
Regular Meeting of the Woodbridge Housing Committee 
February 5, 2025 

7PM, Central Meeting Room, Town Hall 11 Meetinghouse Lane 
 
 

Attending: Mary Dean, Chris Dickerson, Jim Graham, Kathy Hunter, Donavon Lofters (liaison from the 
Board of Finance), Warner Marshall, Lew Shaffer.  

Guests: Mica Cardozo, First Selectman; Justin LaFontaine, Town Planner 

A quorum is present 

Meeting called to order at 7:06 p.m. by Kathy Hunter, Chair 
 
1. Public Comment The following individuals addressed the committee during public comment. The 

Chair and others did advise the audience that this committee was not involved in the proposed 
development on Fountain Street; however, several people still provided comment on that matter.  

 

• Amey Marella, 184 Rimmon Rd.: Requests that the committee do a “course correction”. The Housing 
Plan had no substantive input by the public and was flawed. Refers to residents’ priorities as 
reflected in summer 2024 community survey, which the consultant SLR says were robust and 
reliable. (full copy of comments attached) 

• Cathy Wick, 181 Rimmon Rd.: Comments that what are considered errors of fact in the ADP were 
quoted in the Fountain Street project’s statement of use, justifying fear that errors in the document 
would be perpetuated in other town policies. (comments attached) 

• Dr. Phillip Arnold, 131 Beecher Rd.: Supports previous speakers and their remarks.  

• Julie Mason-815 Fountain St. and Westgate Town Homes: Comments on the predictable increase in 
traffic onto Fountain Street from the proposed development. 

• Stephen Mason, 815 Fountain St.: Concurs with previous remarks. Other comments were related to 
the Fountain St. application. 

• Michael Broderick, 5 Old Still Rd.: Expresses the belief that the Housing Committee is putting an 
undue tax burden on the residents. Understood that commissions should represent the town-- what 
townspeople, not outside forces, want-- and believes that the number of affordable housing units 
recommended would be deleterious. The state’s suggestions are just suggestions. 

• Donald Celotto, 3 Knollwood Rd.: Accuses the committee of failure to address refutable facts. 
Blames this on poor leadership and recommends the chair step down. 

• Sally Connolly, 249 Newton: Expresses her gratitude to the housing committee for its work to 
provide Woodbridge with more affordable housing. 

• Jonathon Jacko-Jones, 38 Deer Run Rd.: Speaks to potential environmental impact of the project on 
Fountain St. and impact on the school. 

• Marissa Jacko-Jones, 38 Deer Run Rd.: Believes that the Fountain Street project is inextricably linked 
to the Affordable Housing Plan so offers comments on it with her concerns. (comments attached) 

• David Cantor, 86 Forest Glen Drive: Thanks the committee for its efforts. Recommends that given 
the wide range of opinions on the subject of affordable housing we should slow the process and 
work towards more consensus based on facts. 

• Robert Adams, 25 Pumpkin Patch Road: Would prefer that we not lose our rural character and 
become built up. 

• Nancy Silverstein, 29 Fairgrounds Rd.: With regard to the proposed project on Fountain St., does not 
believe that it reflects the views of the people of the town and opposes such changes. 



• Ted Kosiol, 2 Shephard Rd.: Advocates that town representatives represent the residents’ wishes. 

• Leslie Lyons, 941 Greenway Rd.: Expresses concern with what might be the effects of dismantling 
DEI—will that affect any of the decisions being made about housing? 

After all who wished to speak had done so, Public Comment was closed on a motion by Kathy, seconded 
by Lew. 

Mica asked to inform the audience that a community conversation about housing has been tentatively 
scheduled for February 27, probably in the town gym. Its purpose will be to provide information and 
it will be possible then to answer questions from the public.  

 
2. Housing Chair Report 

 
a) The chair acknowledges the flyer received by Woodbridge residents; its many misstatements 

highlight the need to refocus our charge for educating residents on housing. While acknowledging 
that there are different opinions, we should be engaging in a respectful, fact-based discussion. Other 
housing committee members also offered comments about the flyer: Lewis expressed regret that 
the committee chair had been targeted for criticism and he emphasized her sincerity and 
knowledge. Mary agreed that more opportunities are clearly needed for the public to ask questions 
and get information from individuals who are well informed. Jim agrees, and adds that in any event 
people are going to have different opinions; we should expect that, but one thing that we can agree 
on is that what we choose ourselves is better than what may be imposed on us if we do nothing. 
Chris advocates for ensuring that all the facts in the housing plan are accurate so that we aren’t 
open to criticism on that account.  
 Kathy provided corrections and explanations for some of the misstatements including how the 
major zoning amendment was made in 2021 as a result of the Open Communities Alliance 
application to the TPZ; under it there were no proposals for new construction. The recent 
amendment only changed the bulk requirements of the regulation in order to improve economically 
feasibility.  

b) POCD Update: The consultant, SLR, was appreciative of all the recommendations provided and felt 
that they were good action items to be considered. Justin added that the next step will be to refer 
things to the TPZ for tweaks and then it will go to the public hearing process.  

c) TAC Update: note that CCW now means Community Collaboration Woodbridge. Open House 
meeting on January 29 was a good session that showed the process and took comments from the 
public. Kathy noted considerable support for affordable housing. Mica adds that there was a good 
sharing of ideas and opinions. The CCW site walk was cancelled again; to be rescheduled.  

