
TOWN OF BROOKLYN  

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

 Regular Meeting Agenda 

Wednesday, October 6, 2021 6:30 p.m. 

 

3 WAYS TO ATTEND: IN-PERSON, ONLINE, AND BY PHONE 

 

I. Call to Order 

II. Roll Call 

III. Seating of Alternates 

IV. Adoption of Minutes:  Regular Meeting September 21, 2021 

V. Public Commentary 

VI. Unfinished Business: 

a. Reading of Legal Notices: None. 

b. New Public Hearings: None. 

c. Continued Public Hearings: See below. 

d. Other Unfinished Business:  

1. SP 21-002: Special Permit Application for Multi-Family Development (51 

Condominium units) on south side of Louise Berry Drive (Assessor’s Map 33, Lot 

19), 13.5 acres, R-30 Zone, Applicant: Shane Pollack. *Public Hearing continued 

to October 19, 2021. Need to reschedule site walk.* 

2. SPR 21-003: Site Plan Review Application for ground-mounted solar panels at 80 

South Street, 8.6 acres, RA Zone, Applicant: Consolidated Edison Solutions, Inc.  

3. SPR 21-004: Site Plan Review Application for ground-mounted solar panels at 5 

Front Street and 29 Tiffany Street, 1.8 acres, R-10 Zone, Applicant: CHIP Fund 6 

LLC & CHIP Fund 8 LLC. 

 

VII. New Business: 

a. Applications: None. 

b. Other New Business:  

1. Preliminary Discussion with Lori Corriveau and Sara Mooney of Little Dipper Farm 

(formerly the Golden Lamb). 

 

VIII. Reports of Officers and Committees: 

a. Staff Reports 

b. Budget Update 

c. Correspondence. 

d. Chairman’s Report 

 

IX. Public Commentary 

X. Adjourn 

 

Michelle Sigfridson, Chairman 

In-Person: 

Clifford B. Green Meeting Center, Suite 24, 69 South Main Street, Brooklyn, CT 

All attending in person are required to wear masks. 

Online: 

Click link below: 

https://townofbrooklyn.my.webex.com/to
wnofbrooklyn.my/j.php?MTID=m03cff485e
32a4158afe905fc971a3c27 

Go to www.webex.com,  

click Sign In 

On the top right, click Join a Meeting 

Enter meeting ID: 126 815 8731 

Enter meeting password: First 

Phone: Dial 1-415-655-0001 

Enter meeting number: 126 815 8731 

Enter meeting password: 34778 

You can bypass attendee number by pressing #  

OR 

https://townofbrooklyn.my.webex.com/townofbrooklyn.my/j.php?MTID=m03cff485e32a4158afe905fc971a3c27
https://townofbrooklyn.my.webex.com/townofbrooklyn.my/j.php?MTID=m03cff485e32a4158afe905fc971a3c27
https://townofbrooklyn.my.webex.com/townofbrooklyn.my/j.php?MTID=m03cff485e32a4158afe905fc971a3c27
http://www.webex.com/










 From: Mayshar, Andy <MaysharA@conedceb.com>
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 3:05 PM

 To: Jana Roberson
 Cc: Olimpieri, Jim; Jattan, Amaris; Carvalho, Leandro

 Subject: RE: 80 South Street
 Attachments: Reflection from Solar farm projects near airports.pdf

Hi Jana

To answer your questions

 1) We are not currently planning on any screening as the array is located so 
far from the road with 
no visibility from the road.

 2) Please see attached report on Solar Panel Glare.   Solar Panels are designed
and coated to 
absorb the majority of the incident light such that there is minimum glare.   Also 
keep in mind 
that the angle of reflection equals the angle of incidence such that any light 
hitting the panels 
which are a 26 degree tilt would be reflected off at 56 degrees. 

 3) The max height at the rear of the array is 10 feet 9 inches.

Please let me know if you have any other questions

Thanks

Andy

Andy Mayshar
Manager Engineering & Design
ConEdison Solutions 
38 Beaver Brook Road
Danbury CT 06810
203 616-4213
860 974-2321 cell
mayshara@conedceb.com

 

From: Jana Roberson <J.Roberson@Brooklynct.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 1:29 PM 
To: Jattan, Amaris <JattanA@conedceb.com> 
Subject: 80 South Street

CAUTION! EXTERNAL SENDER 
Never click on links or open attachments if sender is unknown, and never provide 
user 
ID or password. Suspicious? Use the Phishing Reporter icon (for mobile phones, 



forward message to Email Check) 
Amaris,

Some questions about the proposal for 80 South Street in Brooklyn, CT.

1)            Is any kind of screening will be provided?
2)            How has glare been addressed?
3)            What is the max height of the structure?

Thank you.

Jana Butts Roberson, AICP
Director of Community Development/Town Planner
Town of Brooklyn, CT

j.roberson@brooklynct.org
(860)779-3411 x.14
PO Box 356
Clifford B. Green Memorial Building, Suite 22
69 South Main Street
Brooklyn, CT 06234



Solar farm projects near airports: Is glare an 
issue? 
 
