The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon held a meeting at the Avon Town Hall on Tuesday, December 9, 2014.  Present were Linda Keith, Chair, Carol Griffin, Vice Chair, Peter Mahoney, Marianne Clark, Tom Armstrong, and Alternates Elaine Primeau and Audrey Vicino; Mesdames Primeau and Vicino sat for the meeting.  Absent were David Cappello, Christian Gackstatter and Alternate Joseph Gentile.  Also present was Steven Kushner, Director of Planning and Community Development.
Ms. Keith called the meeting to order at 7:30pm.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mrs. Primeau motioned to approve the minutes of the November 18, 2014, meeting, as submitted.   Mrs. Griffin asked that the minutes be modified (Page 257) to indicate the hours of operation/business schedule for App. #4750.  Mrs. Primeau amended her motion to include 
Mrs. Griffin’s request.  Mr. Armstrong seconded the amended motion that received unanimous approval.
OUTSTANDING APPLICATION

App. #4751 - Capitol Region Education Council, owner, Friar Associates, applicant, request 

for Site Plan Modification to add ground and roof photovoltaic systems, 59 Waterville Road, Parcel 4500059, in an RU2A Zone    
This application was continued from November 18.  

Present were Lindsay Cannavo, LA, Friar Associates; Antonietta DiBenedetto, Project Manager for CREC; and Erik Bartone, Principal, DBS Energy, Inc., a consultant for Friar Associates.   
Ms. Cannavo displayed the site plan and explained that both ground mount and roof mount solar additions are proposed (228 in total).   The ground mount system consists of 60 modules and is proposed in the rear between the northern portion of the building and the wetland buffer; a 6-foot high ornamental fence is proposed to screen it from the neighbors.  The roof system proposes 168 modules located on the perimeters of the buildings; the locations vary throughout the roof based on the existing structural integrity and existing mechanical systems.  She indicated that a bronze, ethnic/cultural sculpture is proposed for near the entrance.  
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Ms. Cannavo explained that the additional recreation area has been removed; solar panels and a sculpture are the only items proposed.  

In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Ms. Cannavo explained that the proposed fencing is to both screen the panels and keep the children out.
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s questions, Ms. Cannavo explained that the fence would be offset about 10 feet to allow the sun to hit the area.  She noted that the roof cannot hold all the panels and that is why some had to be located on the ground.   
Mr. Bartone explained that the rear of the panels is roughly 6 feet high.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Ms. Cannavo confirmed that the fence is 4 sided.  She explained that crushed gravel is proposed inside the fence area.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Bartone explained that the solar panels are approximately 50 feet away from the walkway wall.  Ms. Cannavo added that a certain distance is required by Code for maintenance purposes.   
In response to Mrs. Clark’s question, Ms. Cannavo explained that the sculpture shown on the drawing is what it will look like; the 5 children sculpture is proposed.  

In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question about access behind the building, Mr. Bartone explained that there is approximately 40 feet, which is plenty of room for fire trucks and large vehicles behind the building.  He added that a low-level brick wall/seating surface is proposed at the corner of the building, near the location of the panels.            
There were no further comments.

Mr. Mahoney motioned to approve App. #4751.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Clark, received unanimous approval.       
OTHER BUSINESS

Director of Parks and Recreation, Ruth Checko, to discuss 2007 Avon Parks and Recreation Master Plan

