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The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon held a meeting at the Avon Town Hall on Tuesday, September 29, 2015.  Present were Linda Keith, Chair, Carol Griffin, Vice Chair, David Cappello, Peter Mahoney, Tom Armstrong, Joseph Gentile, and Alternates Audrey Vicino, Elaine Primeau, and Mary Harrop.  Ms. Vicino sat for the meeting; Mesdames Primeau and Harrop did not sit.  Also present was Hiram Peck, Director of Planning and Community Development.

Ms. Keith called the meeting to order at 7:30pm.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Mahoney motioned to approve the minutes of the September 8, 2015, meeting, as submitted.  The motion, seconded by Dr. Gentile, received unanimous approval.
PUBLIC HEARING
Hiram Peck referenced a handout given to the Commission relative to conflict of interest and predisposition indicating that it is good information for all public hearings.  He explained that this information was prepared by the CT Bar Association in March 2015, noting that the CT Bar Association has excellent seminars if the Commission is ever interested.  Mr. Peck offered to answer any questions the Commission may have after reading the material.  
App. #4778 -
Simsbury Turnpike Realty, owner, Associated Architects, LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section V.O.5. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit outdoor dining and waiver of yard setback, 15 West Avon Road, Parcel 4520015, in a CS Zone  
App. #4777 was also heard but not part of the public hearing.
App. #4777 -   Simsbury Turnpike Realty, owner, Associated Architects, LLC, applicant, request for Site Plan Approval for outdoor dining and modifications to exterior lighting, 15 West 
Avon Road, Parcel 4520015, in a CS Zone  
Jason Davis, AIA, Project Manager, Associated Architects, LLC; Kevin Fuselier, Milone & MacBroom; and Esaul Rodriquez, owner of Puerto Vallarta Restaurant.
Jason Davis indicated that he represents the owner of Puerto Vallarta and displayed a map of the site.  He noted that Mr. Rodriquez has owned the subject restaurant for 10 years, owns 6 restaurants in total, and is an Avon resident.  Mr. Davis explained that the proposed location for the outdoor patio is the only viable choice noting that locating the patio to the rear of the restaurant would require access through the main dining area and a very long distance from the restrooms.  He added that the sewer grate and kitchen grease trap are located in area where patio is proposed, along West Avon Road.  He explained that the topography and landscaping could remain largely undisturbed even with the requested waiver of the front yard setback.  Mr. Davis noted that the patio elevation would be located above the road such that there would not be a direct view.  He confirmed that outdoor seating for 60 people is proposed but there would be no bar or cooking outside.  The outdoor area would be accessed from a handicap-accessible door from the main restaurant; one of the existing booths will be removed.  A 3-foot high wrought iron fence is proposed around the entire perimeter.  
Mr. Davis addressed façade improvements noting that the building was constructed around 1983; the restaurant fit out was done in 2004.  He explained that the restaurant owner wishes to add a façade treatment for a trademark look, typical of the owner’s other restaurants.  He indicated that signage will be addressed via a separate application and added that signs would not be illuminated and would be indirectly mounted.  He added that the restaurant is currently under inside renovations.  
Mr. Davis addressed lighting noting that a permanent, low-voltage, warm-colored LED plan is proposed for year-round safety.  He indicated that the existing high-pressure lights are being removed; the new lights will not include any blue colors.  A flexible light strip will be mounted to the underside of the fence’s top rail.  
Mr. Davis addressed parking and explained that the restaurant does not have assigned parking spaces, as there is shared parking for the entire parcel including the Simsbury side.  He explained that a waiver to build additional parking is requested, as the other businesses on the parcel (Petco and Staples) have opposite peak hours of the restaurant.  
Kevin Fuselier, LA, addressed the landscape plan noting that the vegetation along West Avon Road will remain and offer privacy to the proposed outdoor patio.  The mature landscaping along the building is proposed to be removed as it is overgrown; the proposal is to replace it with a small evergreen shrub hedge row; a weeping redbud is proposed for the small raised tree planter. Small plantings (yucca and cone flowers) are also proposed around the perimeter; ornamental grasses are proposed on the south side. 
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Mr. Fuselier confirmed that the existing 4 sycamore trees and hedge will remain.  He explained that a small section of hedge will be removed to install a Building Code required secondary-access gate.
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Peck confirmed that the Town received a letter from the property owner regarding shared parking.  
Esaul Rodriguez, owner of Puerto Vallarta, stated that he has lived in Avon for the past 8 years and operated his restaurant for the past 10 years; he added his intention to continue to be a good Avon citizen.   
Mrs. Griffin commented that the existing flower bed on the site doesn’t always look well maintained.    
Mr. Fuselier indicated that the perennial flower bed will remain and added that it probably needs weeding and mulch; he noted that he would take a look at it.  
Mr. Davis indicated that the intent is to preserve as much of the existing vegetation as possible.
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about why consideration was not given to locate the outdoor dining to the south, Mr. Davis explained that there are a few reasons noting that he has discussed the sewer issue with the Town Engineer.  He indicated that access to the sewer cover and the electrical transformer are located in the area to south; he added that the grade level at the exit door is 8 inches high such that fill would need to be brought in.  He also noted that there would be odors from the grease interceptor.  Mr. Davis commented that the Town Engineer indicated that locating the outdoor dining on the south side would be worse than the proposed front location.  He further explained that due to the location of the kitchen and the restrooms, locating the outdoor dining to the south would create a very long walk for employees and patrons.  Mr. Davis communicated that he is in agreement, should an approval be granted, with the conditions of the Town Engineer, Building Official, and Fire Marshal, as outlined in Staff Comments provided by the Director of Planning.  
There being no further comments, the public hearing for App. #4778 was closed.

