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THE INLAND WETLANDS COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF AVON HELD A MEETING ON TUESDAY, MAY 3, 2016 AT THE AVON TOWN HALL.
Present were Clifford Thier, Chairman, Michael Beauchamp, Bob Breckinridge, Dean Applefield, and John E. McCahill, Planning & Community Development Specialist.
Bryan Short, Martha Dean and Jed Usich were absent.
Chairman Thier called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.   
           NEW APPLICATIONS:
There were no new applications at this time.
COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC:

There were no communications from the public at this time. 
OTHER BUSINESS:
Letter from Ted Merchant, Toll Brothers, Inc. requesting an extension for APPL. #677,

Weatherstone of Avon.
Present was Ted Merchant, P.E., Senior Land Development Manager, Toll Brothers, Inc..

Mr. Merchant stated that the regulated activities previously approved for Application #678 are complete. He continued by stating that Toll Brothers, Inc. is requesting a five (5) year extension for the incomplete regulated activities previously approved for Application #677.  Mr. Merchant stated that the incomplete regulated activities are itemized in his letter date April 11, 2016 and are as follows:

1. Regulated activities included in Application #678 - Complete
2. Construction of portion of house and driveway and related grading for rear yard of lot #4910381 – Incomplete
3. Construction of portion of house and driveway and related grading for rear yard of lot #6340004 – Lot filling and temporary stabilization complete, house/driveway construction incomplete
4. Construction of portion of driveway and related grading for rear yard of lot #6340010 – Lot filling and temporary stabilization complete, house/driveway construction incomplete
In response to Mr. Applefield, Mr. McCahill stated that the regulated activities itemized in the numbers 2, 3 and 4 above are the only remaining regulated activities that need to be completed under permit #677.  He continued by stating that Lots # 4910381, 6340004, and 6340010 are the three (3) remaining lots associated with these activities.  He continued by stating that the extension will be limited to items 2, 3 and 4 as noted above.
In response to Mr. Applefield, Mr. Merchant clarified that the conditions of the previously approved regulated activities have not changed.  He continued by stating that Toll Brothers, Inc. does not typically build homes for speculation.  The three (3) remaining lots have not yet been sold and they do not have contracts.  Mr. Merchant stated that the lots have been cleared but there has been no disturbance to the wetlands.
Mr. McCahill stated that Toll Brothers, Inc. has complied with all the conditions of their original approval and they have completed the mitigation that was required.
In response to Mr. Breckinridge, Mr. McCahill confirmed that there have been no reports of erosion or disturbance to the wetlands.  He continued by stating that he has been supervising this project along with Mr. Merchant since its onset nine (9) years ago.  From the wetlands perspective, the sites have been managed satisfactorily.

In response to Mr. Applefield, Mr. McCahill stated that a letter will be sent to Toll Brothers, Inc. stating the expiration date of the extension for this permit.  Mr. McCahill continued by stating that there is no process in place to renew this permit beyond the date of this expiration.

Mr. Beauchamp made the motion to extend Application #677 for a period of five (5) years, specifically for the regulated activities noted in items 2, 3 and 4 in the letter from Ted Merchant, Tolls Brothers, Inc. dated April 11, 2016. The motion was seconded by Mr. Breckinridge.
Mr. Applefield, Mr. Thier, Mr. Beauchamp and Mr. Breckinridge voted unanimously to approve the motion. 

            75 Tillotson Road – Informal discussion regarding the idea of removing the dam on Thompson Brook (proposed partnership with CTDEEP and Farmington Valley Chapter of Trout Unlimited (FVTU).

Present was Douglas Jann, Conservation Committee Chairman, Farmington Valley Chapter, Trout Unlimited and Steve Gephard, a Supervising Biologist with the Connecticut Inland Fisheries Division of the CTDEEP.