Mr. Kushner introduced Ruth Checko, Director of Parks and Recreation, noting that Ms. Checko is here to review the 2007 Parks and Recreation Master Plan with the Commission.  He explained/clarified that Ms. Checko has only been employed with the Town for a short time and was not involved with the aforementioned 2007 Master Plan.  He explained that this review relates to a request by the Town Manager in connection with the Commission’s upcoming review/update of the 2006 POCD and a possible athletic facility at the former M.H. Rhodes site.  
Mrs. Primeau noted that she read the Master Plan and it said it was approved May 2, 2006; she asked if changes were made after that date.
Ms. Checko indicated that the Executive Summary Recommendations is dated December 27, 2007, so changes must have been made after the original approval in 2006 but explained that she doesn’t know what those changes are.      
Ms. Checko referenced the Master Plan and explained that she will discuss 3 of the bigger projects and noted that pages referencing these projects were handed out to the Commission.  
Mr. Kushner noted that the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is not a statutory mandate but explained that it is a document that a Parks and Recreation Committee would undertake.  
Ms. Checko concurred and explained that one of the primary charges of the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board was to provide a comprehensive recreation master plan.  She provided background/history explaining that in 1976 the Recreation Committee created a very bare bones 21-page document that was, for the most part, an inventory of what the Town had (parks, ball fields, etc) but did not have any maps or planning/projections except for a few references made to planning and zoning standards.  In 2003 the Parks and Recreation Committee sent a letter to the Town Council indicating that while they understood their primary charge was to create a master plan, they noted that they couldn’t achieve it and recommended that a planning consultant/expert be contracted to prepare a master plan.  She noted that in 2005 a needs assessment was done; she added that as far as she can tell, a master plan was prepared in 2006 by Weston & Sampson.  She noted there are references to the POCD in the Master Plan; the consultant did research and collected information from stakeholders, athletic leagues, schools, the Commission, and residents and then gathered data on existing conditions in Town.  
Ms. Checko referenced the Executive Summary and addressed Fisher Meadows noting that the Plan tells what the area is used for and gives a brief description.  She noted that Fisher Meadows is seen as a signature park in Town.  She noted that some of the recommendations are to expand the fields and remove some of the multi uses or make repairs/refurbish; she indicated that she believes this was done.  Recommendations were made to expand some of the parking and existing fields.  She added that she is surprised that lighting was considered due to the flooding in that area.  It is noted that the area is located in a floodplain and Spring Lake was kept at a certain depth due to the DEEP permitting process.  The State designated this area as a level A Aquifer Protection Area.  She referenced a map showing existing fields as well as the recommended expansion above those fields.  She noted that corn fields exist today where the proposed soccer field expansion was proposed.  She added that there is additional parking shown around Spring Lake and irrigation installation was recommended for the field expansion.  
Ms. Checko addressed Sperry Park noting that recommendations were mostly for parking improvements and a second field.  She noted that the recommendation at that time was for another baseball field but explained that today’s thinking is to make it a girls’ softball field, as there are more fields for boys than girls.  She explained that there are funds in the upcoming fiscal year budget to improve and expand parking at this site.  Lights on the fields have increased usage, which warrants more organized parking.  
Ms. Checko addressed 99 Thompson Road (former M.H. Rhodes) noting that the Town purchased the site in 2003; the site has been remediated and no longer requires auditing by the DEEP.  This property was identified as being most suited for an intense Town-wide sports stadium/complex; the location is central to Thompson Brook School and Pine Grove School and provides sufficient parking and offsite support of field hockey, soccer, lacrosse, football, and semi-professional level high school baseball field.   It was felt that traffic would be minimal, as the complex would operate opposite of school opening and closing.  Recommendations in the Plan were to look into this project for sports for both the Schools and the Town to include a lighted area with synthetic fields with sufficient parking, concessions, grandstands, press boxes, and gated ticket booths.  Suggestions include upgrade of the maintenance and storage building.  Funding was to be considered joint between BOE and the Town.  She referenced 2 maps; one shows a synthetic field and one baseball field with parking and the other map (2 fields – one artificial turf and one natural grass, a walking trail, parking for 250 – part of the Butler Building would be used for concessions, restrooms, storage, ticket booth – a playscape is also shown) shows the final recommendation that the subcommittee presented to the Town Council recently.  She noted that a pathway from the Thompson Brook School to this complex was also discussed for the few times that overflow parking would be needed.  Ms. Checko noted that the last drawing shows conceptual buffers.  
Mr. Kushner noted that not much has happened between 2007 (Parks and Recreation Master Plan) and 2014 until a group of parents became advocates for the athletic project and addressed the Town Council.  
Ms. Checko explained that there was an effort to locate some of the proposed athletic complex at the high school; she noted that it was determined through a planning process that the footprint inside the track at the high school is not large enough to house a synthetic field.  The whole track would have to be ripped up and started over.
Mr. Kushner clarified that the Town Council has made no commitments to build or not build this project.  Ms. Checko concurred.  Mr. Kushner explained that the letter written by the Town Manager and shared with the Commission at their November 18 meeting asks the Commission to consider reviewing the site and take the review/update of the 2006 POCD out of the sequence that would normally be followed such that input could be provided to the Council.  He reiterated that there have been no commitments by the Council, to date, to build this complex.      
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s questions, Ms. Checko indicated that she came to the Town on July 11, 2014, and noted that shortly after that a decision was made for a multi-purpose field instead of another baseball field.  She noted that Glenn Marston had a lot of say in this decision; she noted that it was felt that a baseball field wasn’t going to fit well.  In response to 

Mr. Mahoney’s concern for adequate baseball fields, Ms Checko indicated that there are fields at Buckingham and Sperry Park; she noted that the fields are not synthetic.
Mr. Kushner commented that the ball fields at Buckingham are very nice.  
Mrs. Primeau asked if the whole proposal for Thompson Road is because the high school cannot hold a synthetic field where the football field currently exists.

Ms. Checko explained that the conditions at the high school are not the entire reason, as there is definitely a need for more fields.  Fisher Meadows could be expanded and this possibility is still included in the Capital Improvement Plan but has been moved out depending on what happens on the Thompson Road property.  She noted that Fisher Meadows floods and added that she feels part of the proposal was the culmination of synthetic fields or all-weather turf and that maybe the Town should not look entirely at expanding Fisher Meadows bur rather take the opportunity to look at Thompson Road site.  She clarified that she feels there are 2 issues, the conditions at the high school and the need for more fields.       

Mrs. Primeau commented that the expansion was not going to be across the street from Old Farms Road but rather was going to be on the west side of Tillotson Road, where it doesn’t flood.  Ms. Checko noted her understanding.  
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Kushner confirmed that no fields would be lost when the new bridge is installed.  