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   

The public hearing for App. #4774 was continued from September 8.

Present were Attorney Robert M. Meyers, representing the applicant; Joe Pierik, VP Development/Acquisitions, The Carpionato Group; Neil Middleton, Architect, TRO Jung/Brannen; Mark Vertucci, PE/Traffic Engineer, and Ron Bomengen, PE, Site/Civil Engineer, Fuss & O’Neill; and John Mullin, Mullin & Associates.  
Hiram Peck reported that the applicant provided updated information via email last Friday, September 25, which was forwarded to the Commission.  He noted that supplemental information has been added and will be displayed in tonight’s PowerPoint presentation.  
Mr. Peck requested that the applicant be allowed to complete their entire presentation before questions begin, as the presentation itself may provide many answers.  
Mr. Meyers explained that the applicant has a lot of information to present in response to comments from both Town Staff and the Commission.  
Joe Pierik indicated that many revisions have been made to the proposed plans in response to information received at the last meeting.  He noted that John Mullin prepared a fiscal impact analysis and will present that information tonight.  In addition, information relative to traffic and low impact development (LID) will also be presented by Fuss & O’Neill.  Mr. Pierik noted his appreciation for the public input and feedback received on this project.  He referenced the current proposal explaining that there are 4 key areas that differ from the 2012 plan approved for Ensign Bickford – 1) the current plan has more concentrated retail than the 2012 plan; the 2012 plan was more heavily weighted towards residential; 2) the current plan proposes an anchor retail integrated into a village concept that was not included in the 2012 plan; 3)  the current plan proposes the relocation and improvement of Bickford Drive, to provide better access into the heart of this 97-acree site; and 4) the current plan proposes one master developer (Carpionato Group), whereas the 2012 plan was developed to be sold in pieces (i.e., 9 sub-parcel districts potentially sold to 9 different developers).    Mr. Pierik confirmed that The Carpionato Group is committed to building a quality mixed-use project.  He noted that that Mr. Carpionato also committed, at the last meeting, to build all infrastructure improvements upfront; he noted that that is also a change from the 2012 approved plan.  He noted that the net positive fiscal impact is nearly double what was projected with the 2012 plan.     
John Mullin, President of Mullin Associates (Pelham MA), reviewed his fiscal impact analysis (information contained on Pages 9-12 in PowerPoint presentation entitled “Avon, Connecticut Town Center Master Plan, September 29, 2015, TRO JB/Carpionato Group”) for the proposed mixed-use development.  Mr. Mullin summarized his findings noting that the net annual fiscal gain for the residential development is $327K and the net annual fiscal gain for the commercial development is $2.6M, for a combined total of $2.9M.  He explained that the fiscal impact differs from Ensign Bickford’s 2012 plan ($1.5M total net annual fiscal impact) because the current proposal has far fewer residential units.  Mr. Mullin communicated his finding that the proposed development is very positive in terms of taxes and design.    
Neil Middleton, architect, displayed a PowerPoint presentation and noted one big change to the plans involves Bickford Drive, which now has retail frontage all along it and the parking has been moved inside such that it would not be visible from the road.  A proposed building on Bickford Drive has been set back 70 feet and lined with pine trees to ensure that it would not be visible from Climax Road, even in the winter.  He pointed out other changes noting that the proposed housing has been moved down and made smaller and housing has been added on the second and third floors over the proposed retail located closer to the center.  Mr. Middleton expressed the applicant’s desire and intent to comply with the Town’s stylebook and landscaping requirements noting that these elements have been incorporated into the proposed development.

