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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 8, 2015.  Present were Linda Keith, Chair, Carol Griffin, Vice Chair, David Cappello, Peter Mahoney, Joseph Gentile, Tom Armstrong, and Alternate Elaine Primeau; Mrs. Primeau sat for the meeting.  Absent were Marianne Clark and Alternate Audrey Vicino.  Also present was Hiram W. Peck III, Director of Planning and Community Development.
Ms. Keith called the meeting to order at 7:30pm.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Armstrong motioned to approve the minutes of the July 28, 2015, meeting, as submitted.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Primeau, received unanimous approval.
PUBLIC HEARING
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 July 28.

Present to represent this application were Attorney Robert M. Meyers, representing the applicant; Alfred Carpionato, President and CEO, and Joe Pierik, VP Development/Acquisitions, The Carpionato Group; Neil Middleton, Architect, TRO Jung/Brannen; and Mark Vertucci, PE/Traffic Engineer, and Ron Bomengen, Site/Civil Engineer, Fuss & O’Neill. 
Vince McDermott, LA/AICP, Milone & MacBroom, was also present, as consultant for the Town and Commission.

Attorney Meyers indicated that several meetings with the applicant’s team and Town Staff have taken place since the Commission’s last meeting on July 28.  He noted that the applicant has received a lot of helpful feedback as a result of these meetings, including written comments from Commissioner Armstrong.  He added that the applicant hopes to receive additional feedback from the Commission.  He explained that the subject application is a master plan and only the first step in a long process; the master plan is a big picture concept and should be viewed as such.  Subsequent applications for site plans and special exceptions, should the master plan receive approval, would contain much more detail.  He explained that in response to feedback, the applicant has conducted a new/updated traffic study.  He noted that some of the comments received relate to the proposed large format development and the nearby proposed retaining wall and added that revised plan information will be shared tonight.  He commented that the large format development is essential to the financial viability of Avon Center.  He added that photos of retaining walls in a mixed-use development constructed by the applicant in Cranston Rhode Island will also be shared.  Mr. Meyers commented that the applicant invites Town Staff and the Commission to travel for a tour of the aforementioned development to view the nature and quality.  He added that the applicant feels it would be helpful for Town Staff to tour the development, even if the Commission does not attend.  
Mr. Meyers indicated that Alfred Carpionato will speak tonight noting that Mr. Carpionato is an honest man who does what he says he will do.  He added that Mr. Carpionato’s conservative nature has served him well through the last 3 recessions.  He added that Mr. Carpionato would create Avon Center as a generational development, constructing all infrastructure in the first phase, at his own expense.  Mr. Meyers explained that Mr. Carpionato intends to construct, own, and operate the entire development; he added that Mr. Carpionate intends to be responsible for everything that goes on in Avon Center and does not intend to sell off any pieces.  He indicated that Mr. Carpionato indicates that the creation of Avon Center would be good for Avon citizens for a very long time and would also be good for his Company and family for generations to come.  Mr. Meyers further noted that Mr. Carpionato also indicates that Avon Center must be financially viable and self-sustaining, as a failure of this project would be terrible for everyone.         
Joe Pierik extended a formal invitation to the Commission and key Town Staff to visit the “Chapel View” development, located in Cranston, RI.  He added that he feels a guided tour would be very beneficial, as the residential units and corporate office facilities could be seen.  He displayed color photograph boards of the aforementioned development “Chapel View”.  He noted that there is small shop retail with office space and residential located above.  Mr. Pierik pointed out the 5-story corporate office building that has retail on the ground floor located above a two-level garage.  He pointed out the “Chapel Grille” noting that it is a signature restaurant housed in a restored church that was originally constructed in 1890.  
Mr. Pierik explained that feedback received from Town Staff was incorporated into the revised master plan, which focuses on the large-format retail area (north of Bickford Drive).  He explained that retail has been broken up into multiple buildings with opportunities for an anchor such as a large grocer, along with junior anchor opportunities and additional retail that would front along Bickford Drive.  He indicated that the proposed retail on Bickford Drive would create a small, intimate feel within the large footprint area and also help to screen and break up a large parking area.  He noted that great architectural (materials, elevations, etc) care would be given to the store fronts in the larger retail area; he added that store fronts would be broken up to have the look and feel of individual stores.  He commented that revisions to the plan still allow for the economics that drive the rest of the proposal.  
Mr. Pierik addressed the proposed retaining wall located behind the large format retail and displayed photos of existing retaining walls at Chapel View.  He explained that the stone walls at Chapel View are all natural and have been built by hand with added landscaping features and buffers.  
Neil Middleton explained that the proposed position of the buildings on the upper part of the site retain a lot of the soil that exists on the hillside such that the amount of retaining wall is greatly diminished.  He addressed parking noting that although 6 spaces per 1,000 SF of retail is what would be needed during peak holiday times, the average use is closer to 4-5 spaces per 1,000 SF.  He noted that less parking allows more of the hillside to remain; he added that an agreement about a parking balance can be discussed.  Mr. Middleton pointed out that the Chapel View development is located in a more urban and much denser area than the subject site.  The Chapel View site is much smaller (less land) such that the intensity is higher; the buildings are much larger than what is proposed in the subject area.  