Mr. Kushner explained that there is significant acreage at Fisher Meadows but noted that the issue is the tremendous amount of floodway and floodplain.   He stated that Avon Old Farms School installed synthetic turf in the floodplain recently; he added that soon after it was installed there was significant flood damage such that much of the turf had to be repaired.  Installations in the floodplain have to expect serious $$ to repair damage.
Mesdames Griffin and Primeau commented that damage would not have occurred if the field was natural grass.  They indicated that maybe synthetic turf isn’t the answer.
Ms. Keith commented that there are studies that indicate injuries with synthetic turf.  
Ms. Checko indicated that it is her understanding that many of the injury studies are done at the collegiate level where athletes are on the field much more than young children practicing once a week with one game per week.  She noted that Avon children are playing on synthetic fields in every other community.  She added that there is no science available that indicates that the rubber used contributes to health issues in children.
Ms. Keith commented that studies may be focused on collegiate but that is not necessarily what the parents read.   
Mrs. Primeau commented that just because synthetic fields are located everywhere doesn’t make it right.

Mrs. Griffin commented that great sensitivity must be given to any area being considered for a facility/complex with speakers, night lights and a great amount of traffic.  Thompson Road has houses all around it and the road itself is not capable of bearing a traffic increase, as it cannot even handle the current traffic.     
Mr. Armstrong commented to Ms. Checko that the Town of Old Saybrook might be a good resource for information about pricing relative to field installation at the high school.
Ms. Keith commented that the track at the high school has already been replaced 3 times.   
Mrs. Primeau referenced the realignment of Old Farms Road noting that it will go on the other side of the wetlands such that it would fit on what would be the west side of Tillotson Road and then be abutting Old Farms Road.  
Mrs. Griffin asked if the Parks and Recreation Master Plan has been adjusted to take into account where the new road is going to be and what is going to be left; she indicated that it seems like that should be done before any more planning is done for the subject athletic complex.
Mrs. Primeau commented that there was over $240,000 in a fund just for Fisher Meadows.   She asked what the money is for.
Ms. Checko explained that her understanding is that the $240K is the total amount collected between the water company, the lease of the corn fields, and some of the facility maintenance fees that the Town charges to the users.  
Mr. Kushner explained that the vast majority of the $240K comes from the Avon Water Company, as the Town entered into an agreement with them.  The Avon Water Company drilled one well and they have the right to drill 2 additional wells; they pay the Town a small royalty for every gallon.  The one existing well has been permitted by the State DEEP to withdrawn as much as 3M gallons per day.  Mr. Kushner clarified that he believes the funds have to be reinvested back into Fisher Meadows Park.
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question about maintenance funds, Ms. Checko confirmed that the tennis courts on Huckleberry Hill Road have been removed and added that she believes the basketball court was removed but noted that she’s not sure.  She explained that she doesn’t know what the former Director’s priorities were in connection with maintenance issues but added that she knows that there were immediate action items and recommendations for ongoing maintenance standards.  Ms. Checko confirmed that a machine lift for handicap accessibility is available at the Sycamore Hills Pool.    
Mr. Armstrong referenced the update to the 2006 POCD and asked Ms. Checko to review Chapter 5 and Chapter 11 (Neighborhoods).  He noted that he would like to see Parks and Recreation consider such additions as dog parks, kayak and canoe launch, bike trails along lesser used roads, sidewalks in some areas, and ID markings and parking for underused trails.  He asked about possibilities along the Farmington River abutting Burlington.  He concluded by noting that he would provide Ms. Checko with his notes.
Ms. Keith noted that Burlington has significantly upgraded/improved their side with respect to parking and accessibility to the Farmington River.    
Mrs. Griffin commented that it would be nice to have a canoe/kayak launch with a ramp and located on level ground.  
Mr. Kushner commented that there is a canoe launch included in the Old Farms Road Bridge reconstruction project.  He noted that the new bridge will be located just north of the existing bridge and added that when the current bridge is dismantled, the plan is to construct a canoe launch at a flatter grade.
Mr. Kushner commented that the Commission could study the Parks and Recreation Master Plan and makes comparisons to the current POCD, as well as get additional input from Ms. Checko.  He clarified that while the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is a good tool it does not guarantee that items will happen.  He added that sometimes other opportunities arise that were not part of any master plan, such as the Buckingham ball fields.    
Mrs. Primeau commented that Alsop Meadows contains 56 acres and is underutilized.

