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The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon held a meeting at the Company #1 Firehouse, 25 Darling Drive, Avon, on Tuesday December 8, 2015.  Present were Linda Keith, Chair, Peter Mahoney, Tom Armstrong, Joseph Gentile, Audrey Vicino, David Cappello and Alternates Elaine Primeau, Mary Harrop and Maria Mozzicato.  Mrs. Harrop sat for the meeting.  Carol Griffin, Vice Chair, was absent.  Also present was Hiram Peck, Director of Planning and Steve Kushner, Special Projects Manager.
Ms. Keith called the meeting to order at 5:30pm.
Plan of Conservation and Development - Review Chapter 5 (Open Space and Recreation) 
Steve Kushner began his review of Chapter 5, Open Space and Recreation, noting that open space is important for many reasons such as maintaining a connection with Avon’s rural past as well as establishing community character.  He explained that protection of some open space contributes to public safety, such as Fisher Meadows which is located in the floodplain.  Places for active recreation (ball fields, hiking trails, etc.) must be sufficient to meet the Town’s demand for organized athletics.  He added that preserving open space also results in positive fiscal impacts.  Avon has 3 prominent ridges, namely Avon Mountain, Pond Ledge, and Huckleberry Hill, as well as 7 miles of the Farmington River.  He noted that there is farmland remaining in Avon as well as large areas of unfragmented open space, which provide a greater value than many smaller, unconnected pieces of open space.  Mr. Kushner displayed a map showing all open space parcels noting that the Town has approximately 2,800 acres of open space in total, which equates to about 20%.  He explained that the Town owns 70 parcels; the State owns 22 parcels; 13 parcels are owned privately; CL&P owns 3 parcels; the Land Trust owns 34 parcels and also has 4 easements.  He indicated that the land owned by the Avon Country Club is an example of privately-owned open space that is zoned ROS and used for recreational purposes.  He pointed out a scenario such that the members of the Club could decide at some point to sell their land and ask for a change of zone from ROS to a residential zone.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Kushner referenced Table 5-4 explaining that different parcels of open space have different degrees of protection relating to the probability that a parcel would remain open forever.  He further explained that Fisher Meadows is owned by the Town and is deed restricted; he added that the National Park Service has an easement over this land that specifies that the Town must maintain this land as open space.  He added however, that a process exists that allows for a petition of this condition should the Town decide at some point that a portion of this land is needed for development.  He commented, for example, that the Town could ask the National Park Service to substitute another parcel of land (i.e., substitute 5 acres from Fisher Meadows and buy 5 acres someplace else in Town).  He explained that while it is the Plan’s goal to preserve all open space, the final decision in this regard rests with the Town Council.
Mr. Kushner continued his review of Chapter 5 indicating that it is important to note that the Commission must act in accordance with State law regarding this Plan.  He explained the possibility that there may be some individuals who do not understand this law requirement and voice their preference for keeping Avon just as it is by finding a way to keep all the undeveloped land open.  He further explained that State law governs the update to this Plan for good reason and noted that Avon’s regulations must allow reasonable use of private property; property cannot be confiscated.  He added, however, that Towns can require developers to deed land as part of a subdivision application and noted that many parcels of open space in Avon were acquired in this way.   He stated that the 5% open space dedication requirement was changed to 10% in 2006.  He further noted that the Commission has discretion over land being offered by a developer as open space.  In addition, the developer can offer a fee-in-lieu payment, which the Commission can either accept or determine that they would prefer land dedication.  He explained that the fee-in-lieu payment is based on an appraisal of the pre-approved land value and the payment is typically received incrementally as lots are sold.  Mr. Kushner noted that the monies received via fee in lieu can only be used to purchase open space or make improvements to existing recreational facilities.  
Mr. Kushner addressed Table 5-5, which lists 21 parcels with the highest priority for open space.  He also reviewed a map entitled “Parcels with the Highest Priority for Open Space Preservation, December 2015”.  He noted that substantial size may be one way to rank parcels for highest priority.  Another consideration could be the opportunity to preserve larger areas of unfragmented open space that benefit both wildlife and the environment. He noted that connectivity between open space is another consideration noting that hiking is now available between the Found Land and the Huckleberry Hill Open Space, which combined total more than 450 acres.  Mr. Kushner noted that Avon Old Farms School owns a considerable amount of open land but noted that, to his knowledge, they have no plans to sell any land.  
Mr. Kushner noted trail construction completed since the 2006 Plan, namely the Found Land to the Huckleberry Hill Open Space; the Fisher Farm Trail; and Hazen Park to the Heublein Tower.  He  noted the following priorities for new trail construction, such as Avon Self Storage to River Park; the Old Farms Loop (a trail in connection with the proposed Old Farms Road realignment project); the Buckingham ballfields to the Farmington River; and Huckleberry Hill to the Found Land.        
Mr. Kushner referenced a map/study/planning document (prepared by Richter & Cegan) showing the potential for 7 additional playing fields at Fisher Meadows.  He noted that although the Town has decided not to pursue this plan at this time that some basic information could still be added to Chapter 5 identifying the general area.  

Ms. Keith noted her agreement that only general information about additional fields at Fisher Meadows is appropriate to be shown in the Plan.  She noted that she doesn’t feel any specific information is appropriate, as it isn’t known whether this project will move forward.  
Mr. Kushner noted that a study of indoor recreational spaces is recommended in Chapter 5.
Mr. Cappello commented that he would like to see the language made more specific, as indoor recreation can mean many different things.  He added that indoor, in his mind, means basketball courts but added that the Director of Recreation and Parks could mean something else.

Mr. Kushner agreed noting that a list of activities could be included.
Mr. Armstrong noted his opinion regarding the importance of creating a fund for maintenance.  
He asked whether general questions about sourcing of funds should be considered.  He asked that if the Avon Land Trust ceases to exist whether there is a pullback to the Town.     

Mr. Peck referenced the list of 21 parcels with highest priority for open space preservation and suggested, for clarification, that it be noted that the list is not in any particular ranked order.
In response to a question from an unidentified male audience member, Mr. Kushner explained that the Town owns 70 parcels totaling 1,536 acres, which is about 10%.  The audience member communicated his opinion that the Town should purchase as much land as possible.    

