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The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon held a Special Meeting at Company #1 Firehouse, 25 Darling Drive, on Tuesday November 17, 2015.  Present were Linda Keith, Chair, Carol Griffin, Vice Chair, David Cappello, Peter Mahoney, Tom Armstrong, Audrey Vicino, Joseph Gentile, and Alternates Elaine Primeau, Mary Harrop, and Maria Mozzicato.  Also present was Hiram Peck, Director of Planning and Community Development; Steve Kushner, Special Projects Manager; and Town Attorney Kari Olson.
The meeting was called to order at 5:30pm by Ms. Keith.
2016 Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD) Review Chapter 4, Natural Resources  

Steve Kushner reviewed Chapter 4, Natural Resources noting that the most recent revisions have been provided tonight as a handout.  He noted that over the past 40 years there have been many Federal, State, and local regulations adopted to preserve natural resources.  He added that updating the Plan of Conservation involves analyzing today’s conditions while making recommendations for the future.  He explained that protecting the Town’s natural resources is important, as they contribute to quality of life and also provide environments for animals and plant life.  Qualify drinking water supplies depend on preserving natural resources and protection of open space helps to preserve scenic views.  He commented that the Town is 85% built out and noted that the remaining vacant land zoned for development has challenges that didn’t exist when zoning began in 1957.  He explained that floodplain regulations are in place as a means to protect natural resources and to limit development in flood-prone areas.  Town Regulations for inland wetlands and watercourses were adopted in 1974; regulations to preserve the ridgeline and traprock were adopted in 2000; and regulations for aquifer protection were adopted in 2006.        
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question, Mr. Kushner confirmed with respect to areas for ridgeline protection that Chapter 4 should note “Pond Ledge” rather than “Huckleberry Hill”.  
Mr. Kushner addressed Floodplain Regulations noting that Avon follows the minimum standards set by the Federal government (FEMA).   He noted that FEMA requirements mandate that the first floor elevation for any new house construction must be located above the 100-year floodplain but explained that Avon’s Regulations require the first floor elevation to be above the 500-year floodplain and recommended that this requirement remain the same.

In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Mr. Kushner explained that he would bring maps to the next meeting to show which properties in Town would be affected by the 500-year floodplain requirement versus the 100-year floodplain requirement.    
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question about errors on the FEMA maps, Mr. Kushner noted his understanding and explained that the Zoning Map does not contain the same level of detail as the FEMA maps.  He further explained that the Town doesn’t have the authority/ability to amend FEMA maps.
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s questions, Mr. Peck explained that the Town Engineer has a record of everyone that has requested a FEMA map amendment.   He agreed that having a map that shows the properties in Town affected by both the 100-year and 500-year floodplain would be valuable.  
Mr. Kushner addressed wetlands and watercourses noting that Regulations were adopted in 1974 and explained that there were no rules prior to 1974 such that property owners and/or developers could fill wetlands.  He noted that it is generally well known and understood today that if activities are proposed on parcels that contain wetlands that those activities are regulated.   
Avon has a total of 2,520 acres of wetlands; wetlands are defined by soil type.  He explained that the regulated area in Avon is 100 feet (following the State’s recommendation) and noted that the Inland Wetlands Commission adopted the latest version of the State’s model Regulations in 2007.  He explained that the value of the wetland resource should first be identified and then measured against the potential impacts from the proposed activities.        
Mr. Kushner addressed ridgeline protection noting that regulations were adopted by the Town in 2000.  He explained that the significance of the ridgetop resource needs to be evaluated and then the criteria, under the Regulation, applied to the application/proposal before the Commission.  
Mr. Armstrong commented that broadcast facilities should be considered in connection with ridgeline protection.

Mr. Kushner addressed broadcast facilities and noted that the Town Attorney has prepared a rough draft of proposed regulation changes to clarify what is permitted relative to requests for modifications to existing broadcast facilities.   He indicated that Avon has a regulation in place for small-scale wind turbines noting that one exists on Gibraltar Lane.  He added that commercial windmill facilities are State regulated and not compatible with residential zones.
Mr. Kushner addressed stormwater management noting that there are strict State requirements regarding contaminants/pollutants (i.e., oil, antifreeze, fertilizers) and runoff getting into catch basins.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s comment about salt use and the change to water bodies that is killing fish, Mr. Kushner explained that this would be covered under the new stormwater management program adding that the Town’s consultant monitors water quality coming out of pipes that discharge into wetlands.    
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question about signs on storm drains, Mr. Kushner explained that those signs are erected in association with the stormwater management program to alert the public that there are repercussions associated with items put into the storm sewer drains.  