The Canberra Times recently published a piece about the concerns about 
potential glare from the solar panels of the proposed 4 megawatt (MW) Mount 
Majura Solar Farm, given its proximity to Canberra Airport. This article 
addresses concerns about glare from solar panels in aviation and examines a 
number of similar case studies both internationally and elsewhere in Australia. 

1. Solar panels are designed to absorb light, and accordingly reflect only 
reflect a small amount of the sunlight that falls on them compared to most 
other everyday objects. Most notably, solar panels reflect significantly less 
light than flat water. 

 

In fact, glass, one of the uppermost and important components of a solar 
panel, reflects only a small portion of the light that falls on it–about 2-4%, 
depending on whether it has undergone an anti-reflective treatment. These 
days, to increase solar panel efficiency and power output, most panels are 
treated with some kind of anti-reflective coating. Below is an example of how 
Sunarc’s antireflective technology–just one available on the market–can 
increase light transmission in glass and reduce reflection. 



 

(Image via Sunarc.) 

The chart below compares the reflectivity of smooth surfaces at different 
angles of sunlight. Solar panels treated with antireflective coating reflect a 
lower percentage of light than smooth water. Steel, a common building 
material, reflects far more incident sunlight than either. 

 

2. Of course, it may not seem fair to compare the quality of light reflected from 
grass to that reflected off of water or glass. Smooth surfaces such as glass 
and still water exhibit ‘specular reflection‘. This is when light hits the surface at 
one angle and ‘bounces off’ in another direction, much like a mirror. Specular 
reflection can be contrasted with ‘diffuse reflection’, which occurs when light 
reflects off of microscopically rough surfaces and scatters. Diffuse reflection is 
what happens when light hits virtually everything in our field of vision. 



When the sun is 
reflected on a smooth surface, it can result in glint (a quick reflection) or glare 
(a longer reflection) for those who are on the ‘receiving’ angle. In both cases 
the light reflected is diminished by having first hit the substrate that reflected 
it–unless that surface is a perfect mirror. When the sun is the original source 
of the light reflected off a reflective surface, the time and position at which 
glare or glint might occur depends on the original position of the sun in the sky 
in relation to the location of the viewer. 
Pilots are familiar with this sort of reflection, usually from bodies of water 
(which, as noted above, has a higher level of reflectivity than glass or solar 
panels). Airports are commonly found in close proximity to lakes and the 
ocean (Sydney’s Kingsford Smith being one such case). 

 
3. The biggest glare hazard in aviation is the sun itself–particularly when it is 
low on the horizon. In an international, comprehensive analysis of potential 
glare hazards (pdf – see section 7) in aviation from solar panels, the UK’s 
Spaven Consulting points out that a trawl of UK and US aviation incident 
databases between the years 2000 and 2010 for accidents in which glare was 
cited as a factor reveals that in the overwhelming majority of these cases, the 
source of the glare was the sun itself. The handful of other cases were mainly 
related to glare from water on the tarmac or from a nearby body of water. In 
no case was glare from solar panels or ‘similar facilities’ cited as a contributing 
factor to an accident. 

4. Numerous airports around the world have solar installations located on their 
premises. Among those in Australia that have installed large arrays 
are Adelaide Airport, Alice Springs Airport, Newman Airport (WA), and Ballarat 
Airport. Internationally, solar arrays have been installed at or near airports 
in Singapore’s Changi Airport, London’s Gatwick Airport, California’s San Jose 
Airport, Germany’s Dusseldorf Airport, the US’s Denver International 



Airport, Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada, and Ontario’s Thunder Bay Airport, 
to name a few. The preponderance of examples in which solar panels have 
been installed at, on or near airports is testament to fact that they are not 
automatically a hazard to pilots. 

Particularly noteworthy and a close analogue to the Majura Solar Farm with 
regard to its position in relation to an airport is the Indiana Solar Farm. 2MW 
of solar panels facing due south are located under 1km south-west of 
runways. Stephen Barrett of US consultancy HMMH, which has undertaken 
glare assessments of numerous solar installations at or near airports across 
the US–including Indianapolis Airport–said that the majority of projects that 
HMMH had been involved in were developed by the airports themselves and 
were therefore careful to adhere to FAA guidance. He also noted that the FAA 
only requires glare assessments for developments that occur within 2 miles 
(about 3.22km) of touch-down.

 

The Indiana Solar Farm, less than 1km southwest of the landing strip at 
Indianapolis International Airport. (Photo by Alex Dierkman.) 



 

The location (circled) of the Indiana Solar Farm in relation to Indianapolis 
Airport runways. Panels are not visible because the map is out of date. (Image 

via Google Maps.) 

 

Dusseldorf International Airport, Germany (Image via AvaiationPros.) 



 

Denver International Airport , Colorado, USA (Image via Worldwater & Solar.) 

 

Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada, USA (Image via Nellis Air Force Base.) 



 

The 8.5MW Thunder Bay Airport Solar Park (Image via Recharge News.) 