Alfred Carpionato explained that 2/3 of the proposed project has walls and noted that 1/3 of the project is at the same elevation as Climax Road and does not have walls.  The area closest to Route 10 is level with the ground.  He indicated that the type of development proposed is necessary because “mom and pop” type shops would not bring in enough people to patron the restaurants that are proposed for the site.  He added that the biggest “box” store now proposed is approximately 45,000 SF (i.e., Whole Foods).  He commented that the only big box that he knows about right now is “Wegmans” supermarket, 124,000 SF on two levels.  He noted that “Target” stores are 20-30,000 SF and all other box stores are in the 20,000 SF range.  He explained that a boulevard is going to be developed when the infrastructure for Climax Road; this boulevard could house different types of stores ranging from 5,000 to 40,000 SF.  
Mr. Carpionato stated that the proposal is to develop the entire infrastructure before any buildings are constructed, such that a client could drive through the area to know what they are getting.  He explained that because the current condition of the area offers no visibility, it is difficult to give a potential tenant a proper understanding of what they would be buying.  He noted that the entire site is 1,200,000 SF with 50% mixed use and 50% residential.  He added that this mix is the same as what was adopted with the original master plan, in 2006 or 2008.  He noted that the market collapsed after 2006 and 2007 such that today’s development environment is totally different.  He explained that a sizeable amount of cash is needed to implement a project the size of this proposal; he added that banks do not finance “mom and pop” shops.  He commented that this project could either be built all residential (Toll Brothers) or it could be built entirely private, developed and held by The Carpionato Group for the next 50 years.  He added that this is a long-term investment for his Company.  He explained that 15 or 16 buildings on the site have to be purchased to be able to open up the area and create a Town Center and not just a pass through.  Mr. Carpionato explained that the vision is to take the area to a new level such that the residents would have an easier way to exit the development without creating cut through traffic.  He noted that he’s not interested in selling off parcels and added that he doesn’t want to expand this project unless he has control.     
Mr. Carpionato addressed the “big box” term and noted that there are no more boxes adding that supermarkets are the only boxes.  He added that if he is lucky enough to gain synergy with the proposed development and boulevard on Climax Road, that a good mixed-use development would be the result.  He added that coming off of Route 10 should be a boulevard and that the WWII memorial should be located in the back.  He commented that it could be a beautiful project; all that is needed is a lot of money and infrastructure.  He explained that the infrastructure in the area of Climax Road would be kept in place until the road is built.  This would provide visibility and allow Route 10 to become a major part of the infrastructure for shopping and residences, jogging and bike trails, and the proposed 10-11 acre park.  He noted that the Chapel Grille restaurant (Cranston RI) seats 400 people noting that it is the major part of the 1M SF development; he added that the project in Cranston was created out of nothing.  
He commented that locating 2-3 restaurants on the beautiful stream running through the site could be a real draw for the project.  Mr. Carpionato concluded by noting that he likes the subject area, as it is the center of Avon and should be the center of attention.  

Mr. Cappello asked what the economic driver is for the Chapel View development and also if there is a big box element.  
Mr. Carpionato explained that there is no big box element at Chapel View and added that all the buildings were built on spec; there were no tenants.  He noted that the chapel is a major component and was built in 1891; he explained that 2 sections were added during the renovation and noted that walls were added to keep the project level.  He commented that 460K SF was constructed in Phase I.  He noted that the existing factory building in the back was converted to a 309 SF Citizen’s Bank that houses 2,600 people today.  He added that Phase III has begun and encompasses 400K SF; this area merged with the rest of the City results in 2M SF.  He stated that the project will be 350M SF when complete.
Mr. Carpionato communicated that he doesn’t know exactly what the infrastructure is going to cost but noted that he feels moving the highway system and making it work before any selling of the project beings is somewhere around $50 to $60M.  He reiterated that it wouldn’t work with mom and pop shops. He added that he would like to buy the rest of the restaurants that don’t make sense and knock them down, noting that he means no disrespect to the Town.  He noted that the infrastructure would be worked coming off of Route 10 and Climax Road adding that  the proposed beautiful apartments would be located at the highest point of the project.  He explained that the part of the wall that would be visible is 2 tiered with flowers and steps that come into the boulevard area where the shops would be located.  
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question about big box stores at Chapel View, Mr. Carpionato clarified that the stores located across the street (Shaws, Petco, REI) are part of his development.  Mr. Mahoney commented that Shaws and REI are big box stores.  Mr. Carpionato commented that he doesn’t consider those stores big box and asked if 10,000 SF is considered big box.  He added that REI is the top of the line. 
Mrs. Primeau commented that the aforementioned stores are big box, according to her definition.  