Mr. Cappello indicated that these signs are also helpful for the Fire Department.   
Mr. Kushner addressed site grading and erosion control, noting that these items are under the Commission’s jurisdiction.  He noted that many of the remaining vacant lots in Town are challenging adding that substantial regrading is often needed.    He commented that he has included some changes to consider, for both the Zoning and Subdivision Regulations, to address these challenges.  
Mrs. Griffin suggested that language be added to both Chapter 4 and the Regulations requiring that development be in harmony with the existing “lay of the land” rather than allowing large cuts and fills for roads and locating lots on hills with retaining walls.  Mr. Kushner noted his understanding and agreement.
Mr. Kushner addressed LID (low impact development) noting that a study was done by Milone & MacBroom in 2011.  He explained that LID is considered by some to be the next generation method for handling and managing stormwater for all new construction.  He provided examples of LID such as rain gardens, tree boxes, and bioretention basins.   
Mrs. Griffin noted her agreement that LID techniques are terrific but asked who and how such techniques would be enforced, if people do not cooperate. Mr. Kushner noted his understanding and explained that enforcement would be handled by the Town.
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question about curbless roads, Mr. Kushner confirmed that there are situations where curbless roads appropriate.
Mr. Kushner addressed forestry management noting that Avon has a total of 722 acres that are covered in the Forestry Management Plan.  He explained that the Town uses a private consultant to manage this acreage, located at Alsop Meadows, Fisher Meadows, the Found Land, and the Huckleberry Hill Open Space.  He noted that by thinning the forests helps the vitality of the remaining trees and added that forestry management has been ongoing for many years.  
Mr. Kushner concluded by addressing aquifer protection noting that the State of Connecticut has published regulations that mandate that every water company that provides public water supply in Connecticut must map aquifer resources, also known as Level A Mapping.  He noted that the Planning and Zoning Commission is charged with enforcing the Aquifer Protection Regulations.  Uses such as gas stations, dry cleaners, and large oil tank businesses would not be permitted in areas located in the aquifer protection overlay zone.  
Mrs. Griffin commented that she feels the aquifer protection areas should be enlarged to include areas that are not currently being protected. (i.e., gas stations along Route 44, farms located along the River, and areas of large salt storage)   
Mr. Armstrong communicated his feeling that it would be a good idea to reach out to the water companies to find out where their well head protections exist relative to Avon’s commercial areas.  He noted his agreement with Mrs. Griffin’s comments. 

Mr. Kushner concluded by noting his understanding and explained that although it is the State’s position that the aforementioned Level A Mapping is sufficient that he would speak with Avon Water Company.
App. #4774 - Ensign Bickford Realty Corporation, owner, Carpionato Group, LLC, applicant,

request for Zone Change MODIFICATION, 6.6 acres, 16 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210016; 11.6 acres, 21 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210021; 30.7 acres, 65 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210065; 16.3 acres, 70 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210070; 13.7 acres, 55 Bickford Drive, Parcel 1300055; 5.4 acres, 75 Bickford Drive, Parcel 1300075; 6.5 acres, 65 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970065; 1.0 acres, 71 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970071; and .93 acres, 93 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970093, 
all located in an AVC Zone        
 

Ms. Keith stated, for the record, that she was absent from the November 10 meeting but confirmed that she has listened to the meeting tapes.  She added that she was present for all other meetings/public hearings and is eligible to vote on App. #4774  
Hiram Peck indicated that he has prepared two motions/resolutions for the Commission.  He offered discussion and comments from the Commission during his review of this information.  
He identified the following documents that have been provided tonight to the Commission:

1.  Original Master Plan adopted by the Commission in 2012.

2.  Map from the original application outlining the various districts and associated numbers.  He confirmed that this is the map that he will be referring to in his discussion tonight.
Mr. Peck explained that should the Commission reach a decision tonight that such a decision is for the planning stage only of the Village Center.  He further explained that further clarification at the future site plan stage of any of the items contained in this master plan is entirely possible. 
Mr. Peck addressed the content of a 10-page DRAFT document entitled “Resolution for Approval, dated November 17, 2015” and began his review with the Commission beginning with street layout and road alignments.  He explained that the applicant has proposed a realignment of Bickford Drive, as compared to the 2012 approved master plan.  He further explained that while the Commission could find the current proposed alignment satisfactory, he noted that the draft resolution speaks to different options and specifications/details that the Commission could require at the site plan stage.  He referenced drawings provided by Union Studio (Town’s architectural consultant) noting that traffic calming measures (i.e., roundabouts, curb designs) are very important because the Commission doesn’t want Ensign Drive to be used as a cut through.  Mr. Peck pointed out that if the proposed road alignment is not acceptable, then the overall application proposal is not going to work.    He explained that his opinion is such that the current proposed realignment of Bickford Drive, in comparison to the original proposed realignment, decreases the impact on the portion of Climax Road in the area of Forest Mews.  He noted that he believes the traffic authority shares this opinion.  Mr. Peck reviewed the document language for Ensign Drive, Climax Road, Fisher Drive, Access to the Knoll, and Internal site streets.  He addressed secondary access to the Knoll area noting that the Commission has indicated the importance of having more than one access point such that the second means of access be available to everyone on a daily basis and not just on an emergency basis.  
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s comment, Mr. Peck explained that the MDC has granted easements to Ensign Bickford over the years and noted his agreement that additional easements, if they could be obtained, would be helpful in both Districts 6 and 7.  
Mrs. Griffin noted that she feels the secondary access should not be just for emergency purposes; two public accesses are needed.
Mr. Peck noted his understanding but indicated that he has had discussions about a direct access to Climax Road with residents who live in that area; these residents have indicated their preference for an emergency access but note they are not thrilled with a full-time access.  He explained that the applicant could realistically find a secondary access in another location that would not adversely impact residents of Climax Road.           
Mrs. Griffin commented that the access doesn’t have to connect to Climax Road but reiterated her position that a secondary access is necessary without having to wait for emergency personnel to open up a gated area.   
Mr. Peck noted his agreement and added that the final determination needs to be made by emergency services personnel (fire and police).  

