Road
Elizabeth White, 169 Church Hill Road

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:02pm.
Pledge of Allegiance
Public Comment:

Chairman Hayes-O'Brien opened the public comment portion of the meeting and asked that members of
the public do their best to keep their comments succinct.
Richard White, 169 Church Hill Road, stated concerns regarding Committee processes and procedures.
He questioned why the Committee did not have discussions regarding the quarterly report that Chairman
Hayes-O'Brien presented to the Town Council on their behalf. Mr. White further stated additional
concerns for environmental consideration for sites, traffic study costs, and others (See exhibit I
attached).
Robert Abercrombie, l O Pleasant Street, voiced his support for creating an environmentally friendly
senior center and asked that the following amenities be considered for the proposed facility: a stage,
dancing area, art area, multi-purpose meeting rooms, a gym, social area, and food pantry.
Michael Ganino, 3 Canterbury Lane, stated that there are roughly 11,000 seniors in Trumbull,
comprising approximately 30% of the Town's population. He urged that plans move forward for a better

senior center, siting inadequacies of the existing facility and increasing maintenances costs (see exhibit 2
attached).
Shin Miyoshi, 37 Normandy Road, questioned why the Town did not survey residents as the Committee
stated they intended to do in 2019 and whether any financial figures had been produced to consider the
costs of operating the proposed facility. He asked that the Committee present such figures to the public.
Elizabeth White, 169 Church Hill Road, voiced concerns about the environmental impact to the
Pequonnock River Valley area. She noted dwindling support for the proposed senior center as a result of
inconsistent messaging from the Town regarding the purpose of the purchase of the Hardy Lane
property. Ms. White stated that building an eco-friendly senior center would be great, but the Hardy
Lane site is not the place to do so. She sited the proximity to the Pequannock river as a reason for
increased costs to building at the proposed location.
Public comment was closed at 7:21pm.
Acceptance of September 14, 2022 Meeting Minutes

MOTION MADE (Cantafio), seconded (Galla) to amend the September 14, 2022 meeting minutes. The
motion carried (7 - 0). Gail Ritacco abstained as she was absent for said meeting.
Chainnan Hayes-O'Brien asked that the 9/ 14/22 meeting minutes be amended to clarify the Committee
clerk's attendance for the meeting and address spelling errors of residents' names and addresses.
MOTION MADE (Cantafio), seconded (Galla} to approve as amended the September 14, 2022 meeting
minutes. The motion carried (7 - 0). Gail Ritacco abstained as she was absent for said meeting.
OA&M Presentation:

The Chairman introduced Tom Arcari and Rocco Petitto of QA&M Architects who shared a
presentation entitled "A Proposed new Community / Senior Center; Trumbull, CT" (See exhibit 3
attached}. This presentation included an overview of architectural considerations for placing a senior
center on Hardy Lane with the intention of minimizing the building's footprint and environmental
impact.
Mr. Foligno asked Mr. Arcari to expand on his statement that the Hardy Lane site does not abut the
Pequonnock River Nature Preserve. Mr. Arcari clarified that the parcel in question does not in fact
extend to the river, though it does abut the Pequonnock Trail. Mr. Arcari recommended that the
Committee proceed with the traffic study for the Hardy Lane site and look to update the environmental
assessment of the area.
Ms. Ritacco questioned how the new design of the proposed building and subsequent reduced footprint
compare to the previous proposal in terms of the amount ofland being newly developed on the site. Mr.
Arcari stated he could provide that comparison during the Committee's next meeting but did not have
that figure at the time.
Mr. Silber asked how moving the parking area from the side to the rear of the proposed structure would
impact the percent of the site being newly developed and what the benefits would be to placing the
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parking in the rear. Mr. Arcari stated the difference in developed land to be minimal as the parking in
the rear would be placed over land that is predominantly deemed as having been developed, noting
previous artificial filling. He added that the proposed parking location is simply part of a concept
drawing and was included primarily for access to the lower, rear portion of the facility as there is a
roughly 24 foot grade change from the front to the rear of the building.
Mr. Silber asked if having the parking lot at the rear of the building, and therefore in closer proximity to
the Pequonnock River, would result in additional pollutants running off into the river. Mr. Arcari
clarified that anything facility built on the Hardy Lane site would need to have internal drainage,
meaning no external run off from the site would be permitted and devices such as water separators
would be utilized to treat underground water. Mr. Silber asked what information there was on the
artificial fill to the area, and Mr. Arcari stated there to be minimal, adding that environmental testing is
necessary to obtain such information.
Mr. Buswell asked how many entrances the proposed facility had and whether the intent would be to
staff both, particularly during evening hours when the building would be locked. Mr. Arcari stated there
to be one front and one rear entrance both of which with administrative offices nearby, noting that most
facilities such as this have automated locking systems which can be remotely controlled. Mr. Buswell
asked whether there were updated cost projections for the newly proposed facility, and Mr. Arcari stated
that the exact numbers could not be obtained at this stage.
The Chairman asked what the overflow parking plan would be for the facility as presented, and Mr.
Arcari stated that additional information is needed to determine overflow parking needs for the facility,
though potential options include lawn parking and pavers. Chairman Hayes-O'Brien asked what
considerations went into the kitchen and cafe area in the new layout. Factors included the need for
adjournment to the multi-function space, access for deliveries, and the lack of need for a large cafe
space.
Mr. Foligno asked what the overall footprint of the proposed facility was with or without parking, and
Mr. Arcari stated the building footprint to be approximately 15,000 square feet, noting he would factor
in the parking areas and provide that number to the Committee at a later date. Mr. Foligno asked how
many elevators would be in the building. Mr. Arcari stated intent to include only one elevator, siting a
minimal need for additional as the layout of amenities results in little interaction between the two floors.
Mr. Buswell asked what the white square was in the building diagram. It is a potential area for outdoor
recreation. Chairman Hayes-O'Brien asked Mr. Arcari to the speak to the energy costs related to
operating the proposed facility in terms of utilities and whether there are opportunities for savings. Mr.
Arcari informed that the new facility would be significantly more energy efficient than the existing
senior center, stating that all HVAC systems would be high performing and energy efficient. He added
that LED lighting, quality windows, along with many other potential upgrades could help to reduce
overall operational costs. Mr. Foligno asked whether utilities could still utilized a steam system now that
the pool had been removed and if the building would be solar capable. Mr. Arcari stated the use of steam
power to be very unlikely and installation of solar energy to be a possibility.
Site Discussion / O&A:
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The Chairman introduced various members of the Town staff and encouraged committee members to
ask staff questions. Mr. Silber asked for an explanation of the handout provided to the Committee at the
start of the meeting. The Chairman informed of a Town Council resolution from 2008 which stated that
the property being utilized for the current nature must remain as such use. William Maurer, Town
Engineer, explained that the handout offered a depiction of the nature center property and showed the
presence oflarge wetlands, a flood way, and flood plain. He informed that only 2.3 acres of the 10 acres
site would be deemed buildable area. Mr. Maurer explained that a flood plain is an area probable of
flooding during a 1% chance of flood for the area, and a flood way is an area that is able to safely carry
the a capacity of water capable of transitioning water from a flood plain to surrounding areas. He added
that developing in a tloodway is extremely difficult as one has to prove that said development will not/
has not raised the elevation of the associated water system either upstream or downstream. Lastly, Mr.
Maurer stated the other side of the handout to show a GIS parcel image of the pond next to the nature
center and lots across the street.
The Chairman asked Tatiana Solovey, Assistant Town Engineer, to define watercourses and wetlands
and distinguish the two. Ms. Solovey informed the State of CT defines wetlands by soil type. These are
soils that are deemed as poorly draining or very poorly draining, meaning they hold water long term
(providing benefits to the surrounding environment). Ms. Solovey states the watercourses on the Hardy
Lane site to be evident in Mr. Arcari's slides as they dissect the property. She stated these watercourses
to be tributary to the Pequonnock River, informing that the Town regulations have buffer zones around
such wetlands. Ms. Solovey clarified that the facility as proposed does not interfere with the wetlands on
the property as it lies outside of such zone, adding that she will continue to review the project as it
progresses and apply regulations as appropriate.
The Chairman asked Mr. Arcari several questions regarding the Long Hill Road site previously
discussed by the Committee including whether the proposal included space for the Board of Education
(BOE) and if that necessitated a second story for the facility. Mr. Arcari stated that said proposal had not
factored in the BOE needs, adding that it could likely remain on story. The chairman asked whether
there was a waterway under said building, and Mr. Arcari stated he was unclear as to what type but there
was some type of waterway under that proposed facility.
Mr. Buswell asked whether the Town owns the land next to the ..banquet hall". Dmitri Paris,
Superintendent of Parks & Recreation, stated that there is limited Town owned, parks area in said area.
Mr. Buswell asked for a map of those property lines.
Chairman Hayes-O'Brien informed that Mr. Estrada is working to obtain prices for a traffic study for the
Hardy Lane site and asked how long traffic studies typically take. Mr. Estrada stated 4 to 5 week,
informing he would bring proposals to the Committee during their next meeting. Mr. Maurer informed
that environmental assessments take roughly 4 weeks.
Mr. Silber asked staff what the procedure would be for turning a portion of the Hardy Lane property into
a nature preserve area. Mr. Maurer stated that such an initiative would be the purview of the Town
Council.
New Business:
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Chairman Hayes-O'Brien responded to Mr. White's concerns regarding the Committee's quarterly
report to the Town Council by stating that the request for said report was received after the Committee's
last meeting, limiting her ability to have a discussion with the Committee prior to the regularly
scheduled Town Council meeting. She added that she did not give the Council a formal report, rather an
informal update. The Chairman then read allowed the resolution approved by the Town Council on
10/3/22 regarding the Committee (see exhibit 4 attached). She also summarized her update for the
Committee.
Mr. Buswell stated he would like the Committee to speak with the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
Commission, Conservation Commission, and Fire Marshall regarding the Hardy Lane site. The
Chairman stated that would be an option though town engineers are present and can likely address all
concerns, and the Fire Marshal will be involved in discussion at later stages of planning.
Mr. Arcari suggested that his staff speak with various commissions \to inform them of the current
proposal so they are better equipped to answers questions for the Committee. The Committee voiced
support for him doing so. The Committee also voiced support for hearing from the Conservation
Commission.
The Chairman thanked town staff for the time and efforts.
Adiournment:
MOTION to adjourn made by Vice Chairman Cantafio, seconded by Mr. Galla. The motion carried
unanimously. The October 12, 2022 Regular Meeting of the Trumbull Community Facilities Building
Committee adjourned at 8:55pm.