She asked if the proposed shopping plaza in the back is still 200K SF.  Mr. Carpionato noted that the back area is 30-35 acres with 240K SF proposed but explained that nothing was added.  He explained that if only part of the area is built it is 100K SF but if phases are added it becomes 240K SF.  He explained that if more shops are added it could become 600K SF.  He addressed parking in response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, noting that he believes there are fewer than 1000 parking spaces.  He indicated that the proposal is 4 cars per 1,000 SF which results in 800 spaces; he added that 4 cars/1,000 is the standard today.  
In response to Mr. Carpionato’s question, Mr. Middleton noted that he designed around 5 per 1,000 SF but noted that a discussion should take place about parking.  He added that less parking would result in less wall and more natural grading.
Ms. Keith noted that the architectural design at Chapel View is not like Avon’s colonial design.  She noted that she doesn’t want to see big bright lights radiating out from the buildings at night.  
Mr. Carpionato explained that the building at Chapel View was done under the most severe historical conditions; the lights are only 15 feet off the ground.  He added that the lights at Chapel View are controlled.

Mr. Middleton explained that the scale of buildings in Avon would not be the same as the 4-story buildings at Chapel View.  He further explained that the lighting on buildings that have 16-feet of façade is much different than lights on apartment and office buildings that are 30 to 40 feet high.  He indicated that under today’s sustainable standards the goal is to try to keep light down such that there is no spread or glare; he added that this is the goal for the subject site.    
Mr. Carpionato indicated that the proposal development in the rear of the site would not be visible from Route 44.

Mr. Middleton explained that the applicant intends to follow the architectural standards adopted by the Commission.  He noted that there will be a lot of materials, roof shapes, and façade designs that will be very compatible with colonial architecture.  He further explained that some of the proposed buildings that are more contemporary in nature will be allowed under the Zoning Regulations.  He added that he thinks a good mix is important.  He commented that architectural details would be reviewed and discussed during subsequent applications, once the master plan is approved.
Mrs. Primeau asked what was torn down in the historic center of Cranston, RI.  

Mr. Pierik explained that the buildings in Cranston are part of an historic registry such that no buildings could be torn down in the Chapel View development.  The buildings had to be replicated to the exact detail of what they were like when originally constructed, including the church that was built in 1891.  
Mrs. Primeau commented that the church wasn’t left where it was; it was reconstructed.  

Mr. Carpionato pointed to the displayed photos of the church and pointed out areas that were dormitories since 1890; he indicated that he tried to copy the centers so they would look like the ends and a third level was added to the top of the building for residential use.  He noted that this was done to give the building synergy.  He explained that the building is not a square box and has a lot of angles and cuts; the building was constructed to be convertible to be both condominium and residential (apartments), office, and retail.       
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Carpionato explained that there are no apartments in the building, as the entire space was made into offices but reiterated that the space is convertible to accommodate high-end tenants.  
Mrs. Primeau noted that she doesn’t see a comparison between Cranston and Avon and wouldn’t like to see it continued.
Mr. Carpionato noted his agreement and added that buildings in Avon would be much smaller.
Mr. Middleton explained that the quality of the construction is what the applicant is trying to demonstrate and not the height of architecture.  He added that Mr. Carpionato invests in quality materials. 
Ms. Keith asked if the amount of earth removal needed has changed as a result of the modification/reconfiguration of the retaining walls.  

Mr. Carpionato explained that once a master plan is approved the applicant would discuss with the Commission and gain approval with regard to the amount of soil/material to come off the site.  
Ms. Keith noted her understanding that a significant amount of material is proposed to be removed and asked if there is a modification of earth removal.