Mr. Kushner agreed that Alsop Meadows is underutilized and added that much of the acreage is located above the 100-year floodplain.  He noted that although there are landforms that would make development challenging, there is additional potential.  
Ms. Checko explained that there are community gardens at Alsop Meadows that have dwindled over the years.  She noted that 2 lacrosse fields have been created for practice in the spring and there is also a boat launch for canoes that is used quite a bit.
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Kushner explained that the master plan for parks and recreation would be considered/referenced during the update to the 2006 POCD.  He noted that additional guidance would be sought from Ms. Checko and the Parks and Recreation Committee, as well as the Board of Education and other interested parties.  He explained that while the Commission plays a part, it is not the Commission’s principal responsibility to decide what type of recreation facilities the Town should place emphasis on.  
Ms. Checko commented that the POCD is the Town’s vision for the next 10 years.  She explained that it is the job of the recreation professionals to determine what areas have been identified as priorities in the POCD and then figure out where the Town wants to be within that vision.  She further explained that when the update to the 2006 POCD is generated that will likely be the catalyst for a review of the current parks and recreation master plan.  
Ms. Keith acknowledged her understanding that while nothing in the master parks and recreation plan is definite, she added that she would like input from Ms. Checko.  Ms. Checko noted her understanding and agreement.  Ms. Keith added that lights and speakers don’t fly well and suggested that alternatives be investigated, such as temporary lights for football games.  She noted that the lights on Meadow Road/Tunix Mead are very intrusive to the surrounding homes.  She added that loud noise during evening games would also be a concern of the Commission.
Mr. Armstrong noted that he would also like input from Ms. Checko as well as input from the public.  Ms. Checko concurred.  
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Ms. Checko confirmed that the public is surveyed.  She added that a survey was done recently but it was specific to programming and camps.
Ms. Keith indicated her agreement with Mrs. Griffin that the current traffic volumes on Thompson Road are not going to be diffused until the Old Farms Road Relocation project comes into play.  She added that she would prefer to see a smaller plan with maybe one field to start with, to minimize the traffic on Thompson Road.  
Mr. Armstrong commented that Avon Old Farms School has 800 acres of potential open space and added his concern that the Town has the potential to lose 600+ of that acreage if parts of the School are developed.  He commented that maybe the Town needs to look for more open space or tie in other areas.  
In response to Ms. Checko’s question about land preservation by the School, the Commission indicated that there is no agreement on anything at the current time.  Ms. Keith noted that there is no agreement but an understanding of what the Town would like exists.

Mr. Kushner explained that the 2006 POCD identifies the highest priority privately owned open space parcels for preservation.  He pointed out that the term “private open space” can be tricky and noted that it means it’s privately owned property that the public has no rights to and isn’t developed at the current time.  He added that this land certainly contributes to community character and explained that while the Town does not have the ultimate control over this land’s future, the Town has influence via the Zoning Regulations.  He indicated that he feels it is likely that the land owned by Avon Old Farms School will remain the highest priority for preservation.  Mr. Kushner explained that the School has indicated, repeatedly, that they have no immediate plans to sell any land for development.  He pointed out, however, that the School has sold land in the past for development (Devonwood, Stony Corners).  He referenced a recent amendment to Chapter 11 of the 2006 POCD to provide/allow for development possibilities while also preserving significant open space.  
Mrs. Griffin noted that the traffic on West Avon Road has become a nightmare; all the school traffic feeds onto West Avon Road.  She noted that the temporary lights used for games at Avon High School add to the magnitude; she indicated that we can’t keep adding to this situation and other areas need to be investigated.  Mr. Kushner noted his agreement.  

Mrs. Primeau noted her agreement about traffic congestion on West Avon Road noting that it is more of a concern to her than Old Farms Road.   She commented that the Thompson Road property was never designated for parks and recreation; it’s designated in the POCD as an R40 zone.  The Parks and Recreation Plan doesn’t say potential but rather states what it could be used for and, therefore, it gives the wrong impression and that it was designated for recreation.  She commented that the Town doesn’t have a lot of vacant land to utilize if we turn it over to Parks and Recreation.      

Mr. Kushner noted his understanding adding that comments will be provided to the Town Council regarding 99 Thompson Road.

Ms. Keith commented that there is potential and options in the Huckleberry Hill area adding that that area of Town has been shortchanged for many years; people have to travel to other parts of Town using West Avon Road, Hollister Drive, and Country Club Road.   

The Commission thanked Ms. Checko for her time.

Town Engineer, Larry Baril, to discuss Old Farms Road Relocation Project
Mr. Kushner welcomed the Town Engineer, Larry Baril, noting that Larry is here to provide an update on the Old Farms Road Project.  He referenced concerns expressed from Mrs. Griffin and maybe others about the ability of Thompson Road to handle existing traffic as well as additional traffic from an athletic facility at the former M.H. Rhodes site and how that would relate to the Old Farms Road Project.  He explained that this road project has been in the planning stages for more than 30 years.  He further explained that while there have been many setbacks in the progress of this project over the years, currently there seems to be some traction and the project appears to be moving in the right direction.     
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Larry Baril explained that the Old Farms Bridge Replacement Project is scheduled to begin in 2 years.  
Mr. Baril explained/clarified, in response to the Commission’s earlier conversations and comments regarding the Old Farms Road Relocation Project, that the current road alignment under consideration is, at best, a 50/50 shot that it will happen.  Mr. Baril stressed that this project is by no means a slam dunk; he added that there are probably more obstacles in the way of it happening than there is a clear likelihood that it will happen.  He explained that it’s been a very challenging project; 2 steps ahead and 1 and 9/10ths step back.  He noted that the prior Town Engineer, Tom Daukas, has been employed by the Town for more than 38 years; the Old Farms Road project has been underway for more than 30 years.  He clarified that since Mr. Daukas retired 9 years ago he continues to work part time for the Town; this project is his sole responsibility.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Baril explained that State and Federal regulations have prevented the project from moving forward.  He noted that in the eyes of State and Federal regulators the subject area is a pristine wildness that would be a travesty to circumvent with a road.  He reiterated that this project is not a given, by any means.
Mr. Kushner pointed out that the Town Council is still moving forward and very interested in this project and the current road/alignment plan.  He added that there have been numerous meetings over the years with Avon Old Farms School and progress has been made with the 

29-member Board of Directors and their level of support.    