He discussed a comparison between the 2012 Plan (EB) and the current Carpionato plan noting that the 3 big differences are that the current plan has more commercial; less housing; and a realignment of Bickford Drive.  
Mr. Middleton addressed construction phasing and noted that Phase I includes the realignment of Bickford Drive and everything south of it and Phase II includes everything north of Bickford Drive. 
Mr. Middleton addressed the road network comparing existing roads to the proposed new roads.  He explained that a small part of Bickford Drive would be eliminated and a rotary constructed.  He further explained that Climax is moving slightly to allow for connection with the new “main street”.  He indicated that there isn’t much change in the road network.
Mr. Middleton reviewed “Community Pedestrian Pathways” noting that there are sidewalks on both sides of “main street”, as well as along Bickford Drive and to the park area.  He noted that there are walking paths along the water easement and paths would be created down into the retail area.  He noted that the entire area of the Brownstone District is comprised of all paths and no cars, as it is a walking district for shopping.  He explained that parking lots and street parking are provided on the plan.  Mr. Middleton indicated that the 2012 plan had approximately 2,400 feet of lineal frontage and noted that the proposed plan doubles that to 4,680 lineal feet of retail/store frontage on the main street.  He explained that the intent is to keep the bike trail separate from the road network; the proposal is to realign the existing bike trail (coming in from the south end under Route 44) and have it move along the building (near Town Green) but make it separate from the walking path.  He added that a bike parking area is also proposed as well as a 5-foot landscaped separation between the sidewalk and the bike path.  
Mr. Middleton reviewed “Building Design & Public Spaces” noting that the plan should be historically sensitive but also be of the current time.  
Mr. Middleton addressed the “Brownstone District Plan”, the location of all the existing historic brownstone buildings (shown in red).  He noted that new proposed buildings are shown in blue.  There are wetlands and a meadow in this area as well as the proposed village green with a grassed public space for outdoor activities and raised planters with seating areas.    
Mr. Pierik added that the area being discussed by Mr. Middleton is located next to the existing Farmington Valley Arts Center building.  He explained that a specific request was made for a public gathering area adjacent to the arts center building, which is shown on this drawing.  
Mr. Middleton addressed the “Village Green Plan” noting that a new gazebo is proposed, acknowledging the existing gazebo in the existing Town Green and added that this is a Town decision.  He referenced a two-story building proposed in this area noting that the building has an elevator with offices on the second floor and retail on the first floor.  He indicated that the proposed building could be 3 separate tenants or only 1 tenant; the architecture style does not result in a large building mass.  
Mr. Middleton addressed “District #5” noting that the relocated bike trail will run through this area, which is located between the existing Marriott Residence Inn and the existing shops at the Town Green (Country Curtains, etc).   He explained that new buildings proposed in this area have retail on the ground level (Main Street) with housing above; there is building entry on each side, on the lower level and on the upper level.  He added that parking for residents is proposed inside the buildings on the lower level.  
Mr. Pierik explained that the proposed residential, located over retail, will be designed for smaller units to be more appropriate for young people.  
Mr. Middleton addressed “The Square” noted that a roundabout for traffic flow is proposed in this area of Bickford Drive.  He explained that the parking is internalized and pointed out the location of a small overflow parking area, should parking be needed in the future during peak shopping/holiday times; this area proposes retail shopping.  He noted that the overflow parking area would look “green” when not in use.  He noted that the proposed housing on the hill can be seen from this area.  There is also a 3-level stone wall in this area with a planting area and landscaping.  He clarified that the specific design elements of the proposed retail for this area is a topic for future discussion, adding that the “look” doesn’t have to be one large structure.  
Mr. Middleton explained that the number of retail tenants in this area is not yet known; there are no commitments at this time and the space is flexible.  The proposed parking strips for this area, located between 60-foot parking bays, are 5 to 6-foot areas of plantings.  The curbs will be interrupted to promote drainage into those areas for absorption rather than creating runoff.
Mr. Middleton addressed “The Crossing” noting that a restaurant is proposed on the second floor of a building, which is shown to be located at the intersection of Climax Road and Bickford Drive.  An outdoor area with seating is proposed.
Mr. Middleton addressed “The Park”, noting that this area is 15 acres in size and a place for events (small receptions/parties).  He indicated that a pond is shown and explained that 
Mr. Carpionato would build the pond should the Town wish to pursue approvals needed from the State.  Mr. Middleton completed his portion of the presentation by noting that walking trails and two wetland crossings also shown in this area.

