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June 18, 2026 follow up letter to attached

Ms. Abby Conroy
Director of Land Use
Town of Salisbury
27 Main Street

P.O. Box 548
Salisbury, CT 06068

Dear Abby,

Thank you again for your response regarding the approval process for the proposed theater at 16
Farnum Road.

Since receiving your email, | have reviewed additional public records, including the Water Pollution
Control Authority (WPCA) meeting minutes from September 2025 through April 21, 2026, as well as the
correspondence between the applicant and WPCA Superintendent Charles Humes that was included
with the application materials.

That review raises several additional questions regarding the municipal review process.

In the correspondence included with the application, Mr. Humes stated that because the property is
connected to the municipal sewer system, the Planning and Zoning Department would forward the
application to him for review and that he would then bring the matter before the WPCA for approval. He
further noted that audience use of the bathrooms could affect whether the property would continue to
be treated as residential or would instead be classified as a commercial property for sewer billing
purposes.

The applicant subsequently advised Mr. Humes that the residence would no longer function as a
residence, but instead would become dressing rooms, offices, and support space for the theater
operation, and that theater patrons would utilize the building’s bathroom facilities.

After reviewing the WPCA minutes covering the period from September 2025 through April 21, 2026, |
was unable to locate any discussion, review, vote, approval, denial, or determination concerning 16
Farnum Road, the proposed theater use, sewer classification, anticipated patron usage, or any related
billing implications.
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This absence is notable because the WPCA minutes reflect discussion and action on a number of other
relatively modest sewer-related matters during the same period, including residential connections,
accessory dwelling units, additional bedrooms and bathrooms, and billing classifications.

Accordingly, | would appreciate clarification regarding the following:
1. Was the theater application ever formally submitted to the WPCA for review?

2. Did the WPCA determine that no formal review or approval was required, notwithstanding the
Superintendent’s correspondence indicating that the matter would be brought before the
Authority?

3. Was any determination made regarding whether the property would remain classified as
residential or be reclassified for sewer billing purposes as a commercial or assembly use?

4. Did the Planning and Zoning Commission receive any written comment, sign-off, recommendation,
or determination from the WPCA regarding the proposed change in use?

5. If the WPCA did review the matter, can you identify the meeting date at which the review
occurred or direct me to the corresponding public record?

6. If no WPCA review occurred, what was the basis for concluding that review was unnecessary
despite the anticipated conversion from a residential use to a theater use serving the public and
utilizing the municipal sewer system?

As | noted previously, my purpose is not to oppose the theater project itself. Rather, | am attempting to
understand the extent to which the various municipal review bodies evaluated the issues presented by
the application and whether the public record fully reflects those reviews.

| would appreciate it if this correspondence could be shared with the Planning and Zoning Commission
and included in the public file associated with the application.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,
Bruce

Bruce Palmer
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RE: Lakeville's new theatre approval process

From Bruce Palmer <bppalmer@verizon.net>

Date Thu 6/18/2026 8:45 AM

To  Abby Conroy <aconroy@salisburyct.us>
Cc  Miles Todaro <mtodaro@salisburyct.us>

[ﬂJ 2 attachments (3 MB)

2026-0320-Application-Documents-Theatre-Palmer-Conroy-Email-Exchange.pdf; 2026-0320-Application-Documents-
Theatre.pdf;

June 18 2026

Ms. Abby Conroy
Director of Land Use
Town of Salisbury
27 Main Street

P.O. Box 548
Salisbury, CT 06068

Dear Abby,

Thank you for your detailed response and for agreeing to place my correspondence before the
Commission. Please add this letter as well. Thanks.

After reviewing both the application materials and the Salisbury Zoning Regulations, | better
understand your point that a theater use is permitted in the CG-20 zone and that many life-
safety issues ultimately fall under the jurisdiction of the Building Official and Fire Marshal rather
than the Planning and Zoning Commission.

That said, | remain concerned that the review of the parking-flexibility component of this
application did not receive the level of scrutiny contemplated by the regulations.

Sections 703.7 and 703.8 appear to authorize the Commission to consider parking demand,
traffic patterns, customer traffic, hours of operation, surrounding uses, and public safety
implications when evaluating requests for parking flexibility. The regulations also appear to allow
the Commission to request a parking needs analysis prepared by a qualified traffic and parking
engineer.