Nicole Herbst, 110 Thompson Road, asked why the former M.H. Rhodes parcel is not included in the list of open space parcels.  
Mr. Kushner explained that 99 Thompson Road (former M.H. Rhodes parcel) is one of the 70 parcels owned by the Town but further explained that he did not create a list naming all 70 parcels.  
In response to a general discussion about properties zoned ROS, Mr. Kushner indicated that he could discuss with Mr. Peck about possible ways to add clarification to properties zoned ROS but noted that he doesn’t believe caveats and/or categories are allowed to be attached to zoning designations.  He added that he would talk to the Town Attorney about the possibility of creating a new zoning designation.  
Mr. Armstrong commented, in context with the discussion about possibly rezoning some open space parcels, that consideration should also be given to rezoning residential and industrial properties located in the floodplain.  
Mr. Peck addressed questions from the last meeting about structures located in the floodplain and noted that there are 206 structures located in the 100-year floodplain and 129 additional structures located in the 500-year floodplain, for a total of 335 structures.  He added that the information is based on the Town GIS.  He pointed out that this doesn’t tell us how many are in residential zones versus other zones.   
In response to a question from an unidentified female audience member about the Town acquiring more land in the area of Fisher Meadows, Mr. Kushner clarified that his previous discussion regarding Fisher Meadows related to stormwater management and how the Town Public Works Department, through special training, can now ensure that runoff into recreation areas is cleaner.      
A female audience member (name inaudible) asked what the downside would be for the Town to increase the open space requirement from 10% to 15% or even 20%. 

Mr. Kushner explained that there would be no downside to the Town but there would be a downside to the private property owner who pays taxes on their land.  He added that because the Town is now about 85% built out that a change to open space would not result in much advantage.  
Mr. Peck explained that State Statute allows for a maximum of 10% for the fee-in-lieu option.  He noted that it can get confusing for Commissions to have to make decisions on proposals from developers about whether to accept open space land (for example, if the regulation calls for 20%) or accept a fee-in-lieu payment.  He suggested that any change to the regulation be carefully considered.
An unidentified male audience member noted that there is a 5 to 6-acre parcel located between 
133 Thompson Road and the former M.H. Rhodes parcel and asked if this land area has been considered as part of the parcels noted for preservation; he noted that it’s not on the list and thinks the address is 107 Thompson Road.   
Mr. Cappello noted that there used to be a small house on 107 Thompson Road but now only trees remain.

Mr. Kushner noted his understanding and added that 107 Thompson Road probably should be considered for preservation.   

An unidentified female audience member asked how residents are protected when the Town buys open land and then builds a school, for example.

Mr. Kushner explained that sometimes the Town buys land with the specific intent to create a recreational area, such as Fisher Meadows.  He further explained that Towns have the option to change their mind via the public hearing process.  He concluded by noting that some towns exempt themselves from their own regulations but explained that Avon doesn’t do that.  
The portion of the meeting relating to the Plan of Conservation and Development was done.

Ms. Keith called the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting to order at 7:30pm.

 APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Mahoney motioned to approve the minutes of the October 13, 2015, meeting, as submitted.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Harrop, received unanimous approval.
Mr. Gentile motioned to approve the minutes of the November 10, 2015, meeting, as submitted.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Cappello, received unanimous approval.

PUBLIC HEARING 
App. #4787 -
Silvio Brighenti Family, owner, Artfx, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.2.f. (3) of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit wall sign larger than 75 SF, 100 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970100, in a CP-B Zone
Mr. Armstrong motioned to continue the public hearing for App. #4787 to the next meeting, scheduled for January 12, 2016.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Mahoney, received unanimous approval.
App. #4788 - 
Avon Business Park, LLC, owner, Erik Castiglione, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.H.3.k. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit strength and conditioning studio, 15 Industrial Drive, Parcel 2870015, in an I Zone  
Mr. Mahoney motioned to continue the public hearing for App. #4788 to the next meeting.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Armstrong, received unanimous approval.
App. #4781 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI C.3.e. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone  
App. #4783 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII A.2.b. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit reduction in overall landscaped area, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone   
Also heard at this time but not part of the public hearing.

App. #4782 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request Site Plan Approval for manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone   

The public hearing was continued from November 10.

Present were Tom Regan, Brown Rudnick LLP, on behalf of the applicant; David Whitney, PE, Consulting Engineers, LLC; Attorney Robert M. Meyers, on behalf of the owners; Richard Pearson, traffic engineer, John Meyer Consulting; Jared Cantanucci, VP, New Country Motor Car Group; Tim Parker, VP of Operations, New Country Motor Group; and Jon Penney, architect, Penney Design Group.

Attorney Regan noted that modifications have been made to the plans as a result of questions and comments received from the Commission and the audience.

David Whitney, PE, stated that the latest plan revision date is December 1, 2015.  He indicated that the plans have been revised in response to comments and concerns from the Avon Water Company, in their letter dated November 10, 2015.  The Water Company has confirmed that all their concerns have been addressed and noted such in their letter to the Town dated December 8.  Mr. Whitney addressed his letter dated December 3, 2015, and noted that he has shown a large area (6K SF) to the rear of the site for snow storage.  He addressed lighting noting that the original lighting plan showed zero foot candles at the property line with Pond Place but noted that there were low light levels at the east and west property lines and concerns from adjacent property owners.  He noted that an 8-foot fence has been added to the plans and the light fixtures along the eastern boundary have been reduced in height from 23 feet to 19 feet.  A revised lighting plan shows zero foot candles off the property.  Notes indicating a long-term maintenance plan for the storm drainage system have been added to the plans.  He commented that tires are proposed to be stored in the enclosed area by the dumpster.     He added that the Town Engineer is satisfied with changes to the plans for the infiltration system located to the rear of the site.  
Mr. Whitney addressed changes to the western driveway entrance (at Mr. Peck’s suggestion) noting that the landscaped island has been enlarged to include the telephone pole and combined the two exit lanes into one.   The amount of impervious surface is currently 59.8%; the existing pavement on both sites is 60.8%.  
Mr. Whitney addressed an email from the Town Engineer, Larry Baril, to Hiram Peck, dated December 8, 2015, regarding sewer and storm drainage requirements, noting the Town Engineer’s request that the information contained in the email be made conditions should an approval be granted.   Mr. Whitney confirmed that the applicant agrees to comply with all requirements.