Mr. Peck explained that the overall road designs (pavement width, plantings, sidewalks, lighting, etc) are critical to the project, as the function and safety will be critical to everyone using the Village Center should the project move forward.    Construction and phasing of road construction will have to be very carefully planned out.
Mr. Peck addressed the proposed mix and allocation of uses, including residential, retail, office, and parks and recreation.  He noted that the current application proposes 400-415 residential units (418 units on 2012 approved plan).  He indicated that the original approved plan had a total of 1.1M SF in total, with 451K SF of non-residential space (office, retail, arts).  The subject application proposes 564K SF of non-residential (more retail and less office than the approved plan), a 25% overall increase compared to the approved plan.  The subject plan contains a total of 1.2M SF, which is within 6.6% of the square footage approved in 2012.  Mr. Peck explained that the current Regulation allows up to 20% deviation noting that a modification to the Regulation is needed if an approval is considered.  He added that the suggestions made by Union Studio (Commission’s architectural peer review) were viewed positively by the Commission such that the Commission would have considerable discretion for review at the site plan stage (i.e., architecture, building, road, and streetscape design).  For example, relocating the proposed retail buildings away from Climax Road (moving them to the east) is important.  He pointed out that utilizing the buffer area located between Climax Road and the proposed retail for residential use is also suggested by Union Studio, which is similar to the original approved 2012 plan.  He indicated that there are 7 retail buildings shown on many of the plans but explained that there are now a number of smaller buildings shown; much smaller than the original group of buildings initially proposed by this applicant.  He noted that the buildings proposed along Bickford Drive are very similar to the building alignment proposed in 2012 but are not as tight and dense.  He added that building location can be reviewed at the site plan level.  Mr. Peck suggested that no single building footprint should exceed 54K SF, noting that the largest building footprint shown on the 2012 plan was 54K SF.  He added that no outdoor storage area should be allowed to be attached to a 54K SF building without prior review and approval by the Commission.  He communicated that if this project is successful that, naturally, there will be extra traffic associated with it; no one wants a Village Center that doesn’t work.  
Mr. Peck addressed residential units located above retail noting that this concept has worked out very well in places like Blue Back Square in West Hartford.   He added that the type of retail on the first floor is what drives whether the second floor residential units are successful and desirable.  He noted his agreement with Union Studio’s suggestion that this concept is a good way to activate the streetscape.  He added that Union Studio also recommended additional landscaping and screening and suggested that these items be carefully reviewed by the Commission at the site plan stage.  
Mr. Peck addressed the park and performance areas noting that the Town would be a joint applicant with the developer for improvements proposed for this area.  He noted that this while this is his recommendation the Commission could certainly decide otherwise.   He indicated that while the developer has committed to pay for all the proposed improvements approvals would first need to be granted by local permitting agencies (Wetlands Commission).  He pointed out that the applicant is responsible to comply with open space regulations, in any event.  
Mr. Peck addressed District 2 (creation of a new Town Green) and indicated that an improvement to the area north of the actual Town Green should also be included.  He noted that this area is also under the jurisdiction of the Wetlands Commission.  The proposed performance area (near the existing arts center) is also located in an area under the jurisdiction of the Inland Wetlands Commission.  Union Studio indicated the importance of not ignoring the existing Town Green and suggested that the applicant investigate the possibility for some type of connection in the southwest corner of District 5.  He noted that the route of the bike trail, as proposed on the latest plans dated October 20, could be found acceptable.  He added that a bike trail route, as an alternative, could be considered along Nod Brook but added that, again, this would fall under the jurisdiction of the Wetlands Commission.  
Mr. Peck addressed phasing noting that the applicant has committed to two (2) phases noting that Bickford Drive is the dividing line between Phase I and Phase II.  The applicant has committed to installing the infrastructure first but should this change the applicant must return to the Commission.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Peck explained that any and all conditions placed on an approval for the subject application would pertain to any other developer, should the current developer not move forward.    The requirements would be the same no matter who owns the land.   
Mr. Peck further explained that the developer will have to coordinate with the State DOT and OSTA, adding that the permit process takes time.  He recommended that the Town Staff be part of the discussions with State DOT.  He indicated that the applicant has committed to constructing 53.5% of the development in Phase I and 46.5% in Phase II.  He noted that the breakdown for Phase I is 28% residential and 72% commercial.  He pointed out that the 50/50 balance that was originally sought is no longer there but noted that the applicant has indicated that the retail portion is needed to drive the residential portion.  Mr. Peck added that the Commission must decide if this is acceptable.  He communicated his opinion, based on past experiences in Connecticut, that the market will be very good for the next 10 years for well designed and well located, comfortable residential.  Phase II proposes 55% residential and 45% commercial.  He indicated that these numbers are significantly more balanced than what was presented in the initial proposal submitted in July 2015.  He referenced a request made by Mrs. Griffin, several times, for a connection between the Town Office complex and the new “main street” area and added that this should be investigated by the applicant.  He noted that the current plans show a pedestrian walkway in this area but noted that discussions need to occur between Town Staff and the applicant as to whether this area could be made larger and/or for vehicles.  Mr. Peck recommended that this item be part of the applicant’s requirement.  He suggested that the applicant be encouraged to return to the Commission periodically with development updates; within one year, at a minimum.  He noted that the applicant is required to continue with the peer review program in all stages of development.
Mr. Peck addressed roadways, walkways, and sidewalks noting the importance that the roads not be over built and made wider than necessary.  He suggested that reviewing these items on a site by site basis is a good idea, such that it ensures that asphalt is minimized while providing a viable and leasable product.  He recommended that buildings be brought to the street wherever possible to create a walkable access, noting that this point was also discussed by Union Studio.   Proposed parking for each individual site should be carefully reviewed by the Commission at the site plan stage.  He suggested that cuts and fills be kept to a minimum such that fill remain on the site until it is needed, avoiding trucking fill offsite.  He acknowledged that there probably would, at some point, be a large pile of fill somewhere on the site, as the proposed development is significant in size.  He noted that the applicant has discussed their willingness to use energy saving methods such as LED lights, LID, and green roofs.  He added that this development, should it be approved, is a great opportunity for the Commission to ask for state-of-the-art energy efficient methods.  
Mr. Peck addressed architecture and explained that it is very important that the applicant provide a high degree of architecture for every building proposed in the site plan stage.  He added that the applicant must understand that the Commission expects a small, town village center with New England character, building siting streetscape, landscaping, and streets that are characteristic of a small town.  He explained that the current level of review does not provide all that information and added that some of the representations providing during the hearing process may work for other more urban areas but not here.  He indicated that he doesn’t feel the Commission saw a lot of what would be fitting for Avon’s Town Center.  Mr. Peck communicated his recommendation that it is important to let the applicant know that any subsequent site plans that do not meet the aforementioned criteria are not going to be received favorably by the Commission.  
Mr. Peck addressed the Zoning Regulations explaining that some modifications/amendments to the existing text in Section VI.I (Avon Village Center) would be needed to allow the application to move forward.  He explained that the whole idea of the master plan is to create a viable “main street” with the characteristics of a small village center.  Conversion of the proposed housing units to any other use is not permitted without the Commission’s approval.       
Mr. Peck concluded by addressing each District (1 through 8) and noting that this information provides assurances to the Commission of what is going to happen in each District while allowing/providing the applicant some flexibility.     
District 1:  Park. 