Respectfully Submitted,
Gia Mentillo, Committee Clerk
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Community Facilities and Building Committee

Public Comments-10/12/2022

Richard W. White

Trumbull.CT

I'm going to start with a few process comments. First, I'm going to assume that tonight's
meeting is happernng under your prior resolution and not under fast week's TC29-33 which was
not passed as em«gency legislation.
Second, under our building committeo process. the committee has to provide our Town Council
with quarterty updates. I do not recall this committee discussing the report that Chairman
O'Brien delivered during any of your recent meetings. That wouJd make it a c:halrrnan's report. I
would hope that future quarte1ty updates are the work of the entire committee. disa.lssed in
public, and made avaiJable to the R&R sub-committee prior to the futl Town Council meeting.
And Third, !here were zero supporting materials induded in tonight's agenda as required by
Town Charter. rm assuming that your architects and~~~~lt be making some sort of
presentation. I would remind this committee that ~Nast presentation is stiUnot available on
the town website. It took me weeks to receive a ~ after multiple requests.
This committee is about to request an updated slto plan and program space spreadsheet traffic
study, wetlands study, Phase H Environmental Site Assessment, Storm Waler Management
Plan, and olhe, technical documents. These documents are public WOfks and need to be
readily available.
Personally, I hate process arguments like these. I would much rather focus on lhe more
technlcal aspects of this committee's important 'WOl'k.
Traffio The other night before Town Council, specifically discussing the 2017 traffic study for
Old Church Hill Road, les!i than one-quarter miJe from Hardy Lane and in the same CT DOT
·traffic polygon•, Chairman O'Brien claimed that a light wasn't necessary for that location. That
js not COffed.