Richard Pearson, traffic engineer, reviewed his comments, dated December 1, 2015,  in response to the traffic report, dated November 9, 2015,  submitted by DLS Traffic Engineering Services at the last meeting held on November 10.   He explained that although traffic from the proposed development is less in the AM than what could be expected if the restaurant use was resumed and served breakfast, the intersections operate at acceptable Levels of Service based on the site being reoccupied and redeveloped as proposed.  There is no significant impact on the area.   He noted that the retail portion of the site was previously approved for a combination oil change facility and retail.  He explained that the current proposed use would generate less traffic than the previously approved redevelopment for an oil change facility plus a restaurant use on the western part of the site.  
Tim Parker, VP New Country Motors, addressed test drives and noted that safety is very important.  He explained that a suggested test route could be to exit the facility heading east on Route 44, taking a right onto Old Farms Road, taking a right onto Arch Road, taking a right onto Route 167 and then back onto Route 44.  Mr. Parker explained that New Country Motors is very customer focused such that customers often request to drive vehicles home.  
Mr. Whitney displayed a map showing the subject sites along with surrounding sites and explained that the larger retail commercial buildings are highlighted.  The proposed BMW building is approximately 20,000 SF in size.  Located directly to the west is the Big Y/Walmart plaza which contains buildings totaling 162,400 SF.  The building at 260 West Main Street (Goodwill)  is 30,000 SF in size.  The Nod Brook Mall (315 West Main) contains 74,000 SF and the “Fresh Market” building to the front is just about the same size as the proposed building.  The building at 320 West Main (Westridge Shops) is 28,000 SF.  The building at 380 West Main (Avon Marketplace) is 3½ times the size of the proposed building.  He noted that there are 5 separate buildings located directly across from the subject site and these 5 buildings total 26,000 SF.  Plaza 44 (195 West Main Street), located to the east, is 45,000 SF in size.  
Mr. Regan referenced Mr. Whitney’s comments about the surrounding buildings noting that the subject proposal is very consistent with the neighborhood and the area.  He noted that the restaurant at 225 West Main has been vacant since 2011 and a new use was approved in 2009 for 221 West Main Street.   He explained that the applicant is proposing to make a significant investment and give Avon a use that is consistent with the Town and good for the area.  The existing sites are nonconforming such that the proposal reduces the amount of impervious surface and brings the sites into compliance with the Regulations.  He concluded by noting that the applicant concurs with Town Staff such that the subject proposal meets the special exception criteria.  

In response to Mr. Armstrong’s questions, Jared Cantanucci agreed to “texture” the sidewalk as it crosses the entrances to the site.  He further agreed to discuss (with the owner of 255 West Main) the possibility of angling the sidewalk where it meets the parking surface at the Walmart site. 
In response to Mr. Gentile’s question, Mr. Whitney confirmed that the driveway will remain at 30 feet in width.  
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Whitney explained that the width of the existing cut through from 225 West Main to Big Y will remain the same (24 feet) but noted that the radii is increasing such that fire trucks can more easily access the area. 
Hiram Peck inquired/suggested texturing the cut through area as well, to alert vehicles of a change in properties to provide added safety.  Mr. Regan noted his understanding and agreement and added his opinion that active use of the subject sites would reduce the level of cut through traffic and force more vehicles to the traffic light.   

In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about plantings to the east of the site, Mr. Whitney explained that an 8-foot fence is proposed for screening along the rear portion of the eastern property line that abuts the Olson site.  

Mr. Regan explained that the proposed fence for shielding is consistent with the approval granted in 2009 for 221 West Main Street.  He noted that the 2009 approval also included a landscape waiver/reduction.

Mr. Whitney explained that permission from the Avon Water Company has been received to install the aforementioned fence, as it would be located within their easement.

In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Whitney confirmed that 10 trees are proposed along each of the side property lines.  He noted that the Water Company requests that the plantings be 5 feet away from their water line.
In response to Mr. Cappello’s questions, Mr. Whitney explained that 26 light poles in varying heights are proposed.  He confirmed that even though no light spillage would occur off the property that the lights themselves would be visible.  He confirmed that a 3-foot high stone wall exists on the property line to the west and the land rises up on the Big Y site but noted that the sightlines are excellent, no issues.  
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question about noise, Mr. Regan explained that the Regulation adopted by the Commission prohibits loud speakers.  
Mr. Parker explained that few BMWs have alarm systems and added that the estimated maximum number of people at the facility is 30 to 40 daily, which is not huge and most likely much less than generated by the previous restaurant use.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s comment, Mr. Parker confirmed that high-speed doors are proposed and that the doors would be kept closed at all times.  
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question, Mr. Regan commented that the proposed use would most likely generate far less noise than a Town Fair Tire.  
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question about lighting times, Mr. Cantanucci explained that lights will not be on all night and will be shut off at 10pm, at the latest, but noted that the time can be adjusted if necessary.  He added that the lights may go on at 6:30am to 7:30am at this time of year for people arriving early for service.  
In response to Audrey Vicino’s question regarding A/C relative to residents of Pond Place, Jon Penney, architect, explained that the number of A/C units has not yet been fully determined but noted that the units would be fully screened which would help mitigate noise.  
Mr. Peck addressed circulation in front of the sites and asked the applicant if they would be willing to commit to talking to the State DOT about the timing of the traffic light at the Big Y/Walmart Plaza.  He confirmed his understanding that the subject proposal does not require an OSTA permit and that the traffic light is not within the applicant’s control.     
Mr. Pearson explained that the timing of the traffic light at Big Y has been discussed with the State DOT and the State says that the timing is in accordance with the plan.  He added that he could ask the State to review the light again, on the Town’s behalf, to see if modifications would be appropriate, regardless of the subject application.  