District 2:  Village Green. This area is found acceptable as proposed in terms of square footage as follows: Retail: 105,000; Housing: 30,000; Office: 10,000.

District 3:  The Square. Retail: 200,000; Housing 40,000; Office N/A

District 4:  Brownstone. Retail: 92,870; Housing: 35,600; Office: 16,580.

District 5:  Retail 79,400; Housing: 87,000; Office: 6,000.

District 6:  Climax Road. Retail: 42,400; Housing: 91,600; Office: N/A

District 7:  The Knoll. Housing: 230,581 

District 8:  Simsbury Road. Retail N/A; Housing: 132, 600; Office: 12,650

Mr. Peck reviewed the documents before the Commission tonight:  
1) The original, adopted 2012 Master Plan; 
2) Plans provided with initial application, submitted to the Town in July 2015;  
3) Plan set/drawings with suggestions from Union Studio; and 
4) Drawing “Sketch Map D” showing potential options for housing location in District 3.  He clarified that while this drawing doesn’t mean that the buildings would be located as shown or sized as shown it does mean that no building footprint can be larger than 54K SF.
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Peck explained that the aforementioned numbers for each District correspond with Sketch Map “D”.  Mr. Mahoney commented that the breakdown numbers provided for each District are different from previous information.  Mr. Peck explained that the breakdown numbers are the most current information he has and added that he believes they are different because the applicant understands the need to buffer the Forest Mews area and provide housing in that area and also provide for building potential on Simsbury Road.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question regarding the aforementioned square footages for each District, Mr.  Peck suggested that if the Commission decides to approve this plan that the aforementioned numbers be locked in such that any proposed changes to those numbers would require review and approval by the Commission.  

Mrs. Griffin commented that the Commission typically gets a final set of plans before a decision is rendered and noted that the Commission has no revised plans for this proposal.

Mr. Peck conveyed his understanding and explained that this application evolved over time from the first submission in July to the latest plan labeled Sketch Map “D”.  He further explained that a development this large has many people involved with a lot of moving parts and added that after 4 public hearings the end result is the prepared document (Resolution for Approval) that he believes would be acceptable to the applicant should the Commission grant an approval.  He pointed out the possibility that the Commission could decide that they don’t like the plan such that the application could be denied and the applicant asked to come back with a new plan.      
In response to a question from the audience, Town Attorney Kari Olson stated that it is not appropriate to receive public comments and questions at this time.
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s questions, Mr. Peck confirmed that the retail figure shown for the Brownstone area (District 3) does not include the Arts Center.  Mr. Peck further confirmed that the figures shown for Simsbury Road (District 8) suggest office use for the northerly side of Fisher Drive.  He reiterated that if the figures/numbers for each District are approved and locked in, any changes to this “recipe” would require application to the Commission.
Mr. Armstrong noted his agreement with most everything proposed by Union Studio except for the roadway system in the residential area (District 7) and the availability of parking in the residential area proposed in the Town Center area.
Ms. Keith commented that the applicant has indicated that they are willing to provide parking underneath the residential buildings. 