 
In addition, Kathy has noted comments branding the Housing Committee as an “advocacy” committee, 

but she would like to state for the record that it is, rather, a planning committee whose purpose is 
to educate about housing and identify ways to promote it. 

 
Mica thanks the committee for its work and wants to ensure everyone knows that it was his decision to 

wait to amend the Affordable Housing Plan until the POCD comes out, to update both documents at 
the same time. Hence failure to make all data corrections to the AHP now should not be blamed on 
the committee. 

 
3. Approval of Minutes of January 8, 2025 Chris moved approval of the minutes, seconded by Jim. 

Mary noted that Lew has brought to her attention the need to correct a typo in Kathy’s name, and 
that amendment will be made. Passed unanimously.  



 
4. Mid-point update of Affordable Housing Plan. The chair notes that this is a good time for an update, 

not only because it is at the halfway point in its life and we can add more current information from 
the POCD, but also because there has been some legislative activity that may be of interest. For 
future discussion, she has sent by email a 2023 bipartisan report on the state’s Affordable Housing 
Plans from the Commission on CT’s Future and Development. 

 
Three things are present in a legislative proposal that reflect this report and she recommends they 
be adopted by our committee to be more action oriented in the way we want to create housing in 
Woodbridge: 1) determine what are our benchmarks (may want to identify what we want to do over 
the next 5 or 10 years as well as 20 years) 2) suggest where we could potentially build housing and 
how many units 3) identify what zoning would need to be amended in order to do that. Looks to 
Justin to lend his expertise in this matter. 

 
Homework assignment was to go through the Affordable Housing Plan for suggestions about what 

we need to update. 
Chris recommends that there are a lot of quotations without citations and that should be corrected. 
Mary was reminded of all the work done when it was in draft, correcting a document written by 
others (the consultant for the regional COG) to take out things that were of questionable accuracy 
or applicability to Woodbridge—we may already have asked about some of the things Chris 
identifies—but we made sure the things that were critical to our goals were well founded and 
explained. She thinks that the things to check and update as quickly as possible are the things that 
relate directly to Woodbridge; the goals, the map and list where it would be conceivable to build 
housing. Thinks the critical work for the committee actually lies outside of the Plan in providing 
more information on, for example, ADUs. Or perhaps those more detailed educational materials 
should be brought into the Plan as they are in some other towns’ documents.  

 
Discussion followed about the timing and process for updating the document itself. Mica suggested that 

some time be set aside at each meeting to note needed changes. Kathy suggested that some outside 
professional help be employed to assist with making the updates and incorporating the details. 
Other discussion considered removing some of the material entirely, and it was agreed that we 
should identify things we think can be removed. 

 
Justin: these plans were required by the legislature just before Covid hit and they were due in 2022; 

each town could receive a modest amount of money for the job; these explain a lot of the 
weaknesses. This is a good time to look at it again. Not only is the POCD providing updated data, but 
on Feb 27 Don Poland will be giving the presentation on housing, and that will also provide updated 
data.  

 
Chris suggests that we pick three other affordable housing plans and all review those. Justin suggests 

three by different consultants: Woodbury, Bloomfield, and Bozrah. Won’t be perfect for 
Woodbridge, but will contribute ideas. The legislative report also identifies some superior plans. 
(And some inferior ones.) 

 
5. Educational opportunities for the Community 

First presentation will be the meeting on February 27, which is not specific to a site proposal but is 
intended to be general information and an opportunity for residents to ask questions. Other 



possibilities include one just on planning and zoning or on the new zoning enabling act; with outside 
speakers.  
 
Justin suggests that the meeting on the 27th may be an opportunity to take a poll about what people 
are interested to learn more about. 
 
Mary suggests our educational sessions include a regional perspective; Kathy mentions the SCRCOG 
regional housing group as a resource. Mary also advocates that we begin with a presentation on the 
relationship between affordable housing and conservation. Kathy suggests Jocelyn Ayers, whose 
presentation from the Partnership for Strong Communities’ 2024 Housing Conference is available on 
You Tube. Kathy will ask Alison to put the video up on our web site and will recommend it to the 
Conservation Commission. 

 
New business: Donavon thanks Kathy, acknowledging the value of her efforts and of her experience with 

housing. The committee needs to support her and work together with full understanding of what 
we’re trying to accomplish as a committee. 

 
Meeting adjourned at 9:08 p.m. on a motion by Lew, seconded by Kathy. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Mary Dean 
Secretary pro tem 
  



 
  



 

 
  



 
  



 