Mark Vertucci, PE/traffic engineer, addressed traffic impacts (continuing with the PowerPoint presentation) explained that he performed a preliminary traffic review of the overall proposed master plan.  He explained that a new boulevard is proposed to connect with the newly aligned Climax Road forming a new 4-way intersection with the proposed new “main street” leading into the village center.  This new 4-way intersection would be stop controlled rather than have a traffic signal, as future volumes of traffic when the project is built out do not warrant a traffic signal.  He explained that there would be a left turn from the boulevard into Climax Road and then a right turn coming out of Climax Road onto the boulevard south bound.  The roundabout intersection proposed at Ensign Drive would keep traffic flowing with less chance of collisions, as seen with higher speeds at traffic signals.  Mr. Vertucci explained that a capacity analysis was conducted to determine what impacts would be realized from the additional traffic coming out of this site onto Routes 10 and 44.  He further explained that as a result of the analysis an offsite improvement plan, consisting of traffic signal modifications (Route 44 and Climax Road) and roadway widening (Climax Road; Route 44 at Ensign Drive; and Fisher Drive); a new traffic signal is proposed at the intersection of Route 44 and Ensign Drive.  He noted that signal modifications are also proposed at the intersection of Routes 10 and 44, as this intersection is already over capacity.  He confirmed that the bike path that currently crosses at the signal at Route 10 and Fisher Drive will continue to do so after road improvements/widening occur.
Mr. Vertucci addressed traffic calming measures noting that the new boulevard proposes a narrow, single lane in each direction with a raised planted median in the center to slow traffic down.  Raised intersections (like a raised speed bump) are also being considered.  He indicated that there are traffic controls at each crossing throughout the site which will help to calm traffic and reduce speed.  He explained that there will be some cut through traffic, as it cannot be avoided; there are people who will want to travel from Route 44 through the site to reach Route 10.  He pointed out that while it is not necessarily a bad thing to have people driving into and through the site, the proposed traffic control measures are going to slow things down such that people using it as a cut through will realize that it takes them longer.  Mr. Vertucci stated that the aforementioned improvements will provide safe and efficient traffic operations entering the site, traveling through the site, and exiting the site.  He explained that traffic counts conducted recently for Saturday midday peak period were substantially lower than Friday afternoon peak hour counts such that the Saturday counts do not change the study findings.  He concluded by noting that as detailed site plan applications evolve, full traffic impact studies will be prepared in connection with the State DOT permitting process.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about traffic volume numbers, Mr. Vertucci explained that traffic volume figures are included in the traffic study prepared by Fuss & O’Neill, dated June 2015.  He confirmed that the overall volumes remain unchanged even with the plan revisions.

