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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 13, 2016.  Present were Linda Keith, Chair, Thomas Armstrong, Vice Chair, David Cappello, Mary Harrop, Joseph Gentile, Brian Ladouceur, Jr., and Alternates Elaine Primeau and Jeffrey Fleischman.  Mr. Fleischman sat for the meeting.  Also present was Hiram Peck, Director of Planning and Community Development.   
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Ladouceur motioned to approve the minutes of the June 28, 2016, meeting.  Mr. Armstrong noted some minor typographical errors needing correction.  Mr. Gentile seconded the motion.  The Commission unanimously approved the minutes with the correction of minor typographical errors.
Mr. Ladouceur motioned to approve the minutes of the July 13, 2016, meeting, as submitted.   The motion, seconded by Mrs. Harrop, received unanimous approval.
PUBLIC HEARING

App. #4814
Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Attainable Housing Overlay Zone (AHOZ); Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Peck read into the record, in accordance with State Statutes, the comments from the Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG), dated July 15, 2016.

Mr. Armstrong referenced G.2.d. and asked for clarification on signage compliance.
Mr. Peck explained that the subject regulation is constructed as an overlay zone and, as such, the underlying Zoning Regulations remain in place, including sign regulations.  For example, the setbacks for the underlying zone will remain in place, unless the Commission decides to make a change in response to a request from an applicant.  
Mr. Armstrong noted his understanding adding that there would only be a problem where a conflict exists (i.e., sign sizes, etc.).  He commented that possibly the wording could be adjusted.
Mr. Ladouceur commented, for clarification, that if the proposed AHOZ regulation is silent on a topic but the underlying regulation speaks to the topic, the interpretation is not going to be that it’s silent so it doesn’t exist.

Mr. Peck confirmed and agreed with Mr. Ladouceur’s comment.  He added that if clarification is needed changes can be made.
Mr. Ladouceur noted that he would prefer that clarifications be added so there is no room for conflicts (i.e., setbacks, heights, etc.) with the underlying zone requirements.  
In response to Mrs. Harrop’s question, Mr. Peck explained that there are a series of Statutes that now exist in Connecticut; one is 8-30g for affordable housing and another series is called the Incentive Housing Zone or Home CT.   The State Regulations provide the basis for the subject proposed regulation, AHOZ, which is a modification of the State’s Regulations but would be a Town of Avon Regulation adopted by the Commission.  He further explained that 8-30g is significantly different and more severe, in some people’s view.  He further explained that because Avon does not have 10% of its housing determined to be affordable some people feel that Avon should not be subjected to 8-30g Regulations but confirmed that we are.  The subject AHOZ Regulation seeks the middle road to provide some things that the Town prefers rather than be governed just by 8-30g.
Mrs. Harrop commented that the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has income information for Avon and tells the Town how much can be charged for the units.

Mr. Peck explained that HUD has standards that show what income levels which serves as a basis for determining the 80%.    

In response to Mr. Ladouceur’s question, Mr. Peck confirmed that there are different levels for 

two-person households and four-person households.  He explained that Avon’s median household income is $115,500; Hartford County’s median income is $64,900 and Connecticut is $69,400.  He further explained that the size of the family moving into the unit would be considered and then the number determined based on HUD guidelines.
Mr. Ladouceur commented that a projection of the family size would be made for rental units based upon square footage.  He asked if the actual tenant would be known. 

Mr. Peck explained that only a small number of the units would be classified as “attainable” while the rest of the units would be market rate.  He indicated that information will be available when an application is received for a particular unit.  The size of the family will determine what their income level needs to be and whether they qualify for the unit.
Mr. Ladouceur asked who evicts families should they be become disqualified (change in income and/or family size) and takes them off the 20% list and moves someone else in.
Mr. Peck explained that the Regulation is setup such that a professional administrator would report to the Town annually as to whether the people/families in the specified units qualify.   He further explained that should a person/family have a large increase in income (for whatever reason) that they don’t have to vacate the unit but the next unit in the development that becomes open must become one of the attainable units.  
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about procedure, Mr. Peck explained that the auspice under which the proposed regulation is constructed is the aforementioned Home Connecticut /Incentive Housing Zone and the way the State has administered this program for many years.  He noted that he would be happy to include a procedure section for clarity.
Mr. Ladouceur commented that it’s the owner’s problem.  When an owner makes application there are a lot of Regulations that must be complied with that are not part of Avon’s Regulations.  The applicants must comply with both State and local Regulations. Mr. Peck concurred.
Mr. Armstrong commented that possibly reference to the procedures could be added.