Mr. Regan concurred that the applicant is happy to make suggestions to the State DOT but added that the preference is to do it in conjunction with the Town’s request/support.   

Mr. Peck addressed the possibility of getting a green arrow at Lawrence Avenue and recommended that this item be added to the applicant’s discussion list with the State DOT, should the subject proposal be approved.  He clarified that it is understood that the applicant has no control over the State’s decision.
Mr. Regan concurred with Mr. Peck’s comments reiterating that such requests and conversations would be more effective in conjunction with the Town’s support.
Ms. Keith opened the hearing for public comment.
Henrietta Donato, Lawrence Avenue, commented that she has been fighting for years for a left-hand turn green arrow and noted her appreciation to the Town for asking for it.  

Dick McCall, Lawrence Avenue, offered statistics noting that O’Neill’s dealership, located on Route 44, had 140 incidents from January 2010 until yesterday.  He noted that the incidents include things like larceny, drugs, alarms, motor vehicle accidents, etc.

In response to a question from Wendy Madsen, 73 Lawrence Avenue, Mr. Regan confirmed that only a manufacturer’s certified pre-owned dealership could occupy the subject site.  He explained that he worked hard with the Town to create the language contained in the Regulation that was adopted by the Commission about 1½ years ago.
In response to a question from Ron Rell, Lawrence Avenue, Mr. Penney explained that there are censors inside and outside the building such that the bay doors open automatically when a car pulls in front of them.  The doors close automatically, based on a timing mechanism.  He confirmed that no one is going to be beeping a horn.

Suzanne Chase, 8 Edgewood, asked if the proposed fence could be located a few feet further back so as not to disturb the existing trees in the area.   
Mr. Whitney explained that the intent of the fence is not to require trees to be cut down.  He further explained that there is an existing fence on Pond Place property (to the rear of 225 West Main) and noted that the proposed fence is proposed to be located along the rear of the 221 West Main site, beginning where the existing aforementioned fence stops.   
In response to a question from Patricia Ackman, Climax Road, Mr. Whitney provided a breakdown of the parking noting that 12 spaces are for customers; 24 spaces are for employees; 45 spaces are for service vehicles; and 60 spaces are for inventory.  He noted that the total number of parking spaces is 141.
Mr. Cantanucci explained that “service” vehicles are made up of a combination of customer vehicles waiting for service and loaner/courtesy vehicles.  He further explained that there could be up to 40 customers on the site during the course of the day, not at any one time. 
Neal Rounseville, 214 West Main, submitted, for the record, a traffic report rebuttal dated December 3, 2015, referencing the types of trucks that could access the site and the space needed for turns. He noted that his traffic engineer was not available tonight.  He noted his appreciation for a good presentation and a lot of hard work but added his suggestion that the proposal is an overuse of the property, such that the proposed building is quite large for the size of the site as compared to adjacent buildings and sites.
Jim Olson, abutting property owner to the east, asked how tall the light poles are.

Mr. Whitney stated that the light poles proposed along the eastern property line are 19 feet tall.
Mr. Olson commented that his property/house is about 10 t0 14 feet higher than the proposed car dealership (he drew a picture on the white board located behind the Commission).  He noted that an 8-foot-high fence with 19-foot-high lights are proposed and added that he has 2 bedroom windows and a living room window that face the direction of the subject site.  He noted that he can over the top of the building to the lights on the other side and commented that he doesn’t see how the lighting plan benefits him.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Whitney noted that Mr. Olson would be able to see the back of the light fixtures, which are shielded.

In response to Mr. Keith’s question, Mr. Olson commented that there is no longer any foliage; it was taken down.
Mr. Penney explained that the proposed building is about 26 feet tall such that Mr. Olson would not be able to see the other side of the building.  
Mr. Olson commented that the proposed building is white with lots of glass and will probably reflect a lot of light back towards the house.
Ms. Keith commented that the applicant has represented that the lights would be turned off at 10pm or earlier.  
Mr. Olson commented that he noted at the last meeting that he is looking for a substantial bufferyard.   He commented that an 8-foot fence was on the prior approved plan because he accepted that due to a hardship for the prior project because they were going to use the existing building.  This project will take down the existing building and build a new one.  He commented that the Commission required the owner of 213 West Main Street, when the gas station was approved, to provide a B Bufferyard to the abutting property to the rear.  He commented that a 
B Bufferyard, per Avon Zoning Regulations, applies to his property because it’s a residential use and added that it was given before and should be given again.  This is a new project with a new building and a 60-foot buffer is being given to Pond Place.  
In response to Mr. Olson’s question, Mr. Peck stated that Pond Place is located in the industrial zone.

Mr. Olson commented the Pond Place is a residential use and getting a bufferyard compared to what he’s getting, an 8-foot fence.  He noted that he wants a 60-foot bufferyard along the entire edge of his property because it has been a residential use since before zoning was adopted when Route 44 was a dirt road.
Dave Olson noted his appreciation to the Commission for their efforts.  He submitted for the record a photograph of a car carrier noting that the applicant said that there would not be any car carriers used.
Mr. Regan confirmed that it has been stated multiple times that no car carriers would be used.

Dave Olson commented that traffic studies are good but asked if any Commission members have visited the site and/or sat in a nearby site and watched the crossing traffic.
Mr. Armstrong noted that he has been to the site several times.
Ms. Keith noted that she has sat in the driveway at the former Dakota restaurant.