Mr. Middleton confirmed that the change to the overall plan is less than 10,000 SF such that there would be no change to the traffic impacts.  Mr. Vertucci concurred.     
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about “Levels of Service” for each intersection, 
Mr. Vertucci explained that the State DOT considers “D” an acceptable “Level of Service” adding that “F” means higher delay.  He further explained that the only intersection in the study area which is currently at Level “F” and will remain at Level “F” is the intersection of Route 10 and Route 44.  He noted that all other intersections will be improved and operate at Level “D” 
or better.   
Ron Bomengen PE/civil engineer, addressed storm water management and low impact development (LID) techniques noting that the goal is to conserve the natural integrity of the land.  The site is currently mostly forested vegetation noting that the hope is to match this as much as possible, once the site is fully developed, using groundwater recharge and storm water storage.  Landscape strips in the parking lots would be curbless or have leak offs such that storm water runoff would be directed back into the ground promoting recharge rather than ending up in Nod Brook.   He referenced earlier information regarding overflow parking noting that pavers (look like grass) would be used to allow water to permeate back into the ground.  He explained that approximately 3K linear feet of Nod Brook runs through the site; he added that the Brook would be enhanced/cleaned up.  Mr. Bomengen indicated that the water quality of the storm water that currently runs to Nod Brook will be greatly improved after the proposed development is constructed.  He noted that fire retention areas and rain gardens are the LID designs/techniques proposed for this site.  He concluded by explaining that because a lot of impervious surface would be added as compared to what currently exists, storm water infiltrators (installed below the pavement) would most likely be installed.   
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about the proposed pond, Mr. Middleton confirmed that a pond could be designed to be used as a retention pond but noted his earlier comments such that a State DEEP approval would be needed before a pond could be built.  
Tom Armstrong communicated his observations such that a building is added to District 6; two buildings are added to District 2; one building is dropped from District 4; and the size of the residential units are reduced in District 7.  He noted his understanding that the principal request is for more commercial and less residential but noted that he would not want to see earth removal from Phase II to fill in Phase I.
Joseph Gentile noted that he doesn’t see enough open space gathering areas to draw people to the site and added that he would like to see more.  He asked about the intent of the 2 proposed 60K SF buildings that have been added to the plan.  He commented that he is aware that the Commission has been against large retail and added that Mr. Carpionato indicated at the last meeting that no one builds 120K SF buildings anymore.
Mr. Pierik explained that two (2), 60K SF buildings are shown on the plans to provide flexibility for the possibility of having one tenant, such as a Wegmans supermarket.  He noted another possibility such as a Whole Foods occupying 60K SF and two (2) 30K SF tenants (junior anchors) next to each other but clarified that it is too earlier to tell.  He stated that in order to break up this area, the 250K SF building that was initially proposed was replaced with a series of 5 buildings to create a smaller and user friendly street-activated retail area.
Ms. Keith commented that the Commission has made it clear that one tenant is not wanted in that proposed building.  She noted that this is the first time that a one tenant possibility has been represented.
Mrs. Griffin communicated her thought that it would be more acceptable to a number of Commissioners to split the building into 2 buildings with a separation in between.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s concern about pine trees losing their screening, Mr. Middleton explained that certain species of pines do not lose their branches and noted that blue spruce and Norwegian firs stay very thick to the ground.  He clarified that he meant to use the term “evergreens” on the plans rather than pines.  He indicated that specific details of the trees would be discussed at length.  
Mrs. Griffin communicated her feeling that the buildings (barns/sheds/homes) shown on the drawing labeled “Square View” are too rural for this site.  She suggested more of an old English village concept where buildings look like small stores.  
Mr. Middleton noted his understanding and explained that the drawing was used only for reference and analogy purposes.  
Mrs. Griffin noted her concerns and asked if a 4-way stop is going to be adequate for the intersection of Climax Road and Main Street.  

In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question about the 15-acre open space area, Mr. Middleton explained that part of the area is usable and part is wetlands.  He added that the wet areas have been mapped on the plans; he noted that the center and edges are not wet.  He commented that trails can be created through wetlands.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question about maintenance of the grassed leak off (LID) areas, 
Mr. Middleton explained that some of the roads will be Town owned and some will be privately owned and the responsibility of the developer.  He added that this has been discussed with the Town Engineer.  
Mr. Pierik indicated that the maintenance responsibilities are a level of detail that the applicant would like to address at a later time.  He noted that the roads included in Phase I, located inside the village center and south of Bickford Drive, would be maintained by the developer.  The Town would be granted easement rights.
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question, Mr. Middleton noted that a total of 314 residential units are proposed for the entire site.  Mr. Pierik indicated that approximately 100 residential units are proposed for Phase I.  
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question about the number of entrances to the “big box” area in Phase II, Mr. Middleton responded by noting that there are a total of 4 entrances plus one service entrance.  
Mr. Mahoney commented that his questions about LID have been answered.  He asked how much square footage is proposed for Phase II.
Mr. Middleton indicated that detailed square footage information is included in the booklet submitted to the Commission tonight.
In response to Elaine Primeau’s questions, Mr. Middleton explained that the project proposes a total of 464,780 SF of housing; 682,450 SF of retail/commercial; and 21,866 SF of cultural arts for a grand total of 1,169,096 SF.  He confirmed that the proposed apartment complex has only one way out.  Mrs. Primeau asked what is going to keep the amount of commercial space proposed for this area from taking away from existing businesses on Route 44 resulting in empty buildings.   
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about an anchor and phasing, Mr. Pierik apologized for any misunderstanding and explained that Phase II has always been Phase II.  He added that an anchor is still proposed and part of the plan.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s concern about no access to bike trails from the proposed apartments, Mr. Middleton pointed out the walking trails and sidewalks leading down into the center shopping.  He explained that careful attention has been paid to interconnections.