Ms. Keith suggested that a disclaimer could be added to the opening paragraph, “Purpose”.
Mr. Peck communicated his understanding.

Elaine Primeau, Avon resident, asked if the Town can change the requirement to be less than 20 units maximum per acre.
Mr. Peck explained that the numbers come from the Incentive Housing Zone and in order for the units to quality and for the Town to receive credit they need to meet particular density requirements.  He added that it is his recommendation to keep the numbers as is and keep the maximum at 20.
Mr. Ladouceur commented that the Town has to keep the maximum density but noted that on a per application basis that the density could be decreased based on other criteria.  Mr. Peck concurred.  
Mr. Peck explained that some Towns have talked about the possibility of providing a bonus above the maximum 20 units by agreeing not to count wetlands, steep slopes, or floodplain; however, it is understood that these areas cannot be built upon. 
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about footprints, Mr. Peck explained that the sizes of units that people are looking at today are getting smaller and smaller, as compared to the 3K to 5K SF single family homes previously considered.  The footprint is determined by whatever is most effective and not only based on design but also on items like drainage and wetlands’ setbacks.  
Mr. Armstrong commented that we still have yard setbacks that will govern footprints.  Mr. Peck concurred.
Ms. Keith indicated that she would not feel comfortable putting numbers in for square footage.  
Mrs. Harrop commented that public sewer and public water are required which will limit where units can be built.  Mr. Peck concurred.
Mr. Ladouceur noted that parking numbers are included in 8.b (2) and asked if that is specified in the Regulation, conforms to the density ratio, or just seems reasonable.  
Mr. Peck explained that the number is a base standard in the Regulation but added that the Commission could propose something different during the application process.   He added that he recommends a review of the entire parking section in the Zoning Regulations in the near future.  
Marcia Cox, 3 Dove Circle, asked if this is a State requirement, is it something new, why are we considering it now, and is Avon is currently abiding by this requirement.

Ms. Keith explained that the proposed regulation is a combination of the State and the Town and noted that it is needed because the existing Regulations are not very clear. 
In response to Ms. Cox’s questions, Mr. Peck explained that the State has a Statute called 8-30g which was made widely known a number of years ago.   He further explained that when someone proposes a housing application under 8-30g, a Town’s local regulations do not apply such that the Town has no control or authority.  The proposed regulation is an attempt for the Town to be able to ask for things (design, location, etc.) and gain some cooperation from developers.  Mr. Peck confirmed that developers do not have to provide affordable housing when they propose development but explained that State Statutes require that the Town’s share of affordable housing is 10% of its total stock.  Currently Avon does not have 10% and therefore is subject to the provisions of 8-30g.  He explained that many communities are very resistant to proposals made under 8-30g adding that the subject regulation provides another avenue/incentive for a developer.
In response to questions from Eileen Reilly, 22 Stagecoach Road, Mr. Peck explained that if/when an application is received the Commission has discretion and decides whether or not the proposal is acceptable for the area proposed.  A public hearing would be held prior to the establishment of any of these types of developments in Town.  He further explained/clarified that public hearings are also held for proposals submitted under 8-30g, the process is the same, but noted that the Commission has no latitude and the burden of proof is on the Town rather than the developer. 
Charles Patton, Partnership for Strong Communities, thanked the Commission for their time and provided them with housing data information.  He explained that the Partnership is a State-wide policy and advocacy organization focusing on housing choices/diversity across the State.  In Avon 30% of homeowners are spending  more than 30% of their income on housing costs and one in four renters are spending over 30% on housing costs.  He commented that people spending a lot of money on housing costs leaves them with less disposable income which can cause businesses not to thrive.  He pointed out that 85% of the housing stock is single family and 74% of homes have three or more bedrooms, not leaving much choice for seniors to downsize.  There are young families and millenials that don’t have an avenue to be able to settle in Avon (i.e., houses too large, not affordable, etc.).  Mr. Patton noted that a lot of people may work in a town but live somewhere else, due to the high cost of housing, so they are spending their money is a different town than where they work.  He explained that 153 Towns across the State are seeing a reduction in the size of their school-age population; Avon is projected to see a 30% decline by 2025.  He concluded by applauding Mr. Peck and the Commission for their great work.
Ms. Keith commented that more affordable housing will be available as part of the Avon Village Center construction.  She also noted a development in Town called “Buckingham” that has condominiums for people wishing to downsize.  
Mr. Armstrong indicated that he has given Mr. Peck information on some minor typographical errors.  He also noted some inconsistencies with graphics and language relating to off-street parking.
Mr. Peck acknowledged his understanding and agreement.
There being no further comments, the public hearing for App. #4814 was closed.