Mr. Peck noted his understanding but added his suggestion that each site plan submitted should stand on its own and the parking needs should be carefully evaluated on a site by site basis.  He added that it is his understanding from comments made by the Commission that buildings proposed on stilts is not preferred.  He added that if parking is proposed/shown under a building, it should be enclosed and not visible.  He explained that below grade parking in the subject area is probably going to run into groundwater conflicts and it would also be very expensive.  
Mrs. Griffin noted that she visited the applicant’s development (Chapel View), located in Cranston Rhode Island, and added that the underground parking there could not be seen or identified.  She commented that the applicant is familiar with creating underground parking that doesn’t show.   
Mr. Cappello commented that the parking in Mansfield Center is also tough to find and communicated his compliments to Mr. Peck for a nice job preparing the draft resolution.  He added that he would like to see more ” mixed use” and “traditional downtown” in the current breakdown of uses listed, such as office, retail, residential.  

Mr. Peck noted his understanding and added that there are various ways to provide mixed uses such that there could be two different types of uses in the same building and/or there could be uses on the same site that are separated horizontally.  He noted that Union Studio’s suggestion is that the applicant demonstrates a good effort in order to provide a mix of uses in the Town Center area.  He noted that while there is more of a mix now than originally provided he indicated his agreement with Mr. Cappello that the current mix isn’t perfect.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Peck confirmed that should the Commission render an approval tonight that the approval is binding for whoever purchases the subject property.  He clarified that the language contained in the draft resolution for approval was prepared with the best interests of the Town in mind and added that he works for the Commission and no one else.

In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question about proposed road improvements, Mr. Peck explained that if the applicant doesn’t get State DOT approval, the project cannot move forward.  He added that if local approval is not received, the State DOT won’t review the proposal and consider an official application.

In response to Mr. Gentile’s questions, Mr. Peck confirmed that Sketch “D” shows an increase in the number of residential units.  He added that the retail number is 25% greater than the original approved 2012 plan but noted that it is only 6% greater than what was proposed originally by this applicant.  Mr. Peck further confirmed that the recommendation to add some buffer housing increases the total amount of residential to approximately 400 units, which is very close to what was approved in the original plan.  He noted that the State DOT will require a detailed traffic study from the applicant, adding that only a preliminary traffic study has been done to date.  He reiterated that there is no doubt that there will be traffic associated with this project.  He noted that traffic (both pedestrian and vehicular) is necessary for an economic success but added that it must be controlled.     
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Peck confirmed that the State DOT could raise a question/note a problem that the applicant hasn’t addressed and stop the process until more information is received.  
In response to comments from Mr. Mahoney and Mrs. Griffin regarding items unaddressed by the applicant, Mr. Peck explained that the Commission has the power to deny the application.  He further explained that the Commission needs to decide whether they want this project to move forward carefully or not at all and ask for a new application.
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Peck confirmed that the numbers shown on Page 10 of his draft resolution match up with what is shown on Sketch Map “D”.  Mr. Peck clarified that Sketch Map “D” is closer to what was shown on the original approved plan adding that each area would be reviewed again during the site plan stage.
Ms. Keith commented that Sketch Map “D” is a combination of what the applicant said they would be willing to look at and what the Commission has asked for.  Mr. Peck concurred.  
Mr. Cappello commented that he would like no building to exceed 2 stories to protect the adjacent neighbors to the rear.  Mr. Peck suggested that such a restriction on building stories should not be made until a detailed site plan for that area is presented.  He added that height and density are not necessarily bad things but it depends on how it’s done.
Mr. Armstrong referenced Sketch Map “D” and commented that the residential area that overlooks the park area is interesting.  He noted that the area that looks like Page 11-R18 may have to be rethought and added that he likes the residential ideas at R9 and R10.  He noted he would like to see more green in the H2 area.
Mr. Peck noted that he believes the applicant understands that the Commission is looking for the maximum mix of uses possible.  
There was no further discussion for App. #4774.