Ms. Keith commented that 214 apartment units are proposed and added that people renting those units are more inclined to use their bicycles but noted that the bike trails are all located in the lower portion of the development.  She asked for consideration to connect the bike trails and create a path to the proposed apartments.  Mr. Middleton agreed noting that could be easily done. 
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Pierik explained that a management plan for the proposed LID aspects of the proposal would be developed; he added that maintenance is typically done on a quarterly basis.  He added that this plan would be shared with the Town and communicated that his company self manages millions of square feet of existing retail and thousands of apartments.
In response to Ms. Keith’s comments/concerns about District 5 that looks like it has four-story buildings, Mr. Middleton explained that building height is calculated from average grade around the building; he confirmed that there would be compliance with the Zoning Regulations and noted that the drawings may be distorted.
In response to Ms. Keith’s questions about trees, Mr. Middleton confirmed that a 12-foot high tree can be installed and explained that the Town’s guidelines for trees require both a substantial diameter and height off the ground.  He added that it is very possible to install a 20-foot tree.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question/concern about fire truck access through the site, Mr. Middleton confirmed that he has met with the Fire Chief but noted that the specific details would be worked out as part of the site plan design process.  He pointed out that every possibility must be given for fire truck access to every location on the site.  
The hearing was opened for public comment.
Sue Vredenburgh, 36 Ariel Way, asked why the location of the proposed apartment building was changed.  
Mr. Middleton explained that the building was moved and made smaller (fewer units) in response to a conversation with another nearby homeowner.  He further explained that the proposed building is 150 feet from the setback line of the nearest building.  
Ms. Vredenburgh noted her concerns for safety having a public parking lot in her backyard.  She added her concerns that individuals living in the proposed apartments would walk on the nearby tree-lined streets (for shade) as opposed to walking in a parking lot where there are no trees.  She commented that she would rather have smaller buildings/owner-occupied units in her backyard. 
Mr. Middleton clarified that the proposed parking lot would be private (not public) and it would be landscaped off along the edge; he added that the area could be bermed for additional screening.

Claude Chiaia, 37 Ariel Way, asked why District #7 can’t be commercial, as opposed to the proposed apartments, noting that the professor indicated that commercial is more revenue for the Town.  He noted his preference for commercial property in this area because the landlords would have leases and be more likely to maintain the property.  
Mr. Pierik explained that residential is proposed in this area out of consideration for the community, as it would abut existing residential.  He noted that this is standard operating procedure for commercial development.  He further explained that this area is the high point of the entire site such that residential occupants would have magnificent views looking south over the Valley.  Mr. Pierik added that luxury units are proposed for this area and noted that extraordinary measures would be taken in recognition and observance of the concerns raised in connection with this being a transitory environment.  
Joseph Onion, 115 Rosewood Road, indicated that he doesn’t want apartments near his home and noted his concerns.  
Laura Young, 57 Hitchcock Lane, commented that the subject proposal has nothing to do with the original village center concept presented a few years ago.  She noted that the amount of commercial space proposed is unacceptable to the nearby residential neighborhoods.  She asked that the proposal be cut back and that the Town go back to the original plan.  
Roger Howard, 215 Cider Brook Road, asked how many existing buildings are proposed to come down.
Mr. Middleton indicated that, to his knowledge, 3 existing buildings are proposed to come down adding that only one building is a brownstone (near the bicycle shop).  He added that this building would be replaced with new retail.
Jeanne Fish, 21 Wheeler Road, noted that she bought her home in this area because it is a quiet residential area and added that she has lived near commercial development and knows the noise associated with snow plows and dumpsters being emptied.  She noted her concerns for property values, traffic, and quality of life.
Nora Howard, 215 Cider Brook Road, communicated her thanks to everyone who has worked on this large project noting that her comments are from the perspective of being the Town Historian.  She asked that the Town’s sense of historical character and “sense of place” be retained.  She noted her concerns that there may be some “chipping away” of the grounds at the Avon Congregational Church (possible road improvements) and also at the Town Green. (Veterans’ Memorial and the bike trail possibly impacted by proposed improvements to Route 44.) She concluded by noting that the proposed demolition of one brownstone building would be a loss.
Richard Groothuis, 58 Hitchcock Lane, commented that when Pond Place (Avon Park South) was built the schools got overloaded because young singles moved in and then had children.  He noted his concerns with existing traffic in the middle of Town (Route 10 and Route 44) and asked whether the impacts have really been studied and if solutions are known.  
Chris Graesser, 28 Lawrence Avenue, noted that she is the President of the Avon Land Trust and is speaking on its behalf.  She noted that the Land Trust is interested in the walkability of the entire Town.  She conveyed her support for making the proposed development walkable but noted the abrupt change with the rest of the Town, as it is not very walkable.  She encouraged the Commission to give thought to how this development would integrate with the rest of the Town, noting her concerns for how young people would safely access this site.  She asked how the quality of life for the entire Town would be improved.  
Leonora Thramann, 63 Hitchcock Lane, commented that the proposed commercial space would be ideal in a Town with 200K people; brick and mortar is not in the future and only sustained in smaller spaces throughout the country.  She noted that many spaces on Route 44 have not opened up once closed and added that she likes the idea of one big anchor store (Lowe’s) with hardware.  She indicated that the proposal is overblown for a small Town like Avon.
Noelle Bellucci, 76 Wellington Heights, noted her concerns with the existing sightlines on Climax Road in the area of Wellington Heights Road and Moravia Drive; the road is windy and narrow.