Section 6 Conclusions and Recommendations, Item 8 of nghe & Bond's Traffic Impact Study
clearty states that·... the additional traff'IC expected to be generated by the proposad Trumbull
Community Center, following Implementation of the off-sit• roadway Improvement$, is not
expected to have a significant impact to traffic operations within the study area: .
The "off•:stte roadway improvements· are summarized in Item 6 and fully documented in Section
4 and Appendix E. They include a four-way traffic lighl at Quality Lane. crosswalks in two
directions, new turning Janes, and a new eukf~sac.
I hope that the members of this committee lake the time to review the prior traffac $tudy and the
significant structural changes required to make that site wori<. Changes that were not granted
by CT DOT.
J hope that lhis committee

incJudes pedestrian activities coming too and from the site in the
traffic stut!y. There are nearly one--thousand people between Middlebrooks and Quality Md

over twenty-five hundred within walking distanoe. How does the committee plan to provide safe

pedestrian aoc:ess?

Environmental Mr. Estrada mentioned that in addition to a site plan, traffic study, and weUands
study, that a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment would be required for Hardy Lane. White
I appreciate the extra due daigenoe and having reviewed the Phase t understand the ne@d, 11
isn't dear to me why this is necessary el this time. A Phase 11 ls expensive: from a cost poinl of
view, shouldn't the town first request a site review from CT DEEP, the Pequonnock River
Initiative (PRI). Wetlands and Inland Wale1Ways, Consel\'ation Committee, MetroCOG, etc.?
Any one of these agencies could and in my opinion should recommend against Hardy Lane.
Currently. the three smaU homes lhat the town purchased represent over 8,000 square feet of
impervious surface; roof, driveway. and outbuildings. While we don·t yet have the final square
footage and price per square foot for the structure or the square footage of the parking,
landscaping, and trail access. Assuming a 20,000 square-foot fooq)rint and 120 parking spaces
we am looking at least 90,000 square feet of impervious surface. lnc:fude patios and
landscaping and we are probabty over 3 acres. 15 times the impervious surface.
l\.~J,,~

The reason that the town's Natural Resources rnventory {NRI) and the Pequonnock River
Initiative {PRI) call out Hardy Lane, the new Endave devel<>pmenl and a third pmperty for
preservation as open space is that the PequoMo ck River watershed contains 14% imperviou s
surfaoe with a goal of 11%; a 21% reduction. Development at Hardy Lane is clearly sending us
in U,e wrong direction.
While I appreciate Mr. Silber's proposal for a green roof and Mr. Estrada's statement that this
project wilt follow olhet Low Impact Development (LID) and in my opinion All mun1cipal
facilities should strive for LEED Silver or Gold Building Certification, have these requirements
been communicated to the architect'? What is the update to the estimated price per square foot
and overall costs for this project'?

Senio~ I'm sorry if it comes across lhat we are opposed to a Senior Center. we are not. I have
meet very few people who are. When discussing lhe differences between an elementary school
gym, a three-quarter.; middle school gym, or a futl-size gym; I find myself cheering for the
fuU-size gym. When discussing shower facilities. I'm thinking about how useful walk-in showers
might be for famil,es with grandparents.
When suggesting Tashua Knolls as an alternative, rm thinking of improvements to the eXJsting
facifities and synergy with the existing tennis and basketball courts, pool, and restaurant When
suggesting the Ubrary as an aJtematlve, I'm thinking of improvements to the existing facilities
and synergy with the existlng programming at the library.
Build the best Senior and Community Center that the town can afford at this time. Not in a
residential neighborhood. not on undeveloped land, 110l on an already busy street with

significant traffic and pedestrian challenges, not with increased costs in an attempt to protect the
Pequonnock River. Not on Hardy Lane.