Mrs. Harrop commented that she has sat in the parking lot of the nail salon located across the street.  
Dave Olson submitted photos of the site and nearby areas on Route 44 showing lots of crossing traffic with the potential for accidents.  Many people trying to take a left into the Dakota parking lot causes a lot of traffic backup.  He noted that he feels the easement through Dakota is over burdened.  He commented that the backed up traffic covers both driveways to the proposed dealership noting that it would be very difficult for anyone to take a left and get safely out of the subject site. 
Attorney Thomas Becker, representing the Olson Family, asked how justice could be created for all the parties involved.  He noted that the law must be properly applied; the special exception criteria contained in the Regulations must be applied.  He noted that both Mrs. Primeau and 
Mr. Gackstatter made instructive arguments during the hearing process to adopt the regulation 
for a certified pre-owned dealership.  Mr. Becker noted that Mrs. Primeau’s argument was about the 70/30 distribution (70% as BMW pre-owned and certified) and how that distribution could be verified.  He commented that nothing but oral testimony by the applicant has been offered in this regard.  He noted that Mrs. Primeau also indicated her concerns with aesthetics relative to the types of vehicles that would make up the remaining 30%.  Mr. Becker referenced Mr. Gackstatter’s concern that the proposal is really for a service business and not the sale of automobiles because service is where the money is.  He noted that 45 spaces are proposed for service and close to 70 spaces for inventory and asked how it can be determined whether the proposal is for service or sales.  He commented that service cars would be coming and going all the time adding to safety issues.  Mr. Becker referenced Mr. Peck’s staff comments (dated December 3, 2015) and reviewed the special exception criteria.  He noted that the staff comments say that the use is permitted in the zone with special exception approval but added that his opinion is that the location is not suitable due to crowding and difficult access.  Staff comments say that the proposed building is new with upgraded architecture (suitable structures) but added that his opinion is that the proposed building is too large.  He noted that structures need to go with a use; it’s not about the actual aesthetics of a building.  Staff comments say that the subject site is zoned commercial retail, as are the properties located to the east and west.  He commented that the land located to the north and south of the subject site contains established, historic family neighborhoods.  Staff comments say that proposed parking meets the standards in the Regulations.  He commented that parking should be reduced, from a review of the DSL report and added that there is also an overburdened easement leading to the Big Y parking lot. Staff comments address environmental protection noting that the applicant proposes to install groundwater infiltration systems.  Mr. Becker noted that the aforementioned infiltration systems do not enhance the conditions and only offers mitigation.  He commented that the problem is over development and pointed out that the applicant is asking for a special exception to increase the amount of space for non-environmental purposes.  Mr. Becker concluded by noting that the special exception criteria must be examined to determine that the preponderance of the evidence standard has been met for each category and added that the Olson family wants to be treated fairly.      
Attorney Regan submitted a memo summarizing the special permit criteria noting the applicant’s compliance, which is also largely compliant with Mr. Peck’s report.  He addressed a “B” Bufferyard and noted that the minutes submitted by Attorney Becker are from 1998 and acknowledged that he doesn’t know what the “B” Bufferyard standard was in 1998.  He clarified that the minutes do not say that a “B” Bufferyard is required but rather says the equivalent of a “B” Bufferyard which doesn’t mean 60 feet.  He added that the Commission has discretion on the “range” of a “B” Bufferyard.   He explained that the Zoning Regulations require a “B” Bufferyard where there is either a residential zone or a residential use; he added that there is no residential zone and the property in questions is located in a commercial retail (CR) zone.  He indicated that residential use is not clearly defined in the Regulations and noted that the common law standard asks whether it is in use.  He noted that he has done research (public and utility records) and noted that the property isn’t in use currently as a residential property and doesn’t appear to have been inhabited since November of 2013.  He added that the property is not zoned residential and therefore added that he doesn’t believe there is any requirement under the Regulations for a “B” Bufferyard.  He noted that the property is currently not in compliance and added that the applicant is giving more buffering and more distance and reducing the non conformity that currently exists.  Mr. Regan explained that the same screening is being provided that was provided with the prior approval that exists for 221 West Main Street.  He noted that the current proposal doesn’t reuse the existing buildings and, in fact, the new proposed buildings are moved farther away from the property line than what exists now.  Mr. Regan explained that for all these reasons the applicant doesn’t believe that a “B” Bufferyard is required and added that appropriate screening has been provided.    He indicated that the property (211 West Main) has been listed as commercial on and off since 2006 adding his understanding that the property is not currently on the market and was taken off the market on the 24th, two days after the subject hearing began.  He noted that the purchase price was listed at $2.1M for the 1¼ acre site and added that the real estate information noted that the site would be a good location for new car storage.  Mr. Regan reiterated that the property is located in a commercial zone and has been advertised since 2006 and fairly consistently as a commercial property.  He added that there is no current evidence of any active residential use and therefore the applicant doesn’t feel a “B” Bufferyard is required.  He explained that the current buffering has been improved and noted that the same buffering has been provided as was provided in a previous approval under the same Regulations.  
Curt Olson commented that his father was living in the house but has passed away and the estate is not settled.  He noted that there is a building permit that is open as work is being done in the house to clean it up.  He noted that once the estate is settled the family can move forward.  He noted that there is a house and a home on the property and asked that it not be said that it is not a residence.  He commented that his family did not move in next to a dealership but rather a dealership would move in next to them and asked for consideration.

Mr. Regan asked if the house is currently owned by an estate.
Jim Olson noted that he owns the house and hasn’t sold as a commercial property; the site is still a residence but nothing can be done with items inside the house until probate clears.  He commented that there is a building permit on the house.
Mr. Regan commented that he cannot find any evidence of an active residential use going back to November of 2013.

Jim Olson commented that the house was actively lived in for 88 years.