Roy David, President of the Farmington Valley Arts Center, asked if the existing open space near the Arts Center will be retained.  
Mr. Middleton noted that approximately 8,000 SF of open space area will remain.  
Mr. Pierik commented that there is substantial open space near the Arts Center.

Heidy Huebner, 111 Moravia Road, commented that the current traffic on Route 44 and Climax Road is horrible and you cannot get in and out for shopping.  She commented that the proposed density is too high for Avon, noting that she has been in Town since 1956.  
Joseph Onion, 115 Rosewood Road, noted that no details and no numbers relating to traffic impact were provided.  He suggested that the Town hire its own engineer to conduct a traffic study.  He commented that there will be accidents from people cutting through the proposed development and ignoring stop signs.  The traffic on Route 10/44 will increase and it is already overloaded.     
Ms. Keith stated that the Town has its own consultant who is overseeing the whole project.  She added that the consultant is not present tonight but noted that the consultant was also involved in the development of the Village Center.  
Mr. Vertucci explained that the major intersections that warrant offsite improvements were studied.  He further explained that as detailed site plan applications develop, traffic study information would be submitted to the State DOT for review and analysis. 
Esaul Rodriquez, owner of Puerto Vallarta restaurant, noted his concern that the proposed retail will require a lot of employees that most likely will have to come from other towns, as the people in Avon don’t need those types of jobs.  He added that he feels the proposed retail would improve the existing retail/business environment for the area.
Ms. Keith announced that the public hearing for App. #4774 will be continued to the next meeting, scheduled for October 20.  
Attorney Meyers submitted a letter from the applicant granting an extension of the public hearing to the October 20 meeting.
Mr. Armstrong motioned to continue the public hearing for App. #4774 to the October 20 meeting.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Cappello, received unanimous approval.
App. #4781 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI C.3.e. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone  

App. #4782 -
Fred & Bonnie, LLC, and Green Mountain, LLC, owners, Avon West Main LLC, applicant, request Site Plan Approval for manufacturer’s certified pre-owned motor vehicle dealership, 221 and 225 West Main Street, Parcels 4540221 and 4540225, in a CR Zone   
Mrs. Griffin motioned to continue the public hearing for App. #4781 to the October 20 meeting.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Mahoney, received unanimous approval.
Mrs. Griffin motioned to table App. #4782 to the October 20 meeting.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Mahoney, received unanimous approval.
The public hearing was closed.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Armstrong motioned to waive Administrative Procedure #6 and consider Apps. #4777 and #4778.  Mrs. Griffin seconded the motion that received unanimous approval.   
App. #4777 -   Simsbury Turnpike Realty, owner, Associated Architects, LLC, applicant, request for Site Plan Approval for outdoor dining and modifications to exterior lighting, 15 West 
Avon Road, Parcel 4520015, in a CS Zone  
App. #4778 -
Simsbury Turnpike Realty, owner, Associated Architects, LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section V.O.5. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit outdoor dining and waiver of yard setback, 15 West Avon Road, Parcel 4520015, in a CS Zone  
Mr. Mahoney motioned to approve Apps. #4777 and #4778 subject to the following conditions:
1.   The Commission approved/granted a waiver of the requirement to build additional parking and also granted a waiver of the front yard setback. 
2.   The following items shall be completed and demonstrate compliance to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer prior to the onset of construction:
a. Language shall be drafted by the owner and approved by the Town indicating that, should the Town of Avon need to excavate or otherwise perform work on the sanitary sewer that impacts any structure, landscaping, etc., within the easement area, the Town is not responsible to repair or replace any of the aforementioned improvements/impacts.  Once approved, such language shall be filed on the Land Records. 
b.
The Town of Avon would like to see the easement area extended to the property line.

c.    The Town strongly recommends that the property owner video the existing mainline to verify the condition of that line prior to performing any construction.
3.
The following items shall be completed and demonstrate compliance to the satisfaction of the Building Official:

  a.
An additional exit shall be constructed from the fenced patio area and a smooth surfaced walkway to the parking lot is required.  

  b.
The new exit door from the restaurant to the outdoor dining area shall be handicap accessible.