Mr. Jann stated that he and Mr. Gephard are here this evening requesting that the Town of Avon Inland Wetlands Commission entertain the possibility of eventually authorizing a project to remove a dam on Thompson Brook, located at 75 Tillotson Road. He continued by giving a brief overview of Thompson Brook and the small farm pond located in the vicinity of Tillotson Road.  Thompson Brook is a small stream that is contained entirely in the Town of Avon and is home to wild brook trout and wild brown trout.  These fish are not stocked by the State of Connecticut and are self-perpetuating.  The conditions of Thompson Brook are excellent in the upper and middle reaches where the water temperatures are low enough to sustain trout throughout the course of the year.  The dam at 75 Tillotson Road appears to be increasing the water temperature above the temperature that is suitable for trout. The water temperature in Thompson Brook north of the dam is in the upper sixty degree (60°) range and has the ability to support trout.  As the water flows downstream into the small farm pond and then into the lower reaches below the dam, the water temperature increases to the mid and upper seventy degree (70°) range, which is less suitable for trout.  The dam also creates a migration barrier which inhibits trout from traveling upstream to take advantage of the entire brook (recognized as being important for their spawning).  The lower reaches of Thompson Brook represent the potential for the best habitat for the larger fish that would have the most potential to sustain the fish population over time.  Mr. Jann continued by stating that more details are necessary with regard to the logistics of removing the dam and the required funding to do so.  Because this would require a lot of research and “leg” work, Mr. Jann stated that he would like to know, in advance, if the Inland Wetlands Commission would propose any opposition to the possibility of removing the dam.

In response to Mr. Thier, Mr. Jann stated that he does not know the history of the dam or when it was constructed.  He continued by stating that he suspects that the dam has existed since the early twentieth century.

In response to Mr. Beauchamp, Mr. Jann stated that the dam is owned by the Town of Avon and it is located on the east side of Tillotson Road.

Mr. Thier inquired as to whether there is any ecological benefit to the pond.

Mr. Jann responded by stating that there is most likely aquatic habitat in the pond, but, in his opinion, there does not appear at this time to be any other ecological benefit to the pond.
Mr. Gephard stated that he has previously been involved with a number of conservation activities in the Farmington River Valley, including the recent discovery of the Atlantic salmon.  As part of his job responsibilities which includes restoring migratory fish throughout the State of Connecticut, Mr. Gephard stated that he has researched barriers that inhibit migration. He stated that what is fairly uncommon in the State of Connecticut is free flowing stream wetland systems.  He continued by stating that one of the most common types of riparian habitats and wetlands is the impounded wetland systems that can be found upstream of the approximately four thousand (4,000) dams that exist in the State.  There are a lot of obsolete dams that were originally constructed to provide water to mills or, in some cases, agricultural ponds;  which he suspects was the intent for the construction of the existing dam east of Tillotson Road.

Mr. McCahill stated that he also suspects that, at some point in time, the pond provided a water supply to the agricultural fields to the north of Old Farms Road.
Mr. Gephard stated that, with regard to the aquatic habitat, an exhaustive investigation has not yet been done. There is no doubt that there is some aquatic life in the pond.  He continued by stating that the vision is to convert the impounded riparian wetland, which tends to favor non-native species, back to the indigenous habitat that was once a free flowing riparian fringe wetlands.  There would be changes, but he would argue, the changes would be “for the better”.  The purpose of Mr. Jann and Mr. Gephard’s presence this evening is to request that they have the ability to access the property to do the necessary research to create a feasible and beneficial plan for future fish migration. He continued by stating, once the research is complete, a “draft” proposal would then be presented to this Commission for review. 
In response to Mr. Thier’s question, Mr. Jann responded by stating that research would need to be conducted over the summer and fall months. A thorough proposal would be presented to this Commission approximately one (1) year from this Spring, 2016.