The application acknowledges that essentially all audience parking will occur off-site and that
patrons will be required to cross Farnum Road to reach the theater. The applicant proposes
addressing this through the use of a crossing guard. However, | did not see a traffic study,
pedestrian safety analysis, lighting analysis, sight-distance evaluation, or parking engineering
review in the application record.

In addition, | remain concerned about the pedestrian safety implications of the parking
arrangement that was approved. The application acknowledges that the theater has little or no
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on-site parking and that patrons will primarily park at Herrington's and other nearby locations,
requiring them to cross Farnum Road to reach the theater. The application further
acknowledges that there is no permanent crosswalk connecting the Herrington's parking area to
the theater and proposes the use of a crossing guard before and after performances.

Because performances will frequently occur after dark and may involve up to 99 patrons, many
of whom may be older residents or visitors, the pedestrian crossing issue appears to be a
foreseeable public safety concern. | did not find a traffic engineering study, pedestrian safety
analysis, lighting assessment, sight-distance evaluation, or similar professional review in the
application materials. | was also unable to determine from the public record whether any
indemnification agreement, insurance documentation, hold-harmless provisions, or other risk-
management measures were considered in connection with the off-site parking arrangement.

While | understand that the theater use itself may be permitted as of right within the CG-20
zone, the parking-flexibility approval required the Commission to exercise discretion regarding
parking adequacy, traffic impacts, and public safety. It is therefore unclear from the public record
what evidence the Commission relied upon to conclude that the proposed parking arrangement
and pedestrian circulation plan would not jeopardize public safety.

Similarly, while | understand that emergency evacuation, ADA compliance, occupancy limits,
and restroom requirements are largely matters for building and fire code review, the Fire
Marshal's correspondence suggests that a substantial amount of life-safety work remains to be
completed before occupancy. As a member of the public reviewing the application, | found it
difficult to evaluate whether these issues had been sufficiently analyzed.

My concern is not with the theater itself. | support the arts and would like the project to succeed.
Rather, my concern is whether the public record adequately demonstrates that pedestrian
safety, traffic impacts, parking adequacy, operational impacts, and associated public-safety
considerations were thoroughly evaluated before approval.

| would appreciate clarification regarding the following:

1. Did the Commission make specific findings concerning pedestrian safety associated with
patrons crossing Farnum Road from off-site parking areas?

2. Did the Commission consider requesting a Parking Needs Analysis under Sections 703.7 and
703.87

3. Were any conditions imposed regarding crossing guards, parking management, lighting,
maximum occupancy, or event operations?

4. Will the Fire Marshal's requirements become part of the public file before a certificate of
occupancy is issued?

5. Did the Commission make any formal findings regarding pedestrian safety for patrons
crossing Farnum Road from satellite or shared parking areas?

6. Was consideration given to obtaining a traffic engineering review, pedestrian safety
assessment, roadway-crossing analysis, or legal review concerning the off-site parking
arrangement?

7. Were any indemnification agreements, insurance requirements, hold-harmless provisions, or
other risk-management measures considered or required as part of the parking-flexibility
approval?
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8. What evidence did the Commission rely upon to conclude that the approved parking
arrangement would not jeopardize public safety, particularly during nighttime performances
when patrons are expected to cross Farnum Road?

Thank you again for your response and for your service to the Town.
You will be sorely missed. You brought a level of professionalism to the position and to the town
not seen in recent memory.

Respectfully,

Bruce
Bruce Palmer

Cc: Miles Todaro, Land Use Technical Specialist

Bruce Palmer
11 Russell Street
Great Barrington, MA 01230

From: Abby Conroy <aconroy@salisburyct.us>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2026 3:38 PM

To: Bruce Palmer <bppalmer@verizon.net>

Cc: Miles Todaro <mtodaro@salisburyct.us>

Subject: Re: Lakeville's new theatre approval process

Hi Bruce,

Lots to parse here. I'm sorry, | must have missed your hand raised a second time. The
Commission typically limits the time on public comment when there are a lot of comments so
that everyone has a chance to speak. We will share this correspondence with the Commission
for the next meeting.