Attorney Becker commented that the evidence is what the Olson family has stated; the house is a residence with building permits taken and their intent to stay.  He pointed out the residential zone and asked for fairness under the law noting that the Regulations need to be applied.  There may be some discretion but it must be carefully merged with what was done in 1998 for a property that is 1/5 the size of the new project and 25 feet was given at that time.  He asked for consistency and that the law be properly applied.  
Attorney Meyers noted that he represents the owners of 221 West Main, Fred and Bonnie Bauer.  He explained that there is a current approval for a quick lube//Jiffy Lube at 221 West Main.  He noted that the Bauers believe that the subject proposal is a better use of their property and better for the Town.  Dealership operations by New Country Motors is well known and all quality.  He addressed traffic and indicated that, given the permitted uses in the commercial retail zone, the best thing that could happen would be approval of the subject proposal. He added that traffic at a certified pre-owned dealership is minimal compared to retail uses that could be established at any time, by right, without the need for special exception approval.  He noted that the traffic engineer who was present at the last hearing (but not here tonight) assumed that there were no trips being generated from the subject sites and compared what would be generated to zero.  Mr. Meyers indicated that it is unrealistic to think, given the value of the subject sites located in the CR Zone in Avon, that these properties would remain undeveloped and generate zero traffic; the report is meaningless.  He referenced earlier conversations regarding the abutting property owned by the Olson family and noted that there has been confusion such that the buffer that was required in connection with a 1999 approval does not relate to the subject property but rather relates to the former Nino’s gas station/repair shop (213 West Main).  He explained that he represented the applicant for the 2009 approval of the quick lube (221 West Main) and attended each public hearing and was part of all discussions and added that there was no buffer required.  Mr. Meyers referenced the most prominent book in Connecticut (written by Bob Fuller) involving land use decisions by courts and read verbatim, “…the zoning Commission has reasonable discretion in applying its regulations…”.  “…where the agency has previously interpreted the ordinance the practical construction placed upon it in the past is entitled to some consideration”.  He explained that because the Commission approved the quick lube use for the subject site with no buffer the Commission is well within its rights to consistently interpret its Regulations and do the same for the subject proposal.  Mr. Meyers concluded by noting that Mr. and Mrs. Bauer respectfully ask that the subject proposal be approved as presented, as it is the best for both the Town and the property.  
Jim Olson referenced the minutes of the approval noting that Mr. Meyers was the Chairman of the Commission at the time.  He noted that it was required that part of the parking lot be ripped up in order to give a “B” Bufferyard.  He asked why it should be different now when there is no hardship and the existing building is proposed to be torn down.  He noted that the reason for agreeing to the 8-foot fence is because there was a hardship associated with the prior approval but it is not the case now.
Mr. Meyers explained that he believes the Commission understands but noted that the reference just made by Mr. Olson is for a different property and not for the property before the Commission tonight. 

Christopher Plavcan, 12 Francis Street, noted his appreciation for all the information provided but suggested that no westbound turns onto Route 44 be allowed to force everyone to the light.  

Mr. Peck noted his understanding of Mr. Plavcan’s suggestion noting that it could be included in the overall project discussion that will take place with the State DOT.         
Mr. Becker addressed neighborhood compatibility noting that some of the surrounding buildings near the subject sites are approximately 1,000 to 1,500 square feet in size.  He commented that the applicant presented a map showing some large buildings located up the street, not located in the immediate area of the subject site.  He noted that the subject area is a commercial retail zone with large buildings (10,000 SF to 30,000 SF) that have offices but pointed out that the individual offices located inside these large buildings are small in size.  
Mr. Whitney addressed lighting and explained that directional lighting is now very sophisticated.  He noted that Musco Lighting (they do Yankee Stadium) installed light poles at Sperry Park years ago and added that there have been no complaints to date.   He explained that the subject plan was prepared by Cree Lighting (international lighting company headquartered in Wisconsin) and the preferred design company for BMW dealerships across the USA.   He added that due to the directional nature of the proposed lighting, the topography of adjacent properties is irrelevant.  He indicated that Avon does not have specific requirements for certain size vehicles and added that the site has been designed to allow large delivery trucks (panel trucks, parts delivery trucks…not car carriers) to enter, maneuver through, and exit the site.  He noted that the truck turning diagram plan has been reviewed with and approved by the Fire Marshal for fire vehicle access.  No parking fire lane signs have been added to the plans.  Mr. Whitney referenced Mr. Becker’s earlier comments about groundwater infiltration and stated, for the record, that the stormwater systems have been designed in accordance with Town Regulations, Standard Engineering Practice, and State DOT requirements.  He concluded by noting that it is his opinion that the site layout, the storm drainage system, and utilities have all been designed in accordance with Town Regulations and accepted engineering practice. 
Ms. Keith asked how the Town would know if the represented percentages of vehicles on the site would change.  

Mr. Regan explained that the applicant has agreed to provide annual reports and added that the adopted Regulation is very specific such that 70% of the cars sold yearly must be BMWs.  He noted that the remaining 30% is relative to industry average for trade ins, adding that this is consistent with any new car dealership.   He added that the applicant has no objection to providing the Town with an annual sales report.  Mr. Regan noted that service is a permitted use in the subject location; a service facility could exist without new car sales.
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about the possibility of having 65 vehicles on the site for repair only, Mr. Regan explained/clarified that 45 cars would be the maximum.

Mr. Cantanucci thanked the Commission for their patience and communicated his interest in becoming part of Avon’s community because a lot of his customers are here.  He commented that the proposed use is a good choice for the subject site.  He stated that BMW is a premium retail brand and that he is prepared to invest millions in this project.  He concluded by noting his appreciation for consideration of this proposal.
Jim Olson referenced Mr. Whitney’s earlier comment about lighting being irrelevant to topography and noted that he doesn’t feel Sperry Park is a realistic example, as no glass structure exists on the field that could reflect light over an 8-foot fence.  
Mr. Regan noted that the applicant is happy to work with Staff on an acceptable lighting plan and/ or provide additional screening if needed.  
There being no further comments, the public hearing for Apps. #4781 and #4783 was closed, as well as the entire public hearing.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING       
NEW APPLICATION
App. #4789 - 
Avon Old Farms School, owner/applicant, request for Site Plan Approval for construction of ice rink addition, 500 Old Farms Road, Parcel 3360500, in 
an EL Zone

Present were Doug Ellis, PE, Buck & Buck LLC, and Bob Orenstein, CFO, Avon Old Farms School.