Mr. Gephard added that, at the end of the summer, interim reports of any preliminary findings can be shared with the Commission.  He continued by stating that one of the most important items with regard to proposing a “full fledge” proposal is the consideration of the funding that would be appropriate and available. This can only be determined upon the completion of the investigation of the dam.  Mr. Gephard stated that having the acknowledgement and okay of this Commission would certainly be beneficial in the future process of securing appropriate and available funding.
Mr. Thier stated that after the receipt of a “draft” proposal, the Commission would discuss any concerns it may have.  Mr. Thier inquired if there would be any other work proposed for upstream, or downstream, of the dam that is being investigated for removal.

Mr. Gephard responded by stating that an accurate answer to Mr. Thier’s question would have to be deferred until after their investigation.  He continued by stating that, in a general sense, there will be no work proposed downstream of the dam.  Any work proposed for upstream of the dam would depend on the nature and quantity of the sediment and cannot be determined until the investigation is conducted.  Mr. Gephard stated that he does not anticipate a lot of disturbance, engineering or construction.  He continued by stating that the dam would be removed, ensuring that the sediment is stabilized. Conservation plantings would be added and, then “Mother Nature” would be allowed to take its course.
Mr. Breckinridge inquired as to why this particular dam is the subject of an investigation.

Mr. Jann responded by stating that he has a background in fisheries and joined FVTU about one and one half (1½) years ago, at which time, he was elected Conservation Chairman.  At that time, he had conducted an assessment of the chapter territory drainage basins.  His initial project was to analyze the factors of the fifty-six (56) sub-regional drainage basins that could affect the presence, absence or potential for trout restoration.  He continued by stating that he has been aware for quite some time that there was the potential for trout restoration in Thompson Brook. Considering this information, it appeared there was an opportunity for this project to be pursued.
Mr. Gephard added by stating that his division has spent a lot of time prioritizing the streams in Connecticut to improve fish migration.  In the Farmington River Watershed there are other higher priorities than the proposed project for Thompson Brook, but the size and scope of these higher priorities are either too large or not feasible for a variety of reasons.  He continued by stating that Mr. Jann is proposing a grass roots community project and that is a key which makes it more feasible, given the level of effort that FVTU is capable of providing. 

Mr. Breckinridge stated that he grew up in Avon and is very familiar with the pond and what part it played for the farmer who previously owned the property.  He continued by stating that his concern would relate to the possible fertilizers and the pesticides that may be present in the sediment which could be released into the Farmington River if the dam were to be removed.

Mr. Gephard stated that fertilizers are short lived.  Fertilizers tend to create algae blooms and flora of that nature, but they are quick to burn up and be gone.  The pesticides are another matter. He continued by stating that there could be the presence of pesticides in the watershed, but they would be uniformly distributed.  If there are low levels of pesticides in the sediment in the pond, they are present everywhere.  Mr. Gephard stated that what would be proposed is not a wholesale release of the existing sediment.  The sediment would be stabilized so that even if small amounts are transported downstream, any concentration of possible pesticides would be limited.    

In response to Mr. Breckinridge, Mr. Gephard stated that the CTDEEP Natural Diversity Data Base (NDBB) will be queried as part of the project investigation. If an endangered species is encountered, Town Staff will be notified, and either more species research will be conducted or the project will be terminated.  Mr. Gephard stated that from his experience, 
he  has discovered that there are very few endangered species found in abandoned farm ponds.

Mr. Breckinridge stated that he is more concerned with the pond to the west of Tillotson Road.
Mr. Gephard stated that, in his opinion, there is no articulation between the east and west side of Tillotson Road.  

Mr. Jann clarified that there is a culvert that runs under Tillotson Road connecting the east and west side waterbodies.

Mr. Gephard stated that now that he is aware of this concern with the connection, the pond on the west side of Tillotson Road will also be included in the investigation.

Mr. McCahill stated that the existing culvert under Tillotson Road is on the Town’s list for replacement and that he would hope that the Town could work in cooperation with the FVTU’s investigation.

Mr. Gephard confirmed there will be a plan for cooperation with a program entitled “Diadromous Fisheries and Habitat Conservation and Enhancement” with which he supervises to ensure an aquatic friendly crossing. 