App. #4815
Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Floodplain; Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Peck explained that the proposed changes are primarily required by the DEEP (Department of Energy and Environmental Protection) to ensure that Avon’s Regulations comply with the most recent changes in the Federal Flood Regulations.  He noted that there are no substantial changes and the 500-year floodplain continues to be regulated.  In addition, a definition of the 500-year floodplain as the “Design Base Flood” was added for clarification.  All other references to the floodplain are referred to as Base Flood Elevation, which is consistent with FEMA’s definition.  Mr. Peck confirmed that the proposed changes have been reviewed and approved by the DEEP.  
Mr. Armstrong commented that the new definition for “basement” could be worded better.  He asked if the exclusion of walk-out basements is intended.  
Mr. Peck confirmed that the exclusion of walk-out basements is intentional adding that he understands that the definition is very confusing while explaining that DEEP and FEMA have insisted that this language needs to be used.  He further explained that this language allows a structure, for example, that is below grade on three sides to use the entryway for access to the structure, use it for storage, and possibly park a car inside if a garage door existed.   Mr. Peck explained if that level was below the 500-year floodplain that would be fine but no habitable floors are allowed below the 100-year floodplain.
Messrs. Ladouceur and Armstrong referenced the definition for “Basement” conveying their opinion that the word “portion” should remain in the definition.  
Mr. Fleischman asked if it is possible to have a building (i.e., a standalone garage) that may be below grade on three sides but is not technically “a portion of a building” but rather is “a building”.   He commented that the new language would cover that structure.
Mr. Peck acknowledged all the comments and explained that the language could be modified to say “a building or a portion of a building”.   The Commission was in agreement.
Mr. Armstrong commented that he feels consistency should be used throughout the document (hyphenated words, Avon vs. community, ordinance vs. regulation). 
Mr. Armstrong referenced Page 6 and asked if the sentence should read…”Filling of land within the floodplain below the 100-year floodplain elevation…” as opposed to above the 100-year floodplain, as it currently reads. 
Mr. Peck explained/clarified that the language is the current wording in the Regulations and no changes have been made but noted that he could speak with the Town Engineer, who is the designed floodplain administrator.  He further explained that the idea is to allow filling of land above the 100-year floodplain, as that should be no problem, and regrading below the 100-year floodplain at the Commission’s discretion.
Mr. Armstrong noted his understanding.
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question regarding manufactured homes, Mr. Peck explained that manufactured homes could be located in the floodplain as long as they are constructed in accordance with the diagram provided in the Regulations (Building Floor Elevations).  He noted that no habitable floor area is allowed below the 500-year floodplain.