Mr. Baril addressed the bridge replacement project noting that the new bridge would be installed about 100 feet north of the existing bridge.  He dispelled myths about losing parking at Fisher Meadows; he confirmed that it isn’t true and noted that parking will actually be gained.  He clarified that space will be lost but it is space that is not currently parking.  

Mr. Baril pointed out that the bridge project is a separate, independent project, and always has been, from the Old Farms Road Relocation Project.  He explained that the bridge project includes 2 significant parts.  The bridge project starts at Tillotson Road and continues to Route 10; there will be improvements and a relocation of Old Farms Road beginning at the intersection.  The new bridge, to be significantly higher than the existing bridge, will be built and the road will continue to Route 10 at a very different, gentler grade.  Improvements for turning lanes on Route 10 are also proposed as part of the bridge replacement project.  He recommended review of the maps found on the Engineering Department page on the Town’s website.  
Mr. Kushner explained that the State is funding the Bridge Replacement Project; he noted that this project is independent/separate and is not impacted at all by the status of the Old Farms Road Relocation Project.  Mr. Baril concurred.    
Mrs. Griffin commented that the bridge will be higher up and not flooded but the access to the bridge will still be flooded.  Mr. Baril explained that a whole section of road will be raised; the intent is to place Tillotson Road in a place that doesn’t flood (25-year flood).  He further explained that flooding is a significant part of the issues involved because anytime a change to the environment is proposed it takes a long time; flood studies are required and it’s not a small simple task.  Mrs. Griffin noted that she was under the impression that the road project was moving forward and that there would be a new roadway for traffic in the area of Thompson Road.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question about the location of the new bridge in relation to the existing house in that area, Mr. Baril explained that the State has acquired whatever land they need, acknowledging that he doesn’t know how close the new bridge will be.       
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question about raising/replacing the bridge at the beginning of Tillotson Road, Mr. Baril explained that this bridge is Town owned and needs repair and has been part of the CIP for replacement.  
Mr. Armstrong referenced the Old Farms Road Project and commented that the Town cannot build the loop without the consent of Avon Old Farms School.  Mr. Baril concurred.

Mr. Baril explained that the Town is going to do one of two things; either the proposed road realignment or something like it will happen or the road will be rebuilt in its current location.  Rebuilt means widening the 2 existing narrow culverts and softening some of the curbs; he explained that none of this can be done within the existing ROW corridor.  He stressed that the Town has known for many years that the current road condition is unsafe and cannot remain; it must be addressed.  
Mr. Baril addressed the role of Avon Old Farms School in connection with the Old Farms Road Relocation Project and noted that during his 7-year employment with the Town he has seen the School range from no answer to now indicating that they have interest in the project.  The School understands that a key selling point to the Town is the acquisition of open space.  Mr. Baril indicated that this project is going to be very costly.  He explained that it has been determined that a reasonable starting point for negotiations with the School to acquire land/open space is to take the difference in cost for the road relocation versus the cost to rebuild the road in place.  He explained that this cost difference (i.e., how many acres would it take to equal a certain dollar amount) is the “in kind” negotiating swap for the property and the open space land.  
Mr. Kushner noted his agreement with Mr. Baril’s comments and added that, from a planning perspective, the Town may be able to accomplish an open space corridor that would run from Rails to Trails along the newly constructed road alignment and connecting with Fisher Meadows.
Mr. Mahoney noted his understanding that the School has indicated that they would like the road pulled away from their campus.  
Mr. Baril explained that there would be a direct benefit to the School, as they may have interest in the future for potential expansion to their campus.  He noted that the current location of the road limits the School’s ability to expand their campus.  If the School expands on the south side of the road they would end up with a split campus; relocating the road gives the School much more flexibility/options for expansion  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question about wetlands on the other side of Old Farms Road as you turn onto Tillotson Road, Mr. Baril explained that there are large tracts of open buildable land in that area; he clarified that construction wouldn’t be easy/simple but possibilities exist.

Mr. Kushner explained that there has been a significant effort by the Town and Tom Daukas in the preliminary design to minimize wetlands impacts and, in turn, minimize significant costs ($1.5M) associated with environmental studies that could be required by the Army Corps of Engineers.  He further explained that Mr. Daukas has added significant length to some of the bridge sections to stay under Army Corps thresholds.  