Mr. Applefield inquired as to the current location of the existing fish population.

Mr. Jann responded by stating that the fish that were discovered in Thompson Brook are currently located upstream of the dam.  He continued by stating that he was also informed by another fish biologist that was researching habitat enhancement, that one of the tributaries to Thompson Brook was also full of trout.

Mr. Jann confirmed Mr. Thier’s statement that unimpeded trout will swim upstream and downstream.


Mr. Gephard added that “conductivity” is the process in which directional movement is provided without impediment from, for example, a dam.  The “resident” trout will swim back and forth with the seasons, weather conditions, or their needs.  He continued by stating that “migratory” fish from the ocean will always swim upstream and will be searching for opportunities to swim even farther upstream.  The “migratory” fish would include blueback herring, alewives, American eel, brown trout, and sea lamprey, to name some examples.

Mr. Applefield inquired as to whether the “resident” fish population in Thompson Brook has been sustained since the inventory count from the 1980’s.

Mr. Jann responded by stating that he is not aware if the site has been resampled.  He has data that is dated circa 1988.  He continued by stating that Chidsey Brook, located upstream, would  be part of a comprehensive proposal of the Thompson Brook Watershed supply and should provide a better understanding of the “resident” fish.

Mr. Applefield inquired as to what affect the removal of the dam would have on the “resident” fish.


Mr. Jann responded by stating that, in his opinion, the “resident” fish would continue to sustain their population at their current level of survival.  By opening up the bottom mile of habitat, the water temperature will be cooler and more favorable for the existence of the trout.  He continued by stating that what he would like for the Commission to approve this evening, is to allow the placement of several small temperature-logging sensors in the stream channel from May through October of 2016, as an initial step in the process of investigation. 

Mr. Gephard stated that part of the concept of “conductivity” is trout genetics and the resiliency in the face of climate change.  The population of trout in the upper portions of Thompson Brook has a variety of genes.  There could be some trout that carry a rare gene that may regulate for an important trait.  As time goes on, there could be one of those trout that wash over the dam and can’t get back. Then a percentage of the trout population that carries this rare gene has been lost.  In future years, this can happen again.  Mr. Gephard stated that as ascertained in scientific studies in watersheds that are heavily dammed, the genetic diversity of the fish in the headwaters is impoverished compared to the genetic diversity of the fish downstream.  Over time, as rare genes are lost, and climate changes occur, the population in the headwaters begins to diminish.  By removing the dam, fish that would otherwise be washed over are able to return.   Removing the dam will also allow for the possibility of the infusion of new genes, and has the potential to ensure prolonged prosperity.

Mr. McCahill stated that the next step for Mr. Jann and Mr. Gephard would be to meet with Town Staff, which could possibly include the Town Engineer, Director of Public Works and Town Manager.


Mr. Gephard stated that permission would be required from the property owner in order to conduct their investigation.  He continued by stating that they are aware that eventually, an application to the Inland Wetlands Commission would be required for the removal of the dam.

At this point in time, the initial investigation will be of low profile with regard to the public awareness.

Mr. McCahill stated that, permission to allow the temperature-logging sensors be placed in the stream channel, is ultimately that of the Commission, however, in his opinion, he does not have any concern for any adverse impact in the wetlands.


Mr. Applefield stated that, in his opinion, the Commission does not have any jurisdiction over the placement of temperature devices in the channel. He would defer this decision to Town Staff.


Mr. Gephard clarified that the only issue is confirming that the Town is comfortable with allowing access to the property.


Mr. McCahill stated that he will follow up with Town Staff.