Mr. Carpionato indicated that he doesn’t know the exact amount of material to be removed but added that leveling of some material at the entrance of Climax Road is necessary to drop the level down to match the Town Hall.   The exact amount of material has not been calculated.  
Mrs. Griffin noted that she has visited Chapel View and added that she couldn’t tell which areas were residential and which areas weren’t residential.  She commented that driving in the main entrance on the left side is a tall building that looks like apartments on top with possibly parking underneath.  
Mr. Carpionato confirmed that there is a 150-car parking area located under the building.  He stated that the aforementioned tall building doesn’t contain any apartments; the entire area is office space. 
Mr. Pierik explained that the building was originally designed for apartments on the top floor but noted that office space was created instead due to the high demand; he noted that the building is fully occupied by office tenants.  The demand for office space at that time outweighed the demand for residential.  He added that there are 2 levels of parking underneath the building with elevators that go directly up to the residential floors.  He indicated that there is a similar arrangement in another building such that there is retail on the first floor; office space on the second floor; and residential on the third/top level.  This building has parking underneath with elevators that service the top floor.   
Mrs. Griffin noted her preference for making large buildings appear small, adding that this concept would be more fitting for a Town like Avon.  She referenced a hotel in Canada where you couldn’t tell it was a hotel because there were small shops on the ground level and the upper floor was part of the hotel.      
Mr. Middleton noted his complete agreement and added that the booklet that was given to the Commission has examples/sketches of the types of buildings that Mrs. Griffin just referred to.  He indicated that neo-colonial style is used today and noted the importance of mixing styles up to create comfort.  He indicated that all the existing brownstone buildings are being preserved; he explained that the proposal is to fit in rather than change the area.  He further explained that elevations of a big box would be broken down into many elements.        
Mrs. Griffin commented that the food store in Cranston RI looks very much like a food store and added that it is way out of scale for Avon.
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s comments about the parking, Mr. Middleton explained that the parking spaces all have 8 to 10-foot grassed strips between them and further explained that the Town’s standards have been met.  He noted that over 1,000 trees are proposed that also meet the Town’s standards.  Mr. Middleton indicated that the applicant has taken this project very seriously and respects and intends to meet the Town’s Design Guidelines, which are very good.  He explained that the proposed boulevard is now one-lane in each direction, at the Town’s suggestion, will have a 30-foot center strip (increased from 10 feet).   He added that a tree is required every 35 to 40 feet.
Mrs. Griffin’s noted her understanding that although the plans are conceptual in nature, the plans have been changed.  

Mr. Middleton agreed and explained that he hasn’t had a chance to revise the drawings to the level of detail being discussed (trees, boulevard, etc.) but reiterated that the intent is to meet the Town’s requirements.  
Mrs. Primeau referenced the Avon Village Center guidelines and noted that one of the overall design principles that the Town is looking for is that the New England village character be preserved with uses such as retail, office, hospitality, residential, civic, cultural, open space, etc., to create a focal point of activity.   She commented that she sees a lot of commercial and apartments but very little civic, cultural, and open space.  She added that the proposed “Town Green” is located up against a building.  She noted that people should be able to access a Town Green from all sides.
Mr. Middleton explained that the Town Green is 70,000 SF and can be accessed from all sides.  He further explained that there is a walkway located next to the Town Green; he added that there would be a walkway around any Town Green.  He noted that some Town Greens, such as the examples shown, have no walkways but rather have paths crossing through them.  Mr. Middleton indicated that many Town Greens don’t have the informality tied in with the formality but clarified that both aspects have been tied together here.  He communicated that he would be happy to spend time reviewing details on this matter and explained that design elements must fit to the existing nature.  He commented that the subject area has a very interesting configuration of nature that the proposal is fitting into.  He noted that the proposed Town Green is very sizable and much larger than the existing Town Green and pointed out that there is more open space proposed than in the applicant’s previous plan and more than exists in the originally approved master plan.  He indicated that more retail/street frontage, open space, and green space have been added to the plan.  
In response to Mr. Carpionato’s question, Mr. Middleton explained that the major difference between the subject plan and the original approved plan, concerning the residential to mixed-use component, is that most of the retail buildings are now one-story high.  The proposed plan matches the approved plan relative to total square footage.  Mr. Middleton noted that the internal distribution has changed with a bit more commercial and less housing.  
Mrs. Primeau noted that all the proposed residential is rental; there is no home ownership.   
Mr. Carpionato explained that anything he builds is built on a condominium basis; all structures have their own utilities.  He noted that it could become a condominium once papers are filed.  

Mrs. Primeau commented that Mr. Carpionato has indicated that he doesn’t plan to sell anything and added that a condominium has its own governing board.

Mr. Carpionato noted that a condominium will only have its own governing board when the building is converted.
Mr. Middleton noted that his reading/understanding of the zoning requirements don’t call for any percentage distribution of single-family houses; it just calls for housing.  