In response to Mr. Ladouceur’s question, Mr. Peck agreed that he could amend the sentence to read…”4.  All manufactured homes are prohibited in the Design Flood Elevation”.  (DFE is the 500-year floodplain.)
There being no further comments, the public hearing for App. #4815 was closed.
App. #4816
Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Work/Live Units; Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Peck explained that this proposal would provide the ability to use some existing structures for work on the lower level with a small living area on the second floor. The key component is to ensure the ongoing connection between the lower and upper level.  The applicant would provide this information to the Town on a periodic basis.  He indicated that should the connection cease to be provided the permit would be voided.  
In response to Mr. Gentile’s question, Mr. Peck explained that the applicant would be required to submit a notarized letter explaining the connection/relationship between the business and the resident on the second floor.   He noted, for example, an administrative support person who works for the business on the first floor.  He further explained that the intention is to ensure a connection such that there is no disturbance between the two; everyone understands the arrangement. 
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question, Mr. Peck explained that the difference between the Work/Live regulation and mixed use is scale.  The Work/Live Unit could be only one residential unit above a business while a mixed use scenario could have a store on the main level with three or four apartments above it, which might be the case in the Avon Village Center project.
Mr. Armstrong commented that the words “space” and “unit” should both be used throughout the language.  
Mr. Peck noted his understanding of concerns regarding the implementation of this Regulation and offered assurances that Staff will be careful to ensure that any proposals meet and comply the Regulation.

Dante Boffi, business located in Collinsville, asked if the proposed Work/Live Unit Regulation would allow for a situation such that the business and living space are all located on one level, front to back rather than up and down.
In response to Mr. Boffi, Mr. Peck confirmed that the language addresses his question…“Where such use is proposed for a single story building the street frontage of the commercial use shall make up at least 80% of the building’s street frontage and street presentation.”  Mr. Peck explained that a portion of the building could be used for a walkway to the rear.
There being no further comments, the public hearing for App. #4816 was closed.
App. #4817   Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Pre-existing Lots; Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Peck explained that the proposed changes are solely to clear up existing and confusing language in the Regulations.   He added that the Town Attorney is comfortable with the proposed language changes.  He indicated, for example, that if two lots abut each other, are non-conforming (undersized for zone), and are owned by the same person they are automatically joined together to create conformity.  
In response to Mrs. Harrop’s questions, Mr. Peck explained that if an owner wishes to keep nonconforming lots in separate ownership, each lot must be under different ownership.  He further explained that joining two nonconforming lots doesn’t always necessarily create a conforming lot (not enough land) but it would create a more conforming condition than existed before, which is the intent of the Regulation.
There being no further comments, the public hearing for App. #4817 was closed.  The public hearing portion of the meeting was also closed.
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING
OTHER BUSINESS

Informal/Preapplication Discussion - Avon Mill Apartments – potential modifications in connection with adoption of AHOZ – Shipman & Goodwin
Present were Attorney Chris Smith and David Whitney, PE, Consulting Engineers, LLC
Mr. Peck explained that the preliminary/pre-application information to be presented falls under a section of the State Statutes that does not bind the applicant or the Commission to anything said tonight.  He indicated that while it is typical for the Commission to give feedback he noted that it is probably best to keep the comments very general and not voice strong opinions in either direction.
Chris Smith, Shipman & Goodwin, noted that he is here on behalf of Avon Mill LLC, the owner of Avon Mill Apartments located on Avonwood Road.  He explained that he is here to discuss a possible expansion of this residential community relative to the proposed Attainable Housing Overlay Zone.   He indicated that there is a substantial amount of land available for development; the community has a total of 186 units, which is the maximum under the current density provisions for the zone.  He explained that the following presentation is preliminary with no commitments.  The subject property has public water and public sewer with condominiums located on either side.  He suggested that this proposal may be a good experiment for the newly proposed Attainable Housing Overlay Zone, as the site has room for expansion but cannot be expanded under the current density Regulations.  
David Whitney displayed a site plan of the property, located at the end of Avonwood Road.  He explained that the site is occupied by high-density housing as well as being surrounded by high-density housing.  He stated that there are three buildings on the subject site that were constructed in the late 1970s.  Each building has 62 apartment units for a total of 186; a driveway leads to the tennis courts and pool.  About half of the site is developed; the entire site is 46 acres with approximately 160 feet located on the Farmington River.  For most of the site there is also Alsop Meadow property located between the site and the River.  Mr. Whitney indicated that the soil on the site is very well drained adding that the only natural wetlands on the site is the Farmington River, as determined by Michael Klein, soil scientist.  He noted that there are two detention basins that have become man-made wetlands that meet the State’s criteria.  The developable land totals 32.96 acres, or 71% of the site, such that there is room for expansion.
Mr. Whitney displayed a preliminary feasibility plan commenting that there is room for two additional buildings but noting that no architectural designs have been done.  He explained that he has met with the Town Engineer and Superintendent of Sewers who have confirmed that there is adequate capacity in the Town’s sewer system for additional development on the site.  He noted that the existence of a steep slope on the west side of the site serves as a significant buffer, regardless of how the site was ultimately developed.  The area is presently wooded and drops 40 to 70 feet from the top of the knolls to the bottom of the toe of the slope such that it is located at least 45 feet above the 500-year floodplain.  He explained that the proposed project would be subject to the proposed Attainable Housing Overlay Zone (App. #4814) but noted that there would be no problem complying with all the setback requirements of the underlying RU2A Zone (i.e., no waivers would be needed).  The site is currently at 14% impervious surface and the allowable maximum is 35%.  Mr. Whitney confirmed that while no storm water design has yet been done he added that he anticipates that LID measures would be used as the site is very suitable for subsurface infiltration.  Mr. Whitney concluded by communicating that this site is almost perfect for the proposed development.
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Whitney confirmed that new locations for a new pool and new tennis courts are shown on the plans.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about the total number of proposed additional units, 