STAFF COMMENTS:

Mr. McCahill stated that he wanted to summarize his involvement with 232 Avon Mountain Road, located on the north side of Avon Mountain Road, which is property that is owned by Michael Flors.  He continued by stating that Mr. David Whitney, the Engineer involved with a proposed home construction project on Mr. Flors’ property, became aware of tree cutting activities that were potentially encroaching in the upland review area after the trees had been cut in March, 2016.  Mr. McCahill continued by stating there is a watercourse that flows down slope from east to west and that this property was previously subject to a Declaratory Ruling by this Commission during the period of time when the regulated area was considered to be all areas within forty feet (40’) of the boundary of wetlands or eighty feet (80’) of the boundary of a watercourse.  The regulated area is currently one-hundred feet (100’) from wetlands or watercourses.  Mr. Whitney subsequently contacted Mr. McCahill advising 
Mr. McCahill that the tree cutting activities may have encroached in the upland review area without being permitted by this Commission.  Mr. McCahill stated that he recommended to Mr. Whitney that he instruct Mr. Flors to cease any more activity in the upland review area.  At that point in time, the trees had already been cut, harvested and pulled forward on the property.  Mr. McCahill suggested to Mr. Whitney that his client should have a survey conducted to precisely determine the limits of tree clearing and the boundaries of the upland review area.
On April 11, 2016, Mr. McCahill stated that he inspected the property and concluded that Mr. Flors had cut approximately twenty-four (24) trees of significant size in the upland review area.  Upon further inspection, Mr. McCahill determined that the closet proximity to the watercourse was approximately fifty-five feet (55’).  In another conversation with Mr. Whitney, Mr. McCahill suggested that his client be advised of the concern with the number of trees that had been cut and that a soil scientist should be involved to delineate the wetlands and start the process to evaluate any current or potential impact to the wetlands/watercourses. 
Mr. McCahill stated that he again inspected the property on May 2, 2016 after a “hard” rain and determined that the site was stable. There was no evidence of erosion or sedimentation control issues.  He continued by stating that he has had a meeting with Jane Freeman, an abutting neighbor in Hunters Run, who has expressed her, and other Hunters Run residents, concerns, but no Notice of Violation or Cease & Desist has been issued at this time as a result of the stable site conditions. 

Mr. McCahill stated that the next step is for Mr. Flors to submit an application to this Commission for the regulated activities that have occurred without a permit.  He continued by stating that Mr. Flors may also be submitting a proposed plan for the construction of a proposed house, that may or may not be, in the upland review area.  Mr. Flors has been advised of the May 20, 2016 cut-off date for the June, 2016 Inland Wetlands Commission meeting.  Mr. McCahill stated that if Mr. Flors fails to submit an application that provides the appropriate information and which addresses the concerns referenced above, a Notice of Violation or a Cease & Desist will be issued. 
Mr. Thier inquired what involvement Mr. Whitney had with his client prior to any trees being cut.

Mr. McCahill stated that Mr. Whitney was surprised by the fact that there was an encroachment within the upland review area as a result of the tree cutting, but continued by stating that he does not know the level of Mr. Whitney’s involvement with his client prior to that time.  Mr. McCahill continued by stating that Mr. Whitney passed on his concerns to Mr. McCahill once the encroachment was discovered.
In response to Mr. Thier’s question, Mr. McCahill stated that a Cease & Desist would stop any further activities in the regulated area.  Mr. McCahill continued by stating that he is confident that all activities have already ceased and that a Cease & Desist would only formalize the record of the violation.  With regard to Mr. Flors’ proposed house plans, Mr. McCahill stated that he has seen a preliminary plan that showed that a portion of the proposed house would encroach in the regulated area, but it was just a preliminary plan.
Mr. Thier stated that, in his opinion, a “terrible” precedent would be set if Mr. Flors was not held accountable for his actions of ignoring the regulations.

Mr. McCahill stated that by way of an application to this Commission or, by way of a Notice of Violation or Cease & Desist Mr. Flors, with his appropriate representatives, will be directed to attend the June, 2016 Inland Wetlands Commission meeting.
Mr. Breckinridge inquired whether a situation like this has ever happened before.
Mr. McCahill stated that there have not been any Cease & Desists issued since 2005, 2006 and 2007.  He continued by stating that Mr. Flors’ attendance at the June, 2016 Inland Wetlands Commission meeting will provide an opportunity for the Commission to address any of its concerns and that at this point in time, Mr. McCahill is comfortable with the actions taken in response to the unpermitted activities.