Mrs. Griffin commented that a main street with meandering traffic running through is what is envisioned.  She noted that Avon’s “main street” and Town Center was lost when Route 44 was widened.  
Mr. Middleton explained that the new “main street” comes off of Woodford Avenue and runs through the site and extends up to the corner with Climax Road.  He commented that he believes there is 25% more store frontage proposed now than in the original plan.
Mrs. Griffin commented that she would like to see a way for people to access the Town Hall and Police Department from “main street”.  She noted the difficulty for people in wheelchairs trying to get down the steps to reach the police station and commented that it shouldn’t be hard to put a small street through the area. 
Mr. Middleton indicated that paths are proposed to access the Town Hall and Police Department and conveyed his agreement with Mrs. Griffin about locating a small street but explained that the applicant was encouraged by Town Staff to not build such a street; he added that the plans originally showed a connecting street.  He added that the applicant would be happy to put the street back.  
Mrs. Griffin noted that there may be reasons why Town Staff doesn’t want a connecting road.  She added her concerns about high-speed traffic traveling through the boulevard area and onto Route 44 to avoid the traffic light at Route 10.
Mr. Middleton noted his understanding and added that this issue has been addressed via a plan that is not yet before the Commission.  He explained that this topic has been discussed with the traffic engineer (Fuss & O’Neill) and the Town and the suggestion is to construct a roundabout, which has been designed and will slow traffic.  He reiterated that the boulevard is one lane in each direction with 30 feet of planting between lanes; it’s not a big traffic place.  
Ms. Keith commented that the Commission doesn’t have the most current plan drawings showing the islands and trees, etc.  She noted that the Commission needs to see drawings that show the proposal face on.  She commented that the development in Cranston RI projects a high elevation and is not what Avon wants to see.  
Mr. Carpionato offered to provide drawings of each specific area showing parking, buildings, etc.   
Mr. Middleton explained that some of the elevation drawings provided in the examples show how a large building is broken down.   He clarified that “face on” shows elevation.  He further explained that until a specific tenant is known and specific style is discussed with that tenant, the exact details of a building cannot be known.  
Mrs. Primeau commented that the proposal doesn’t fit Avon Center, as it is too contemporary.  She said that all flat roofs do not indicate any historical concept.
Mr. Middleton indicated that there are very historically-oriented buildings within the complex.  He added that the clock tower has been removed from the revised plan.  He noted that the applicant is trying to work with the Commission and added that more examples/renderings could be provided at the next meeting.
Mrs. Griffin commented that there are small-town elements at the Chapel View development in Cranston; she noted that some elements were done well and some of the parking lots were broken up.
Mr. Middleton addressed the Town Green area noting that it has 3 distinct parts, which were explained at the last meeting.  One part is formal, which could be the center piece and classic formal Green with a statute or fountain in the middle.  A rolling hillside aspect is also included as well as the wetlands area which is the woods.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Middleton pointed out the location of the parking for the Town Green on the drawings, noting that there are walking areas between the buildings.  There is parking all along the streets, on both sides. 
In response to Dr. Gentile’s question, Mr. Middleton explained that the new building proposed along the Town Green is small shop village retail.  
Dr. Gentile commented that the plan has 3 separate areas; residential, a small box area, and an historic area.  He noted that Avon has large retail already and added that he’s looking at the historic area of the plan but added that he doesn’t see anything that draws him to the site.  He asked where the outdoor summer concerts are going to be held and where is the fountain.