Bob Orenstein explained that the proposal is for a second ice rink due to the immense demand for ice time in this area.
Doug Ellis displayed a site plan explaining that the proposed second rink would be built between the existing rink and existing athletics field house.  He reviewed existing parking pointing out an area with 138 spaces, 6 spaces to the north, and 36 spaces around the field house.  He explained that the intent is not to install parking in all the open spaces just to reach a specific number, as the campus is beautiful and flows very nicely.  He further explained that some additional parking is proposed in the grassed area located south of the existing field house and continuing the row of parking along east and south sides proposing to add 7 additional spaces.  The library has 53 parking spaces and could be used during times when additional parking is needed.   The tennis court area has space/room for an additional 30 parking spaces, if needed.   He addressed drainage and explained that when the existing system was designed provisions were made for additional impervious areas, such as the subject proposal.  He added that the existing fire hydrants in the area would be relocated to an area approved by the Fire Marshal.  He explained that a turn-around area is proposed for visiting teams to have access to the locker rooms.  The design of the building is not complete and still being finalized.  
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Ellis stated that 700 seats are proposed in the building adding that the existing rink building has 690 seats.    
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about concurrent events, Mr. Orenstein confirmed that events could take place concurrently but noted that students are already residents on campus. 
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about transporting people from parking lots located a distance from buildings having events, Mr. Orenstein explained that, for example, if people parked at the tennis courts, shuttle buses could be run to transport people ¼ mile up the hill.  

He noted that the tennis courts would be the last place people would be instructed to park and probably would not happen often.   
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Ellis confirmed that 48 new parking spaces are proposed.

Ms. Keith noted that people often park where they’re not supposed to.

Mr. Orenstein noted his understanding and added that the School is very aware of the parking situation.

Mr. Armstrong commented that he would like information relative to the staging area be identified on the plans.  He noted his preference for soil material to remain on site.  He asked about a schedule for truck traffic.  He asked about rumble strips for tires and noted that dirt brought into the road should be cleaned up.  He asked if no parking would be allowed on Old Farms Road.  

Mr. Orenstein confirmed that no parking is allowed on Old Farms Road.

In response to Mr. Armstrong’s questions, Mr. Orenstein explained that snow is removed from the current rink and taken outside and melted but further explained that the proposed rink would have an ice melting system inside.  He acknowledged that he doesn’t know if the melted snow is recycled.  
Mrs. Harrop noted that the parking lots at the School are often full and it’s difficult to find a spot.
She added that people don’t like to walk far when it’s cold and snowy and asked if more parking could be considered closer to the building.

Mr. Ellis explained that parking has been carefully reviewed and noted that it was decided that not enough spaces would be gained to make it worth the disturbance to the existing flow.  He noted that there are extra spaces at the library which are underutilized.  He reiterated 

Mr. Orenstein’s earlier comment such that people would be shuttled if need be. 
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question, Mr. Orenstein confirmed that a number of energy saving techniques (solar) is being investigated.

Mr. Armstrong motioned to waive Administrative Procedure #6 and consider the public hearing items.  Mr. Gentile seconded the motion that received unanimous approval.   

App. #4789 - 
Avon Old Farms School, owner/applicant, request for Site Plan Approval for construction of ice rink addition, 500 Old Farms Road, Parcel 3360500, in 
an EL Zone

In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Peck recommended that his Staff Comments dated December 3, as well as comments made by the Commission, be made part of the approval.
Mr. Mahoney motioned to approve App. #4789 subject to the following conditions:

1.   Prior to issuance of building permit, detailed plans including construction sequencing for the construction shall be submitted for review and approval by:

· Building Official

· Town Engineer

· Director of Planning and Community Development 

· Fire Marshal

· Avon Police and Emergency Services Personnel

· Zoning Enforcement Officer

2.   Any drainage analysis or required site stormwater mitigation work shall be reviewed with the Town Engineer prior to the onset of construction, to insure compliance with any applicable standards.

3.   Consideration should be given to use of all Low Impact Development techniques wherever possible in the construction of this development, These techniques may include the use of permeable pavers, topographic manipulation to slow stormwater, creation of rain gardens and other such measures to increase the rate of stormwater infiltration rather than runoff from the site.

4.   Applicant’s technical team shall maintain close contact with the Avon Building Department Staff as the various stages of development of this large structure proceed.

5.   Close coordination shall be maintained with the Fire Marshal with regard to the required relocation of the fire hydrants on site and the specifications associated with the installation of new hydrants.

6.   Due to the large size of the total resultant structure(s) the applicants technical design team shall meet with Town Staff initially in a predevelopment meeting to insure that all necessary safety and emergency services concerns are met prior to, then during and after construction and prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

The motion, seconded by Mr. Cappello, received unanimous approval.  

App. #4781 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI C.3.e. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone  
App. #4782 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request Site Plan Approval for manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone   