Miles and | were frankly shocked when we discovered that theater is allowed by Site Plan.
Unlike a special permit, a site plan application by itself is for a use already permitted "as of
right" in the particular area so long as it meets the standards required by the regulations.
Without specific performance standards (minimum lot area, max number of seats to lot area
etc.) or a requirement for special permit there is very little for the Commission to apply
discretion to. Noise, traffic, bathrooms, etc. might be discussed on a special permit but not a
site plan.

Some of your questions are outside of the purview of the commission for example, bathrooms
and ADA are under the building code and emergency evacuation is fire code. As the applicant
attested, she has been communicating directly with the Fire Marshal. The Commission, in
rendering a decision found that to be a satisfactory response. Obviously, prior to CO a more
formal Fire Marshal and Building Official sign off will be needed. While the Commission may
have had the authority to request more detailed traffic/parking information under the Special
Permit for parking flexibility, they again found the applicants' materials and presentation to be
satisfactory and did not request additional materials.

| am not aware of any legal questions brought by the Commission so Town Counsel was not
consulted. Likewise, the Town Engineer reviews applications involving technical development:
no exterior changes were proposed. Inland Wetlands and Flood Zones sometimes overlap but
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are not the same thing. The IWWC reviews regulated activities (earth moving, clearing of
vegetation, grubbing, filling, grading, paving, excavating, etc.) in wetlands and upland review
areas . No regulated activities were proposed.

By Town leadership, | am assuming you mean the Board of Selectmen? It would be out of the
norm to consult with them on a pending application.

The notices to abutters were included on the website (with the public hearing notice). | was also
surprised that so few people attended but that is often the case (as I'm sure you have
experienced).

Abby Conroy

Land Use Director
Town of Salisbury
PO Box 548

27 Main Street
Salisbury, CT 06068
(860)435-5190

Office Hours:
Walk-ins 8am-10:30am Mondays and Wednesdays, 8am-9am Tuesdays and Thursday.
Outside of these hours, staff are available by appointment ONLY.

In accordance with CGS §7-159b preapplication review and any results or information obtained from it
may not be appealed under any provision of the general statutes and shall not be binding on the
applicant or any authority, commission, department, agency or other official having jurisdiction to review
the proposed project. Additionally, the information contained herein has been compiled to provide
guidance. It is not to be substituted for an analysis of regulations of the Town or State or constitute a
legal opinion of the Town of Salisbury.

From: Bruce Palmer <bppalmer@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2026 9:32 PM

To: Abby Conroy <aconroy@salisburyct.us>

Cc: Miles Todaro <mtodaro@salisburyct.us>
Subject: Lakeville's new theatre approval process

June 15, 2026

Dear Abby,

While | am a supporter of the arts, | found the approval process for a significant
change to the neighbor was lacking in many important ways.

The planning and zoning board did not appear to ask the critical questions that
they offer on most every other project. | know you must limit the time for public
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comments, but | did raise my hand a second time to make a further comment but
was not granted that opportunity.

Here are the critical issues | see with this application: (Remember the Wake Robin
project?)

1. The chairperson’s bias was notable and simply in my opinion unprofessional
2. There was no discussion at all on toilets etc. — is this not needed for a group
of 997
. Where is the emergency evacuation plan?
. Was there a traffic study?
. Did town counsel review this?
. Did town leadership even discuss this as this is involves town planning
. Safety is clearly an issue, and it was not even studied?
. What about traffic control for 99 people. CT state police?
9. AlImost every project now goes to the town engineer for review, did this?
10. And this is in the flood zone, so would it have to go to inland/wetlands?
11. Safety — no cross walk, no sidewalks, lighting — was it even studies
12. Site visit — none? The pedestrian crosswalk over the brook ?
13. And they could decide to perform 5 nights and all weekend as long as it’s
after 5pm?
14. Noise?
15. And no conditions on alcohol? Are you serious? Is there plenty of water for
everyone
16. ADA compliant? | think you are dealing with an older group no? Late at night?

o ~NO O b~ W

| just reviewed the proposal tonight so perhaps all the above is immaterial and
insignificant but after listening all the other projects that have come before the
P&Z board, the approval process appeared to be expedited and not thoroughly
thought through.

| would like this email to be submitted for the record.

Thanks for listening,

Bruce
PS usually the abutter notifications are in the record?

PSS there was absolutely no one that commented negatively or at least
expressed any concerns. Hard to believe but possible | guess.

Bruce Palmer
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11 Russell Street

Great Barrington, MA 01230
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