Mr. Middleton pointed out the locations for the fountain and the performance area, which is located opposite the cultural arts center on the Town Green; he noted that this area is approximately 9,000 SF in size.  He explained that the number of people that can be seated depends on how they are arranged.  He noted that there are several choices for parking.  He added that the mix of tenants (retail and restaurants) would be the draw to the area.
In response to Dr. Gentile’s question, Mr. Carpionato stated that he would like to put 10 restaurants in this area.  He added that he would like to put a Chapel Grille there.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Middleton explained and clarified that the property that houses First and Last Tavern is shown on the plans in error; this site is not part of the proposal.  
Ms. Keith commented that the Commission needs revised plans in order to better review and continue discussion on this proposal.  Mr. Middleton concurred.
Steve Kushner, Special Projects Manager for Avon (former Director of Planning) stated that Vince McDermott, Milone & MacBroom, has been retained to represent the Commission’s interests in this project.  He noted that Mr. McDermott has reviewed the booklet submitted at the last meeting but has not reviewed the most recent plans displayed tonight.
Vince McDermott agreed that the Commission needs more clarity in connection with the proposal.  Concerns about traffic circulation need to be addressed (i.e., what traffic calming measures are proposed).    He commented that he is pleased to see modifications to the plans but noted that he doesn’t know if it’s enough for the Commission.  He noted that more street presence is a positive over the last plan and asked if more can be done.  Mr. McDermott noted that the last plan approved had much more housing and was multifamily throughout the site.  He questioned whether this was physically possible and could it be sustainable.  He explained that he would ask the applicant to be more specific and offer refinement to some of the plan concepts.  For example, create a style book to guide the Commission; a style book with some flexibility (i.e, neo colonial may mean different things to different people).  He questioned if there is still a greater alternative to the proposal for the northern part of the project, located next to the relocated Bickford Drive; and if there isn’t a greater alternative, why not.  He acknowledged his understanding of the economics involved but added that he would like the Commission to make that decision.  He referenced an earlier comment about the proposal having 3 pieces and noted that the last plan was unified and didn’t have 3 pieces.  He commented that the plan may have to be broken up into 3 parts but noted that the Commission will have to be convinced of that; he added that he hasn’t yet heard that the Commission is convinced.  
Ms. Keith commented that the testimony has been that the northern portion of the site is the major driver for the project and added that she doesn’t have a good grasp/concept of the size and scale of the buildings proposed for this area.  
Mr. McDermott commented that the applicant has referred to the northern portion of the site as the “energy” for the project; he noted that the Commission needs to be convinced.    The visualization of that part of the project needs to be much sharper to give the Commission a real feel for what that area might look like.  
Ms. Keith conveyed her fear that if the proposal for the northern portion of the site is not provided in greater detail and gets built and, in turn, doesn’t meet the Commission’s expectations that it would jeopardize the remainder of the project.     
Mr. McDermott noted his agreement and added that information was presented tonight relative to breaking up and creating less wall area.  He commented that these changes were done so recently such that a cut and fill analysis was not available; he noted that the previous cut and fill analysis was very accurate.  He pointed out that while the original approved plan had significant earth work, the Commission had some idea of when and where it was going to take place.  He added that his recollection is that the site was fairly balanced, not calling for a large trucking operation.  Mr. McDermott explained that the subject application is for a master plan but pointed out that it is also a blueprint from which subsequent applications will be measured.  He concluded by noting his feeling that the current state of the application is premature for action by the Commission.  
Ms. Keith commented that the presentation was very nice but added that it was more information than the Commission can accurately digest.     
Mr. Middleton explained that the applicant was given a list of things to submit, as a result of meetings with Town Staff.  The applicant was asked to replicate many of the exhibits in the previous submissions for comparison.  He acknowledged his understanding of the struggles for the Commission to understand all the materials submitted and added that he feels the applicant can better show the mutual intent between all parties.  
Mrs. Griffin referenced Rails to Trails and commented that there needs to be a safe way of running trails through the site without being located on public streets and without creating hazardous conditions for pedestrians.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s comments, Mr. Middleton explained that elevation details about the proposed apartments will be brought to the next meeting.  He noted that the location has been clear and added that the apartments on the hill haven’t been done yet, as they are supplemental and not part of the Center of Town.  He indicated that he would rather limit the focus to the key areas discussed.  He explained that these types of details would be addressed and reviewed in accordance with the Town’s Design Guidelines when future applications are submitted for site plan development on individual parcels.

Mr. Armstrong communicated his agreement with Ms. Keith and noted that he doesn’t want to put the applicant in a position such that the Commission gives an OK to proceed with project and then stumbles on District 3 (the hill area) as well as the apartments.  He noted his understanding that the application is for a master plan and does not involve design but added that he feels District 3 and the apartments behind it need to be feathered out better.  He explained that he doesn’t want to put the applicant in a position to have the project fail because the residential component and/or District 3 are not what the Commission believes should be done.  He conveyed his understanding that the applicant needs to make money but stressed that he wants this project to succeed 100% and not stop half way through.  

Ms. Keith opened the hearing for public comment and clarified that the public hearing on this matter will be continued to the next meeting.

Sue Vredenburgh, 36 Ariel Way, commented that she would prefer to see owner occupied homes rather than apartments behind her home/neighborhood; something like Forest Mews would be preferable.  She noted that her request relates to security and property values.  She added that her whole street is in agreement.
Mr. Armstrong commented that a property value assessment needs to be part of the application submission.  
Iris Farrell, 103 Wheeler Road, asked for information about the proposed rerouting of Climax Road.  
Mark Vertucci, traffic engineer, referred to the displayed drawing and explained that the entrance to Climax Road will be moved only a couple of feet from where it exists today.  He further explained that the proposed boulevard will begin at the existing traffic signal, at the intersection of Climax Road and Route 44.  He noted that Climax Road will be rerouted to “T” into the boulevard, creating a new intersection.  Mr. Vertucci reiterated that Climax Road will essentially remain in the same location.  

Mr. Middleton reiterated Mr. Vertucci’s comments that the proposed new alignment for Climax Road is very similar to what now exists.   He added that Climax Road is proposed to be moved approximately 35 feet to align with the new “main street” and eliminate traffic problems with offset circulation.  He added that the plan/drawing that shows this road alignment change will be enlarged.  Mr. Middleton explained that Climax Road would remain unchanged except for the last 100 feet where the road will turn slightly and divide into a split road with a center strip and street trees; he added that stop signs will be placed there.  
Mr. Vertucci clarified that Bickford Drive would be realigned to align with Climax Road.  
In response to Andrea’s questions and concerns about big box stores, (Farmington resident who grew up in Avon at 112 West Main) Mr. Middleton explained that 2 of the stores proposed are 40,000 SF in size.  Mr. Carpionato clarified that a “Lowes” is 120,000 SF.  Mr. Middleton indicated that the entrances to these stores will be from Bickford Drive.  Mr. Middleton added that there might be a bit more traffic where Climax Road meets Bickford Drive but there is no projection for increased traffic on the rest of Climax Road.
In response to Ms. Keith’s request, Mr. Middleton confirmed that he will add the road names to the drawings/maps.  
Mr. Middleton indicated that maybe the team will present a PowerPoint presentation at the next meeting.  