Good evening
My name is Michae l B Ganino Jr. I live at 3 Canterbury
Lane
Thank you commi ttee members, elected officials,
wonde rful town employees and our contrac tors for
your dedica ted work on the proposed senior center.
You may not be awares that ELEVEN THOUSAND
Trumb ull SENIOR CITIZENS aged 55 & over constit ute
approx imately 30% of Trumbulls popula tion.
Personally I suppor t the commi ttee's ongoin g efforts to
move forward on a Senior center. As a volunte er@ our
senior center please unders tand that the overwh elming
numbe r of Seniors feel as I do.
Its unders tood that the "testin g" planned for "Hardy "
will determ ine any move forward includin g removi ng
this site as a viable site. The testing will be done by
professionals who will do their due diligence
investig ating * issuing their opinion s.
Our presen t facility is a hodge podge of various size
rooms inadeq uate for a presen t day SENIOR CENTER.
Well over ONE MILLION DOLLARS or more have been
investe d perform ing payxh work work which is futile.
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Over ONE HUNDRED year old building which needs
massive electrical plumbing, asbestos remediation,
new roofing, flooding repair & remedial work, structural
improvements all if possible- that if attempted will take
MILLION UPON MILLIONS of DOLLARS.

I would not assign my late parents to this facility yet I
find members with an average age of 74-75 including
myself having to utilize a facility that should have met
the wrecking ball 50 years ago. Demolishing the
building & replacing with another would leave
TRUMBULLS SENIOR TAXPAYING CITIZENS without a
facility for years. A building not fit for our towns
youngest now houses Trumbulls elderly.

Our Director & Staff are exceptional w orking on our
behalf yet Handicapped by a facility that must be
assigned to the garbage bin.
If in the future this site is chosen Im hopeful that
working with such a large tract of land will enable the
town to sufficiently ameliorate the apprehension of the
two remaining home owners & insure safe egress to
and from Churchill into Hardy

As Chairperson of the Trumbull Senior Commission on
behalf of the committee invite all to attend our
meetings. Thanks to our committees vice chair, Mr Ron
Foligno for his volunteer work on this committee.
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6. RESOLUTION TC29-83: Moved by Marsh, seconded by Colon
BE IT RESOLVED, That Resolution TC27-89 as adopted on August 6, 2018, and as amended by
TC27-l 87 on September 5, 2019 and as further amended by TC28-9 on January 6, 2020, and as
further amended by TC28-128 on December 7, 2020, is hereby repealed and the following
substituted in its place:
BE IT RESOLVED, That the Community Facilities Building Committee is hereby formed to
develop options to create up-to-date, useful, and cost-effective spaces for a Senior and
Community Center to better serve the community. The committee shall consider the use of
potential new construction and Town-owned properties as locations for said Senior and
Community Center; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the membership shall consist of two (2) Town Council
representatives, provided that such members shall not be from the same political party, and eight
(8) electors of the Town of Trumbull. All persons previously appointed and presently serving as
members of said committee shall continue to serve.
Committee Report: The R&R Committee met on September 29, 2022 and voted 3-1 (AGAINST:
Buswell) to pass without recommendation.
The Chair explained this resolution references a handful of prior resolutions and amendments.
Copies of those prior resolutions were distributed to the council. The first resolution was adopted
in August of 2018 creating the building committee to study options for the senior center in the
library. The second resolution referenced in this resolution was September 2019, which bumped
the reporting date back to March of 2020 and we all know what happened then. The third
resolution referenced was January of 2020, which expanded the membership to IO members to
make room for Mr. Chase who was coming off the council. He had a spot on the committee as a
council member and wished to retain his spot on the committee. It was expanded and then the
fourth and final resolution referenced was in December 2020, which made an additional change
to reporting requirements because the committee had paused during the pandemic, as referenced
in the committee report. The changes today remove the charge of combining a library and Senior
Center but retains the name of a community facilities building committee and a 10-person
membership.
Moved by Scinto, seconded by Massaro to amend the resolution to read as after the word
properties to add a comma and the flowing: ", with exception of Hardy Lane". Councilman
DeCruze referenced earlier comments keeping the Hardy Lane location undeveloped for the
benefit of the Pequonnock and the impact of the residents around Hardy Lane. He thinks those
are the primary reasons.
VOTE: Motion FAILED 11-8 (AGAINST: Robinson, Massaro, Scinto, Lemoine, Buswell,
Seidell, DeCruze, Leiva)
VOTE: ADOPTED 11-8 (AGAINST: Robinson, Massaro, Scinto, Lemoine, Buswell, Seidell,
DeCruze, Leiva)