App. #4774 - Ensign Bickford Realty Corporation, owner, Carpionato Group, LLC, applicant,

request for Zone Change MODIFICATION, 6.6 acres, 16 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210016; 11.6 acres, 21 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210021; 30.7 acres, 65 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210065; 16.3 acres, 70 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210070; 13.7 acres, 55 Bickford Drive, Parcel 1300055; 5.4 acres, 75 Bickford Drive, Parcel 1300075; 6.5 acres, 65 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970065; 1.0 acres, 71 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970071; and .93 acres, 93 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970093, 
all located in an AVC Zone        

Mr. Armstrong motioned to approve App. #4774 subject to the 10-page draft “Resolution for Approval”, dated November 17, prepared by Mr. Peck.  He indicated that his motion is subject to a modification on Page 2, regarding the proposed realignment of Ensign Drive.  He noted a further correction on Page 5 that the “performance area” should be 8,500 SF rather than 8,000 SF.      
The motion was seconded by Mr. Gentile.

Mrs. Griffin noted her strong discomfort with having only emergency access to the Knoll area, adding that it should be public access.  She added that the Commission is charged with providing for the health, safety, and welfare of residents.
In response to comments regarding the emergency access, Kari Olson asked if the language contained in the aforementioned resolution could be modified to satisfy the Commission.
Mrs. Griffin addressed Page 2 “Access to the Knoll” and suggested that the language state “for public use” rather than for emergency purposes.  She noted that the word “emergency” should come out and confirmed that 2 points of access are necessary for the general public and not just for fire/emergency personnel.  
Ms. Olson confirmed that the discussion and consideration of App. #4774 is not typically the way the Commission would move forward and explained that the draft resolution modifies an overall concept plan.  She added that the Commission is deciding what types of uses belong in the AVC zone, just as they would for a commercial or industrial use.  She explained, should an approval be rendered, that the applicant would need to return to the Commission for special permit and site plan approval such that the criteria contained in the Regulations can be reviewed/applied and deemed in compliance.  
In response to Mr. Cappello’s request to remove the word “roundabouts”, Mr. Peck explained that the resolution contains language that notes that specific details of intersections would have to be worked out and approved prior to any construction taking place.   He added that roundabouts can provide significant traffic calming if designed correctly.  
Mr. Gentile commented that the existing Town Green is not user friendly and noted his preference that the other “green” referenced in District 2 be the formal Town Green.  
Mr. Peck explained that the existing Town Green is not owned by the applicant such that they do not have control over this property.  He further explained that he wanted to make sure that the existing Town Green does not get ignored in this project, as the area has significant sentimental value.  He clarified that the applicant is not required to do anything in the Town Green area other than take a look and added that the Commission would have discretion over anything proposed in this area.
Mr. Armstrong amended his motion for approval, noting his acceptance of Mrs. Griffin’s request to change the language on Page 2 regarding emergency access to the Knoll.  He noted that the word “emergency” is to be deleted and the language should read “Access to the Knoll (District 7) and the phrase “…for emergency purposes” is to be deleted such that the sentence reads “However, this approval does require that the applicant seek and find and acceptable second means of access to this area”. 

Mrs. Griffin seconded Mr. Armstrong’s amended motion.  Voting in favor of approval were Messrs. Armstrong, Cappello, and Gentile, and Mesdames Griffin, Keith, and Vicino.  Voting in opposition was Mr. Mahoney.    
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:45pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Sadlon, Clerk

LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

At a special meeting held on November 17, 2015, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4774 - 
Ensign Bickford Realty Corporation, owner, Carpionato Group, LLC, applicant, request for Zone Change MODIFICATION, 6.6 acres, 16 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210016; 11.6 acres,  21 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210021; 30.7 acres, 65 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210065; 16.3 acres, 70 Ensign Drive, Parcel 2210070; 13.7 acres, 55 Bickford Drive, Parcel 1300055; 5.4 acres,  75 Bickford Drive, Parcel 1300075; 6.5 acres, 65 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970065; 1.0 acres, 71 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970071; and .93 acres, 93 Simsbury Road, Parcel 3970093, all located in an AVC Zone    APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

Dated at Avon this 18th day of November, 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