Referring to the previous Declaratory Ruling that was issued to the previous property owner, Rosann Conran, in February, 2004, and prior to Mr. Flors’ purchase of the property in July, 2015, Mr. McCahill stated that there was an approved plan that would suggest that this property could accommodate a house without encroaching in the upland review area.  It is not uncommon to prepare a site for the construction of a house by cutting trees as long as the activities do not encroach in the regulated area.  Mr. McCahill clarified that a Declaratory Ruling is not filed on the Land Record but is on record in the Planning & Zoning Department.  
Mr. Applefield stated that it should be determined as to what extent Mr. Flors was aware of the Declaratory Ruling that was on record for this particular property.
Mr. McCahill stated that there is adequate information that specifies the limits of the upland review area that would have been made available through a “due diligence process”.
Mr. McCahill confirmed that the “uses incidental to the enjoyment and maintenance of residential property including maintenance of existing structures and landscaping, but not including removal or deposition of significant amounts of material from or onto a wetland or diversion or alteration of a watercourse” as stated as an exemption from the definition of a regulated activity in the Connecticut General Statutes 22a-40 does not apply as a result of there being no “residential” property.  These activities were in anticipation of constructing a house. 
In response to Mr. Applefield, Mr. McCahill stated that if a Notice of Violation is issued, it would require that Mr. Flors come before this Commission to have a hearing at which the Commission may require the future submittal of a proposed plan for mitigation/restoration, prepared by the appropriate professionals. The Commission would then be more prepared to give Mr. Flors specific direction as to what would be acceptable to remedy the violation.  Mr. McCahill continued by stating that issuing a Notice of Violation or a Cease & Desist follows the same process as the permit.  Mr. McCahill stated that, if he needs to, he will consult with the Town Attorney as to how to proceed.
Mr. McCahill stated that Mr. Flors has been advised that there can be no stump removal or any other activity in the regulated area at this time.

Mr. Applefield stated that he is more comfortable with the issuance of a Notice of Violation as opposed to a Cease & Desist. A Notice of Violation would not have the same legal ramifications as a Cease & Desist but could accomplish the same end result with someone who is being cooperative.  He continued by stating that he would be more uncomfortable approving a permit for activities that were illegal at the time they were done.

Mr. McCahill stated that the permit that would be issued would be a permit to allow Mr. Flors to get permission, after the fact of removing the trees, for approval of a mitigation/restoration plan that would be acceptable by this Commission.  He continued by stating that Mr. Flors would not be allowed to plant new trees in the upland review area without the permission of this Commission.

Jane Freeman, resident at 1 Grey Fox Trail, Hunters Run, stated that she is the nearest abutter to the site most greatly impacted by the tree removal.  She continued by stating that she is concerned that a process be followed that will allow the public the greatest opportunity to address the Commission and the greatest opportunity for input. There are a number of neighbors on Iron Forge and Grey Fox Trail that would like to be heard by the Commission, at such time that the property owner develops a remediation planting plan.
In her conversations with Mr. McCahill, Ms. Freeman stated that he had indicated that occurrences like these are not that common. It was unclear whether a Notice of Violation for a hearing would allow the public to be heard to the same degree that an application submitted and reviewed in a Public Hearing would allow the public to be heard.  Ms. Freeman suggested that the Commission consider the method that would allow the most impacted property owners to be properly heard before this Commission.  In her opinion, if the property owner was required to submit a permit, it would likely include an environmental assessment, as well as, a remediation planting plan.  She stated that there is full intention to produce a petition that includes the required twenty-five (25) signatures requesting a Public Hearing which will allow those residents that have been most impacted to comment on the types of plantings that may be presented in a remediation plan.  If there is a Notice of Violation issued, Ms. Freeman stated that she would want to be assured that the public would also be entitled to come before the Commission and be heard.
In response to Mr. Applefield, Ms. Freeman responded by stating that the residents most impacted by the tree removal may want the opportunity to present their own expert opinions to any remediation plan presented by the property owner’s experts to ensure that any of their concerns are addressed.  She continued by stating that until the property owner presents his data, it would be difficult to for her to specifically state what expert information she would present.