Mr. Baril explained that in an effort to reduce wetland impacts, Mr. Daukas proposes an 80-foot bridge span, as opposed to using conventional techniques that allow water to pass properly such as box culverts.      
Mr. Kushner pointed out that the bridge span would add significant costs to the project.  He noted that Mr. Daukas has met with the Army Corps who has reviewed this preliminary design and have indicated that it might qualify for a Category I permit.  However, in order to qualify for a Category I permit, a $400K preliminary feasibility study is needed by a private consultant; this study would be 80% funded by the Federal government and 10% by both the State and the Town.  Mr. Kushner explained that this is where we are after 30 years but noted that the hope is that there is now some forward momentum, as the School seems to be on board and in favor of the concept of swapping open space as a way to compensate the Town for additional costs involved in building the new road alignment.  He added that, to date, there hasn’t been a significant amount of public outreach regarding the proposed road realignment, which would have to happen at some point.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Baril explained that he doesn’t see how the Commission can help speed up the process, as a regulatory process must be followed.  He noted that the aforementioned feasibility study (environmental assessment) would be the 4th study done to date.  He added that the Engineering Department has been working for the past year with the Town’s consultant to prepare a scope of services to review with the Army Corps in connection with a decision about a Category I permit.  He explained that agreements need to be signed before any work can begin and added that he doesn’t see this happening sooner than 4 or 5 months. 

Mr. Kushner pointed out that there has been a recommendation in the POCD relating to changes to Old Farms Road for more than 30 years; this item is included in the 1968, 1979, 1991, and 2006 POCD.   The Commission will have a chance to comment and support this project, if they wish, during their upcoming review/update to the 2006 POCD.  
The Commission thanked Mr. Baril for his time.
2016 Plan of Conservation and Development - Schedule

In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about the timeline for Phase III, Mr. Kushner explained that he feels 2 months would be enough time to complete Phase III.  He noted that he has been through this process a couple of times and explained that it can be difficult to get input from the public on this important document.   Mr. Kushner agreed that Phase III could overlap with Phase II and have a timeline of March 2016 to May 2016.  
INFORMAL DISCUSSION

Parking in the CPB Zone at the Avon Meadow Office Complex – Jim Sutton

Jim Sutton, developer of the Avon Meadow Office Park, noted that the site is 12.9 acres located in the CP-B zone; approval was granted by the Commission in 1985 for 10 buildings.  Each building has a 5K SF footprint with 2 floors and a total of 10K SF.  He explained that the first 4 buildings were built on slab and the next 6 buildings were built with full basements.  The lower levels/basements in last 4 buildings were constructed above grade such that they could be used for something other than storage.  The site is a commercial office condominium with a declaration that restricts uses on the site; this declaration has been filed with both the State and the Town.   He explained that although the CP-B zone allows for many different uses, the declaration restricts uses such that only commercial or professional offices are allowed.  The parking ratio for offices is 5/1,000; there are a total of 504 parking spaces on the site.  Mr. Sutton indicated that a parking utilization study done in 1991 shows parking use at a maximum of about 40% of total available parking.  He noted that this trend continues but varies depending on occupancy.  The lower levels of Building 80 and the building behind it have conference rooms, kitchens, and restrooms.  He noted that no employees could be housed in the lower level because the site didn’t meet the parking requirements; he added that this agreement was made with the Town.   Mr. Sutton indicated that the owners in Buildings 80 and 100 are interested in having the ability to utilize the lower levels to house employees should the demand develop.  He noted that the site has the potential for the construction of an 11th building, which would benefit all the current owners; the building would meet all required codes except the parking ratios.  He indicated that only 200 parking spaces (out of 504) are being used currently; huge surplus with no benefit.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Sutton confirmed that all the parking spaces are plowed in the winter because there is no regulation as to where people park.    
Mr. Sutton explained that the parking is neatly arranged around the buildings; there is not much remote parking.  He noted that the parking near the River (northeast corner) is barely used; he added that the northeast corner is where the 11th building would be constructed.  He explained that the northern boundary of the subject site is on the Simsbury/Avon Town line but confirmed that all development, building and parking, would be located in Avon and no property is owned in Simsbury.   
In response to Mr. Kushner’s question, Mr. Sutton confirmed that he is looking for the Commission’s feedback/affirmation and some direction on how to proceed.  He noted that his letter to the Commission discusses the possibility of a zoning regulation change.
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s questions, Mr. Sutton explained that 40% parking utilization is about the maximum the park has ever realized.  He further explained that the current occupancy of the park is in transition right now.  Constitution Surgery Center is moving their headquarters to this site from Newington; a gut rehab of 1½ buildings is in process.  There is also another building under renovation right now.  He explained that he needs to know how much parking is needed for all the buildings before he has a study done.
In response to comments from the Commission about unknown parking needs for different tenants, Mr. Sutton explained that he has 30 years of experience noting that one of the prior tenants was Marriott Corporation, the densest tenant to ever occupy the site.  Marriott was onsite in 1991 with 50 employees.  
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Sutton confirmed that Constitution Surgery Center will be office headquarters; offices only, no outpatients.
Mr. Kushner explained that the Zoning Regulations require 5 spaces per 1,000 SF of floor area and noted that for medical offices this is probably a good ratio.  For conventional, non medical, offices this ratio is probably on the high side, as evidenced on the subject site.  He noted that cubicle-style arrangements are possible (fitting more employees as was used by the Marriott) but added that it seems that the current mix of tenants does not tend towards this approach.  