4.
The following items shall be completed and demonstrate compliance to the satisfaction of the Fire Marshal:


a.
The outdoor patio shall meet all State Fire Code requirements.


b.
A second gate shall be installed as well as sidewalk (waling area?) access provided for patron access from the outdoor patio area to the west parking lot.  These items shall be maintained all year round.  

Mr. Cappello seconded the motion.

Mr. Armstrong noted that he feels the side yard is better suited for the proposal and added that the AWPCA wants to be sure that the easement is extended to the property line to the south (Condition 2.b.), as the subject owner also owns the property to the south.  
Ms. Keith indicated that the side yard is a long way through the restaurant.  
Mr. Mahoney’s motion and Mr. Cappello’s second were unanimously approved by the Commission.

STAFF COMMENTS - Director of Planning
Consultant for Avon Center Master Plan – Architectural Review 
Hiram Peck explained that Milone & MacBroom (Vince McDermott) has been retained as the Town’s consultant to review the proposed master plan but noted that architectural review cannot 
be accomplished by this firm.  He indicated that he has talked to “Union Studio”, a company located in Providence that specializes in village design, who has agreed to perform the architectural review for this project.  He added that if the Commission agrees, Union Studio could perform this review with no increase needed in the amount of funds already deposited by the applicant.  He explained that an architectural review could show how all the elements are orchestrated throughout the site (size of structures and locations, etc.).  Mr. Peck communicated his recommendation that Union Studio perform a review at the master plan level (not at the site plan level), as it would provide an element that we don’t currently have as part of the peer review.  Mr. Peck added that he would discuss/coordinate this issue with Mr. McDermott, who is not present tonight.        
Mr. Armstrong commented that the Commission will be voting on proposed changes to the master plan and not on designs.  He asked if building mass is what would be reviewed versus what would be allowed in a district according to the Town’s Regulations as compared to where we are today.  

Mr. Peck explained that between now and the next meeting the Staff must review every aspect of the Regulations to see how the current application either complies or does not comply because the Commission needs this information before they render a vote.  He added that he hoped the applicant would supply this information.  He pointed out that the architectural review will help in this matter.  He reported that he has verified that there is no conflict between the applicant and Union Studio.  
Ms. Keith noted that the applicant’s presentation tonight was deficient relative to requests made at the last meeting (she referenced Mr. Peck’s letter to the applicant summarizing the requests). She commented that the architect recommended by Mr. Peck could work with the Town’s consultant, Milone & MacBroom, to get a better overall picture of what the Commission is looking for.
Mr. Peck commented that the architectural review would not slow down the process and Union Studio has confirmed that they could provide reports in time for the October 20 meeting.  He reiterated that costs would not exceed the funds already deposited with the Town.  He explained that Union Studio would compare the original plan with the current proposal and also with the Regulation.
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Peck confirmed that traffic review is included in Milone & MacBroom’s consultant review. 
The Commission was unanimously in favor to proceed with the architectural review, as represented by Mr. Peck.
After a short discussion, the Commission unanimously agreed that the meeting time could be changed from 7:30pm to 7:00pm.  This change would begin in January 2016. 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:30pm.
Respectfully submitted,

Linda Sadlon, Clerk

LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

At a meeting held on September 29, 2015, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4778 -
Simsbury Turnpike Realty, owner, Associated Architects, LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section V.O.5. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit outdoor dining and waiver of yard setback, 15 West Avon Road, Parcel 4520015, in a CS Zone  APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

App. #4777 -  
 Simsbury Turnpike Realty, owner, Associated Architects, LLC, applicant, request for Site Plan 


Approval for outdoor dining and modifications to exterior lighting, 15 West Avon Road, Parcel 


4520015, in a CS Zone   APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

Dated at Avon this 30th day of September, 2015.  Copy of this notice is on file in the Office of the Town Clerk, Avon Town Hall.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Keith, Chair    

Carol Griffin, Vice Chair
LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon will hold a Public Hearing on Tuesday, October 20, 2015, at 7:30 pm at the Avon Town Hall on the following:

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

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

All interested persons may appear and be heard and written communications will be received.  Applications are available for inspection in Planning and Community Development at the Avon Town Hall. Dated at Avon this 5th day of October, 2015.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Keith, Chair

Carol Griffin, Vice Chair