Two Californian airports specifically noted in Spaven Consulting’s report–
Bakersfield and Oakland–have solar arrays directly adjacent to the tarmac or 
even between runways (images below). Both of these arrays underwent 
analysis during the planning process to ensure that glare was not an issue, 
and neither has reported complaints about glare from pilots since the arrays 
were installed. 



 

 

5. The Spaven Consulting report notes that because of their low reflectivity 
solar developments ‘en route’ to an airport (but not actually located on the 
premises of an airport) are unlikely to warrant a glare analysis. In the event 
that such an analysis is deemed necessary, the above points (about the low 
reflectivity of panels) are should be taken into account. The Mount Majura 
Solar Farm will be located 7km north of the airport, making it unlikely that 
pilots flying in and out will experience any interference due to reflection of light 
from the panels. Furthermore, because the nose of a commercial aircraft is 



tilted slightly upwards prior to landing, should any light be reflected off the 
panels during a landing, it is more likely to fall on the underside of the plane 
than shine into its cockpit. 
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Jana Roberson

From: David Held <dheld@prorovinc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 2:19 PM
To: Jana Roberson
Subject: RE: Ground-mount solar applications

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jana, 
 
Please see responses below in red. 
 
Thanks.  
 
David J. Held, P.E., L.S. 
Provost & Rovero, Inc. 
57 East Main Street 
P.O. Box 191 
Plainfield, CT 06374 
Phone (860) 230-0856 
Cell (860) 234-3183 
Fax (860) 230-0860 
dheld@prorovinc.com 
www.prorovinc.com 
 

From: Jana Roberson [mailto:J.Roberson@Brooklynct.org]  
Sent: Friday, September 17, 2021 10:33 AM 
To: David Held <dheld@prorovinc.com> 
Subject: RE: Ground-mount solar applications 
 
Got it. Thank you. 
I have a few questions: 

1) Are you aware you need to meet all setbacks? Or seek a waiver.  R-10 zone setback for an accessory structure in 
the rear yard and/or side yard is 10’.  The provided side and rear setbacks are 10.2’ and 27.2’ respectively.  I 
assume these are the appropriate setbacks to use since it’s an accessory use/structure but please correct me if 
I’m wrong about that. 

2) Could you clarify what kind of screening will be provided?  There is no particular screening proposed.  Other 
than a small part of Tiffany Street, the ground mount array should be hidden from view in a public right of way 
by the buildings.  If you feel additional screening is warranted, we could add wood slats or something similar on 
the easterly perimeter fence around the array. 

3) How has glare been addressed?  Glare would only be a potential concern for the ground mount portion of the 
project.  Since it’s not directly facing a public right of way and it’s up higher than the adjacent parking lot to the 
south, I don’t think there’s much potential for glare to be an issue.  Please let me know if there’s a specific 
concern or location related to glare. 

4) What is the max height of the structure?  For the ground mount array, the maximum height above grade will be 
approximately 12’.  Most locations will be lower than that because of the southerly slope of the land.  The 
carport structure will be a maximum of 14’ above grade. 
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Jana Butts Roberson, AICP 
Director of Community Development/Town Planner 
Town of Brooklyn, CT 
 
j.roberson@brooklynct.org 
(860)779-3411 x.14 
PO Box 356 
Clifford B. Green Memorial Building, Suite 22 
69 South Main Street 
Brooklyn, CT 06234 
 
 

From: David Held <dheld@prorovinc.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 16, 2021 10:10 PM 
To: Jana Roberson <J.Roberson@Brooklynct.org> 
Subject: RE: Ground-mount solar applications 
 
Hi Jana, 
 
I don’t mind hanging around the public hearing and staying up late…my client is really hoping to get the approval as soon 
as possible to work it in with the renovation of the 15 apartment units.  I also certainly understand the commission’s 
ability to wait, but feel free to pass along to them that we’re up for it if they’re willing. 
 
Thanks.   
 
David J. Held, P.E., L.S. 
Provost & Rovero, Inc. 
57 East Main Street 
P.O. Box 191 
Plainfield, CT 06374 
Phone (860) 230-0856 
Cell (860) 234-3183 
Fax (860) 230-0860 
dheld@prorovinc.com 
www.prorovinc.com 
 

From: Jana Roberson [mailto:J.Roberson@Brooklynct.org]  
Sent: Thursday, September 16, 2021 5:57 PM 
To: Jattan, Amaris <JattanA@conedceb.com>; 'David Held' <dheld@prorovinc.com> 
Subject: Ground-mount solar applications 
 
To All, 
 
I put your applications on the agenda for the next Brooklyn Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, but there is a big 
public hearing that night on a controversial application. 
It is very unlikely that the Commission will do anything with your application other than receive it. 
It is also difficult to say at this time when they will review and take action, but they must take action within 65 days of 
Sept. 21, 2021. 
Please let me know if you have any concerns. 
 
Jana Butts Roberson, AICP 
Director of Community Development/Town Planner 
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Town of Brooklyn, CT 
 
j.roberson@brooklynct.org 
(860)779-3411 x.14 
PO Box 356 
Clifford B. Green Memorial Building, Suite 22 
69 South Main Street 
Brooklyn, CT 06234 
 
 