In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Sutton explained that he does not want to take out any parking spaces and clarified that he is looking for a reduction in the requirements.  He confirmed that he doesn’t want to do anything to the existing parking areas other than maintain them.  
Mr. Mahoney commented that there are 2 requests; a reduction to build another building and the ability to use lower level space that wasn’t allowed in the past to be used for offices. 

Mr. Sutton explained that lower level office use wasn’t allowed because of the parking requirements.  He indicated that if a new building is proposed a site plan application to the Commission is required and noted that he is not asking for approval for that tonight.  He clarified that the park/complex has a history from 1985; he added that the 5/1,000 parking ratio is way above what is required from a practical standpoint.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Sutton noted that Riverdale Farms is the same zone as his site, CP-B.  Mrs. Griffin commented that Riverdale Farms does not have excess parking.  She noted that Riverdale Farms is all retail and Mr. Sutton’s site is not.
Mr. Sutton indicated that both Riverdale Farms and his site are zoned CP-B but explained that Riverdale Farms has chosen a different business model with the site being specialty retail.  He noted that a parking reduction was granted for Riverdale Farms many years ago.  He added that his site was oriented towards office use and the parking requirements were fine at the time but explained that the realization now is that the site never comes close to using the available parking; it’s all surplus.  In addition, he explained that some of the building owners would like to utilize the lower levels in their buildings because their business may call for it.   
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about current occupancy, Mr. Sutton explained that the buildings are owned individually and he doesn’t know whether each owner is utilizing the entire building themselves or whether they have offices that they are leasing to others.  He explained that he still owns 1½ buildings and can speak to that occupancy but noted that the other 8½ buildings are owned by others.  He referenced his earlier comments that half of Building 90 and all of Building 100 are under interior renovation right now; there is no one in them.  He explained that that is the reason he wants to wait until these buildings are complete and occupied before a study is conducted.  

Mr. Kushner explained that it his understanding that Mr. Sutton has a traffic engineer lined up to perform a traffic study.  He added that Mr. Sutton is here looking for the Commission’s thoughts and feedback before such a study is undertaken.  

In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Sutton explained that all the parking spaces are common elements; anybody can park anywhere on the site.  Mr. Mahoney commented that one building could use much more parking than another building.  Mr. Sutton conveyed his confirmation and added that it has never been a problem to date.  Mr. Mahoney commented that if there was another building using the downstairs it could become a problem.  Mr. Sutton explained that there are 504 parking spaces in total and 200 are being used at peak utilization.  He further explained that the people who own these buildings are small, somewhat affluent business owners who provide a lot of space per employee; they provide a lot of amenities.  Other than the Marriott, the other businesses don’t have a lot of employees; he noted that Ballantine Capital, located at the top of Building 10, has 3 to 4 employees in 5K square feet.
Mr. Armstrong noted that his preference would be not to make a change to the Regulations but added that he would consider a special exception for each building individually, as the occupancy of the lower levels of each building could be better managed.  Ms. Keith and Mr. Mahoney noted their agreement.  Mr. Armstrong commented that more information is needed regarding building occupancy versus parking occupancy; he added that he would not want a tenant in a basement area that did not have an adjunct office on an upper level.  
Mr. Sutton clarified/reiterated that the buildings are individually owned; it’s not a tenant situation.   
Ms. Keith commented that the Commission is using the terms “tenants” and “owners” interchangeably; they mean the same thing.  She conveyed her opinion that 30% is very high and a blanket change; it is not her preference.  She noted her preference for a special exception but added that she would like more specific information for the current time and not from 1991 on use of the buildings and the parking being used.     
Mr. Sutton acknowledged his understanding and explained that his letter very clearly states that he would conduct a study.  

In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Sutton explained that the top of Building 90 is completely occupied and owned by a separate company.  He noted that the first floor of Building 90 and all of Building 100 are under interior renovation right now and added that he isn’t sure of their schedule.  

Mr. Kushner addressed occupancy rates and pointed out that the buildings are going to be sold and tenants will come and go.  He commented that some type of method is going to be needed such that a return to the Commission would not be needed each time there is a change in businesses/tenants.    He added that medical offices seem to have the most demand for parking.  He noted that averages should be considered and noted that a traffic engineer/study could assess this site as well as make comparisons to other similar sites.  He explained that it might be the case that the Parking Regulations are weighted heavily at 5/1,000.  He commented about the possibility of a parking regulation that says 4/1,000 if no medical offices exist and 5/1,000 if medical offices do exist; the law of averages would come into play.  The building owners would have to accept these parameters realizing that limitations would be evident.