App. #4783 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII A.2.b. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit reduction in overall landscaped area, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone   
Mr. Armstrong motioned to approve Apps. #4781, #4782, and #4783.  Mrs. Harrop seconded the motion.
Mr. Armstrong noted his appreciation for the constructive comments received from the public.  
He further noted that he believes the applicant bent over backwards to accommodate many of the concerns raised, especially with regard to traffic.  He indicated that the applicant has made excellent accommodations for the public and noted his agreement with Mr. Peck’s Staff Comments (dated December 3, 2015) in connection with the special exception criteria.  He commented that the proposed landscaping is significantly greater than what currently exists on both of the subject sites.  He indicated that he has seen the area behind “Minute Man Press” and added that he has also seen Mr. Olson’s house.  He noted that the building is in very poor shape and the current view is deplorable such that the proposed BMW dealership would greatly improve his view.  He noted that there currently is no buffer on his side partly because there is no buffer on the existing Minute Man Press, as it exists today; it extends straight up to the driveway.   Whatever buffer he had was a buffer that has been cut down on his property.  He noted that he currently looks into the rear of the Minute Man Press operation that is currently in poor condition.   Mr. Armstrong noted that he is hesitant to take the comments submitted by Mr. Olson, as they are dated 1998 and also say “draft”.  He added that the comments pertain to Nino’s Foreign Car Dealership and added that it is possible that the “B” Buffer, whatever it was 17 years ago, may have been referring to the buffer between Nino’s and residential property and not any buffer between residential property and Minute Man Press.  Mr. Armstrong noted that the applicant has adequately answered the lighting questions such that even the lights from the far side of the property would not be visible.  He added that he is not positive, from his observations, that the Olson house is elevated 10 feet but added that he will take Mr. Olson at his word.  He noted that he also takes BMW at their word such that he would not see the lights.  Mr. Armstrong commented that the Olson’s representative has raised several issues relating to the special exception criteria that leads him (Armstrong) to believe that the Olson family would not like the proposed business there even if the buffer and lighting issues were resolved to their satisfaction.  He added that he feels the applicant has adequately tried to address the Olson’s lighting and buffer concerns; a fence and trees are proposed which is appreciably more than exists today.  He added his opinion that the applicant has met the special exception requirements for Section VI.C.3.e.such that the proposed use is in harmony with the purpose of the Commercial Retail zone.  Mr. Armstrong conveyed his support for the proposed application, as submitted and represented by the applicant and with all admissions (i.e., lighting height, sidewalks, traffic and turn signal issues, etc.) made by the applicant to be part of any approval.  
Mr. Cappello commented that the proposed LED lighting seems to be excessive, noting that it has been the case in previous applications.  He noted his feeling that 26 light poles is excessive for the proposal plan and it should be reduced to 20 light poles (reduce 3 on eastern side and reduce 3 on western side).  He added that the LED lighting at the library is excessive and could be cut in half; he added that St. Matthews Church has the same scenario.  He noted that the subject site is small and doesn’t need that many lights.
Mr. Peck indicated that the Commission could recommend that the lighting be reduced; he explained that he would be happy to work with the applicant and Town Staff to make sure that the site is not over lit.  
The Commission noted their unanimous support of Mr. Peck’s suggestion on lighting.
Ms. Keith noted that Staff Comments for both Mr. Peck and Mr. Baril should be added and made part of an approval.      
Mr. Peck noted his agreement with an earlier suggestion to texture the entrance drives and also possibly the driveway connection to Big Y is a good idea.

Mr. Mahoney asked that Attorney’s Regan’s comments be made part of the approval.  

Mr. Peck noted his agreement and confirmation.   

Mrs. Harrop conveyed her hope that the applicant and the neighbors could work together.  

Voting in favor to approve Apps. #4781, #4782, and #4783 were Messrs. Armstrong, Mahoney, and Gentile, and Mesdames Harrop, Keith, and Vicino.  Mr. Cappello voted in opposition of approval.  
The Commission approved Apps #4781-82-83 subject to the information and conditions contained in a letter, dated December 14, 2015, addressed to Jared Cantanucci from Hiram Peck, Director of Planning. 

OTHER BUSINESS
Request for one-year extension - Apps. #4394-96 – 221 West Main Street
Mr. Mahoney motioned to approve a one-year extension for Apps. #4394-96.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Armstrong, received unanimous approval.
Preliminary Discussion on Floodplain Regulations
Mr. Peck addressed a finished basement located at 4 Whalers Walk, which is part of Sconsett Point located off of Old Farms Road.  He noted that the approval for Sconsett Point required that the basements of certain housing units could not be finished and 4 Whalers Walk is one of these units.  He explained that Town Staff has spent a lot of time researching this problem with DEEP and FEMA.  He referenced his letter (dated November 30, 2015) noting that it was sent to the owner (Barbara Hunnicut) explaining that the entire basement would have to be removed.  He explained that this item is on the agenda because the owner asked that this matter be discussed with the Commission to see if there could be any middle ground.  He noted, in addition, that the president of Sconsett Point requested that the Commission be asked whether they wish to continue to regulate the 500-year floodplain, which is the issue in this specific instance.  

Mr. Peck explained that the finished basement was installed around 2006 and added that zoning enforcement discovered the situation at that time and indicated that it needs to be taken out.  The basement condition remains finished as of today and the property is for sale; no building permits were taken out for this work.  Mr. Peck indicated that the owner has two choices such that the basement can be taken out or the owner can seek some type of variance, which would be very difficult if not impossible.  
Ms. Keith commented that the aforementioned finished basement is unpermitted and needs to come out.  She added that there have been other violations regarding the floodplain. 
Mr. Peck noted his understanding and added that the letter sent to Barbara Hunnicut is strict but explained that it will cover the Town the next time the DEEP reviews the Town’s floodplain regulations.  He added that the Commission can discuss the floodplain regulations at another time but noted his recommendation that no changes be made.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:15pm.
Respectfully submitted,

Linda Sadlon, Clerk

LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

At a meeting held on December 8, 2015, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4781 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI C.3.e.of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone        APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

App. #4782 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request Site Plan Approval for manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 


221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone   APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

App. #4783 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII A.2.b.of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit reduction in overall landscaped area, 221 and 225 West Main  Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone     APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

App. #4789 - 
Avon Old Farms School, owner/applicant, request for Site Plan Approval for construction of ice rink addition, 500 Old Farms Road, Parcel 3360500, in an EL Zone      APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

Dated at Avon this 9th day of December, 2015.  Copy of this notice is on file in the Office of the Town Clerk, Avon Town Hall.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Keith, Chair    

Carol Griffin, Vice Chair

LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon will hold a Public Hearing on Tuesday, January 12, 2016, at 7:00 pm at the Avon Town Hall, Building #1, on the following:

App. #4790
Proposed amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations for signage in the Avon Village Center Zone, Carpionato Group, applicant.

App. #4791 - 
Avon Business Park, LLC, owner, Power Unlimited, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.H.3.k. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit commercial contractor, 

15 Industrial Drive, Parcel 2870015, in an I Zone

App. #4792 - 
Fournier Building and Carpentry LLC, owner/applicant, request for Special Exception under Section IV.A.4.p. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit a rear lot, 55 Bronson Road, Parcel 1490055, in an R30 Zone

All interested persons may appear and be heard and written communications will be received.  Applications are available for inspection in Planning and Community Development at the Avon Town Hall. Dated at Avon this 28th day of December, 2015.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Keith, Chair

Carol Griffin, Vice Chair