Paul Suter, 34 Hitchcock Lane, noted that retaining walls are proposed behind the stores in Section 3 and asked if retaining walls are needed parallel to Climax Road.

Mr. Middleton explained that there will be some soft filling and a buffer (70 to 80 feet deep) installed along Climax Road that will remain.  He added that a thick row of pine trees is also proposed such that the proposed large format development area will not be visible.  He added that the proposed residential area will not be visible from Climax Road or Bickford Drive but it may be visible from Route 44.  He commented that drawings for this area will be included in the PowerPoint.  
Mrs. Primeau asked that the “views” be prepared from Ariel Way, Hitchcock Lane, and Forest Mews, so the views are from the same level as the proposed buildings.
Mr. Middleton stated that the applicant has every incentive to work with surrounding property owners.

Claude Chiaia, 37 Ariel Way, commented that the street runs the whole length of the property and noted that if it’s going to be moved sideways you’re going to take from one person and put it on another person. He asked how important (for revenue) the apartments are to the whole operation and could they be moved back.  He noted that he will see the apartments from his house.

Mr. Middleton explained that he drove the area tonight before the meeting and noted that Ariel Way sits rapidly behind a development but not the subject development.  He pointed out on the map the area of concern and explained that he has a new sketch (not yet shared with 

Mr. Carpionato) showing one of the buildings moved such that it would be over 150 feet away from the Ariel Way property line.      
An unidentified female audience member indicated that it’s not just the sightline; the proposal is for a large tenant building that she doesn’t feel comfortable with.  
Mr. Carpionato stated that the property is zoned for apartments.
The unidentified female acknowledged her understanding of the zoning.  
Ms. Keith communicated her understanding of the audiences comments and concerns but suggested that everyone wait to see what the revisions present at the next meeting.  She asked that the applicant provide revised plans as soon as possible before the next meeting, scheduled for September 29.
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question about a building shown on the current Town Green, 
Mr. Middleton explained that the submission before the Commission involves only the property included in the agreements between Ensign Bickford and Mr. Carpionato.  He apologized for the building shown in error on the Town-owned property and confirmed that the building will be removed.
Mr. Cappello commented that he is not 100% convinced that the proposal needs the big box element.  He noted that he asked about big box at the Chapel View (Cranston) development and was told there is no big box element.  He asked if the subject proposal could be done without a big box element since the development in Cranston was done without it.  He added that he notices Town centers wherever he goes and wonders how they got developed, as there are no big box elements.  He indicated that people may confuse the term “downtown” because this is New England and Avon is a sleepy little Town.  He asked if Avon could support another big box or will an existing business on Route 44 move to this site, leaving an eyesore on Route 44.
Mr. Carpionato explained that without the platform consisting of the 30 acres to the rear of the site that he won’t be building this project.  He further explained that the proposal cannot be financed while spending millions of dollars on 100 acres of land for a $200M project without having some groups to make it work.  He commented that there are 5 or 6 businesses going in and out of this region that are going out of business because they can’t drum up enough business.  He explained that this same scenario would happen on the subject site.   He noted that he views this proposal as a project that would be done successfully with style and taste but is not going to be a place with mom and pop shops.  Mr. Carpionato communicated his understanding and respect if the Town wishes to have smaller stores (mom and pop shops) but explained that he won’t invest in it.  He concluded by noting that he would do his best to try and please the Town, as it’s a beautiful place, but noted that if it isn’t possible that he understands and would pass on the project.     
Mr. Armstrong asked for a topo of current elevations and proposed elevations.
Mr. Middleton noted that there are full-sized drawings available at the Town Hall.

Mr. Carpionato indicated that he would provide whatever information is needed.

Attorney Meyers submitted a letter from the applicant granting an extension of the public hearing for App. #4774.

Hiram Peck asked when/how soon the plan revisions/changes could be provided to the Town and Commission.  
Mr. Middleton indicated that a lot of work is needed to get the revisions done and noted that he would try to get the revisions to the Town by Friday, September 25; he added that information may be sent via email.   
There being no further comments, the public hearing for App. #4774 was continued.
Mr. Cappello motioned to continue the public hearing for App. #4774 to the next meeting, scheduled for September 29.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Mahoney, received unanimous approval.