Mr. Armstrong noted his understanding but added that the buildings are owned individually by floor; such a parking regulation may create competition between owners.  
Ms. Keith noted her preference for a parking language change as noted by Mr. Kushner rather than a blanket 30% reduction, as that would be locked in.  The site could end up with a new building and medical offices with patients.  
Mr. Sutton stated that of the total 100,000 square feet of space on the site there is 3,000 square feet of medical space; there are 2 doctors who bought the first floor of a building.  The 2,000 square feet (of the 3,000) of space not used by the doctors is leased as commercial office space and not another medical use.  There is very little medical on this site.  Mr. Sutton indicated that no one wants to lease to medical because they don’t like the mix with commercial; they don’t want an environment where people are constantly walking through the building.  He acknowledged Mr. Kushner’s comment that you could never tell, as someone could purchase a building and setup a medical practice.  
Mr. Sutton addressed the proposed 11th building and explained that his latest conversation with Mr. Kushner was spurred by the knowledge that the Avon Board of Education is looking for a new building to occupy.  He noted that Avon Meadow is one of the sites visited by the Town’s consultant and the 11th building is a consideration.  He clarified that he is not saying that his site has a high probability of being selected but explained that the parking ratio is a problem from the start.  Mr. Sutton noted that the parking issue is starting to inhibit the marketing possibilities of an 11th building.  
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Sutton explained that the 11th building would have 10,000 square feet and would require 50 parking spaces.  

Mr. Kushner noted that 50 parking spaces for an 11th building would result in roughly a 10% reduction; resulting in roughly 4.5/1,000 rather than 5/1,000.  

Mr. Mahoney commented that Mr. Sutton could prepare a preliminary site plan for an 11th building showing the overall parking ratio reduction and bring it before the Commission.

Mr. Kushner explained that Mr. Sutton’s position is such that there is no mechanism under the current Regulations to ask for such an approval.     
Mrs. Griffin commented that the addition of another building would wipe out possibilities of using basement space for office, as the parking spaces would be used by the new building.
Mr. Sutton explained that a parking ratio of 4/1,000 would allow the construction of an additional 25,000 SF.  He noted that the basements in the new building could also be used.  He suggested that the Commission drive through the site someday once all the renovations are done and the buildings occupied; there is a tremendous surplus of parking.  He added that when Marriott occupied one of the buildings (1991) on the site they used to bring in large amounts of people (approximately 100) once a month for a week’s time for training; he noted that there was still extra parking available.  
In response to Mrs. Clark’s question, Mr. Sutton explained that he is looking for a reduction in the parking requirement such that if there was a demand for the construction of an 11th building that it could be accomplished.  He further explained that a reduction would also satisfy some of the existing building owners (Adams and Knight and Constitution Surgery Center).  He added that the basement level of the Adams and Knight building is empty with lots of cubicles in place.  

Mr. Armstrong commented that it seems there are 2 issues; basement use in Buildings 90 and 100 and the potential for an 11th building.
Ms. Keith commented that she feels more information is needed before anymore discussion should take place.  She noted her agreement for a traffic study but reiterated that she is not in favor of a 30% regulation change.  
Mrs. Griffin commented that she would like to revisit this topic once the 2 buildings under construction are occupied and functioning.  

Mr. Kushner suggested that a traffic study be done once the buildings are fully occupied.

Mr. Sutton concurred and added that the Regulations currently allow for a 30% reduction in the CS Zone and a 25% reduction is permitted under certain other situations.  He explained that he suggested a reduction, as this is already precedent in the Regulations.  He indicated that Riverdale Farms, also the CP-B Zone, was granted a parking reduction.  He explained that he is here tonight to get a sense of the Commission’s wishes/direction before he spends a lot of money on a traffic study.  He clarified his understanding that the Commission needs more information and noted that he wouldn’t expect any decisions without a traffic study.   
Mr. Armstrong commented that he feels a special exception (basement occupancy) fits for Buildings 90 and 100 if information about occupancy and parking is provided; no traffic study is needed.  A traffic study is needed for the new building.    
Mr. Sutton noted that he could provide numbers for Buildings 90 and 100 separately.  

Mr. Kushner pointed out that, in connection to making a decision relative to occupancy numbers for Buildings 90 and 100, the situation on the site is always in a state of change and all the businesses share parking.  He referenced his earlier comments about the law of averages and noted that maybe a traffic engineer would be the best resource to discuss what the variables are.     
Mr. Sutton explained that the numbers cannot be varied every time there is a new owner/tenant.  The numbers have to go with the building.  
Ms. Keith commented that a whole picture concept is needed for the site.  She suggested that once the buildings are finished and occupied a traffic study could be done and brought before the Commission.  She reiterated that she is not in favor of a blanket 30% reduction.  She noted her feeling that the Commission is in agreement that the current data/ information does not support what is being asked for.  
Mr. Sutton concluded by thanking the Commission for their time and added that he would continue his discussions with Mr. Kushner.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:45pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Sadlon, Clerk

 LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

At a meeting held on December 9, 2014, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4751 - 
Capitol Region Education Council, owner, Friar Associates, applicant, request for Site Plan Modification to add ground and roof photovoltaic systems, 59 Waterville Road, Parcel 4500059, in an RU2A Zone    APPROVED

Dated at Avon this 10th day of December, 2014.  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