Ms. Freeman stated that she has had no contact with Mr. Flors.  She called Mr. McCahill for an explanation when she noticed that the “trees were gone”.
Mr. Thier inquired as to what is “typically” acceptable in terms of remediation.
Mr. McCahill responded by stating that the standard for remediation would depend on the value of the resource that was in need of remediation.  He continued by stating, in this case, the Commission would need more information before it can decide what is acceptable.  Mr. McCahill reiterated that this will be a June, 2016 agenda item. 
In response to Mr. Applefield, Mr. McCahill stated that a Cease & Desist order is typically
formatted as a “show cause” hearing to establish the facts of the violation.  The Commission could then recommend an acceptable plan for remediation.  Mr. McCahill stated a Cease & Desist order would have to be held within ten (10) days from the issuance of the order.  He continued by stating that he favors issuing a Notice of Violation so that the Commission is not held to having to hold a special meeting within ten (10) days. Mr. McCahill reiterated that the work has been stopped, and there is no indication that there will be any future environmental damage that could occur in the next month or two before Mr. Flors comes before this Commission.
Mr. Applefield stated that, in his opinion, there would be the opportunity for public feedback in any type of hearing that was held by the Commission.
Ms. Freeman stated that she is concerned that if a Notice of Violation to “show cause” is issued for the property owner to appear before the Commission at the June meeting, and he is not prepared, there will be nothing for the public to address.  She continued by stating that a Notice of Violation, as indicated by Mr. McCahill, will not order the property owner to prepare a specific plan for the June meeting. Ms. Freeman stated that the property owner would just “have to show up the night of the meeting” to comply with the Notice of Violation.  She continued by stating that if Mr. Flors submits a voluntary application to this Commission by the May 20th cut-off, then there is the opportunity for a Public Hearing and the ability for the public to review and comment on their documents.
Mr. McCahill stated that in the event that the property owner submits an application for the June meeting, the Commission may not have the inclusive information for a Public Hearing.  If a petition is received to force the application to be reviewed through a Public Hearing, it would not be reviewed in the Public Hearing format until the July meeting.  He stated that he will consult with the Town Attorney, if necessary, with regard to what can be included in a Notice of Violation.

Mr. Applefield stated that he is very comfortable with any public input and does not want to be interpreted as suggesting otherwise.  He continued by stating that his preference would be to resolve the issue of the violation through an enforcement process and not through the issuance of permit.
Authorized Agent Approvals:

Mr. McCahill stated that he approved a Staff Approval for activities at 237 Hollister Drive
to allow for the construction of a three hundred fifty-two (352) square foot addition on the rear of the Becker residence.  The addition is approximately forty-five feet (45’) from a defined water channel located on the lower portion of their property. He continued by stating there is a definitive stonewall that separates the addition from the water channel.  The legal notice was published on December 15, 2015 and the building permit has been issued.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  December 1, 2015
Chairman Thier asked if there were any corrections to the minutes.  There being no corrections to the minutes, Mr. Applefield made the motion to approve the December 1, 2015 minutes. The motion was seconded by Mr. Breckinridge.  The minutes were unanimously approved by Mr. Thier, Mr. Breckinridge, Mr. Beauchamp, and Mr. Applefield.
NEXT MEETING:   The Tuesday, June 7, 2016 will be rescheduled to a Special Meeting on Wednesday, June 15, 2016.
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:35 p.m..
Respectfully submitted,
Judy Schwartz, Clerk
Inland Wetlands Commission