App. #4776 -
Three Hundred Eight Arch Road, LLC, owner/applicant, request for Special Exception under Section IV.A.4.r. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit farm stand at 
Miller Foods, 308 Arch Road, Parcel 1090308, in an R40 Zone   
Present were Capri Frank and Tanner Miller-Stevens, representing Miller Foods.
Capri Frank explained that a barn was built on the rear portion of the site some years ago and has not been used in many years.  She noted that the request is to be able to utilize the barn, have some animals, and have a small, seasonal farm stand, possibly Thursdays through Sundays, during the growing season.  She noted that the family is flexible and is asking for some leniency in accordance with the Regulations.
Hiram Peck referenced his report to the Commission, dated September 3, and explained that there have been several variances granted to this property in the past.  He noted that the proposal farm stand is 120 square feet in size, to be located in front of an existing structure on the site.  He explained that the farm stand is an accessory structure to the existing commercial use on the site, located in a residential zone.  The Regulations require that farm stand products be grown onsite; he added that due to the lateness of the season that would not be possible this year and noted that the applicant’s request is for a trial basis.  He explained that his understanding is that, in the future, some of the products would be sold onsite and some would be brought in; he added that the Regulations allow an 80/20 split (80% grown on site and 20% import).  Parking would be onsite in existing parking areas; no parking in the road would be allowed.  Mr. Peck suggested that the farm stand should be removed within 30 days after the season ends.        
In response to Mr. Cappello’s questions, Ms. Frank indicated that Miller Foods has met with a farmer and have someone in mind.  Ms. Frank explained that the family is very flexible with the design of the farm stand and can be whatever the Commission feels is appropriate.  
Mr. Cappello noted that he has no problems with the proposal; he indicated that he has seen larger farm stands in front of people’s houses and that traffic should not be an issue.  
Mr. Armstrong commented that the proposal meets the special exception criteria in Section VIII of the Regulations.
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Ms. Keith indicated that in order to give the proposal a reasonable opportunity for success, 2 growing seasons should be granted.   
Ms. Frank noted that part of this proposal is to allow the farmer use of the barn for an adequate time period.
After some discussion the Commission agreed that the proposal could be granted on a temporary basis to expire on December 31, 2016.
There being no further input, the public hearing for App. #4776 was closed.

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 continue the public hearing for App. #4778 to the next meeting, scheduled for September 29.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Cappello, 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   

Mr. Mahoney motioned to table App. #4777 to the next meeting.  The motion, seconded by 
Mr. Cappello, received unanimous approval.
The public hearing was closed.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

Mrs. Primeau motioned to waive Administrative Procedure #6 and consider App. #4776.  
Mr. Armstrong seconded the motion that received unanimous approval.   
Mrs. Primeau motioned to approve App. #4776 subject to the following conditions:
1.     The farm stand is approved and valid until December 31, 2016.  The applicant shall reapply to the Commission and obtain approval prior to continuation of this use beyond December 2016. 

2.
The location of the farm stand shall be as represented and highlighted on the map included with the application, entitled “Animal Barn, Miller’s Poultry Farm, Sheet 1, dated 10-27-82, Matthew J. Paskov, Planner-Designer, Farmington, CT”.

3.
Products to be sold at the farm stand in September and October of 2015 can be obtained off site/grown elsewhere (80/20 requirement is waived).  Products to be sold during the 2016 season shall meet the 80/20 requirement of the Zoning Regulations, such that no more than 20% of the gross revenue from all farm stand sales shall come from products obtained off site/grown elsewhere.   


4.
The farm stand shall meet all applicable Building Codes.

5.
No parking for the farm stand is permitted along Arch Road.

6.
The farm stand is a temporary structure; it shall be erected no earlier than 30 days before the start of the determined growing season and shall be removed within 30 days of the end of the determined sales season.  
The motion, seconded by Mr. Armstrong, received approval from Mesdames Primeau and Keith and Messrs. Armstrong, Cappello, Mahoney, and Gentile.   Mrs. Griffin abstained.
OTHER BUSINESS
2016 PZC Meeting Schedule
Mr. Cappello motioned to approve the 2016 Meeting Schedule.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Primeau, received unanimous approval.  
App. #4746 – Avon Self Storage – Request 1-year extension of site plan approved in Sept 2014.

Mr. Hiram explained that he has met with the owner of Avon Self Storage who reported that the existing water line cuts through the building approved in connection with App. #4746.  As a result, the size of the building to be constructed will be reduced in size but the details are not yet worked through.  

Mr. Cappello motioned to approve a one-year extension for App. #4746.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Mahoney, received unanimous approval.
Mr. Peck communicated his pleasure to be in Avon and working with the Commission.    
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 September 8, 2015, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4776 -
Three Hundred Eight Arch Road, LLC, owner/applicant, request for Special Exception under Section IV.A.4.r. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit farm stand at Miller Foods, 308 Arch Road, Parcel 1090308, in an R40 Zone   APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

Dated at Avon this 9th 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, September 29, 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

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 14th day of September, 2015.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Keith, Chair

Carol Griffin, Vice Chair