Mr. Smith explained that the plans are conceptual in nature but noted that there are 62 units in each existing building (three buildings of 62 totaling 186 units) and if that number is continued there would be an additional 124 units (two buildings of 62 totaling 124 units).  He added that the total for the entire community would be 310 units (186 + 124), noting that the maximum with the text amendment would be something like 659 units.
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question about affordable units, Mr. Smith explained that on a preliminary basis with the text amendment, you would have 30% of the 80% median income.  He further explained that the applicant would like for the Commission to consider just requiring the 30% of the new units (30% of 124 units = 38 units at the 80% median income).  He commented that rentals are a little lower in association with 8-30g applications but noted that he hasn’t done any of the calculations.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question about roads, driveways, and parking, Mr. Whitney pointed to the area of one of the proposed buildings noting it would be located where the tennis courts and pool are currently located.   A driveway would be constructed leading up to the proposed second building (higher elevation) and the parking is shown all around the buildings.  He noted that he suspects that the Fire Marshal may ask that the driveways continue all around the buildings.  
Mr. Whitney reiterated that the plans are very preliminary.
In response to Ms. Keith’s questions, Mr. Whitney commented that there would be a reasonably significant amount of grading needed, noting that the subject plan estimates an excess cut of approximately 30,500 CYs to be taken off site but added that redistributing it onsite is also a possibility.  He explained that the area where the proposed buildings would be located is currently wooded such that some grading would be needed but he doesn’t know how much at this point.  
Mr. Smith explained that every effort would be made to maintain a maximum buffer.

Ms. Keith commented that the existing residents would not have the buffer that they have become used to and may be annoyed.
In response to Mr. Ladouceur’s question about the parcel located south of the subject site, 
Mr. Whitney explained that there are three condominium buildings of almost the exact shape and design as Avon Mill; he added that these units were originally apartments.
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Attorney Smith confirmed that the current proposal is for apartments.
In response to Mrs. Harrop’s questions, Attorney Smith confirmed that there is no intent to place age restrictions on the units but added that there would be a workforce or attainable housing component.   He noted that currently only one and two bedroom units exist, adding that there are 105 one-bedroom units and 81 two-bedroom units (total 186).   He confirmed that one and two bedroom units are anticipated for this proposal. 
Ms. Keith noted that she would prefer to keep the units as one and two bedrooms.  

Mr. Smith noted his understanding.

Mr. Ladouceur asked if the 38 potential affordable housing units would be located in the new proposed construction or could they be dispersed into the existing construction and still comply with that number.
Mr. Smith explained that if the Commission would like to see the affordable units dispersed amongst all five buildings on a pro rata basis that could be done.  He further explained that pro rata is the requirement under an 8-30g application and may also be the requirement under an attainable housing application.
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Peck noted that there are pros and cons and asked for time to consider how to best to disperse the affordable units.
Mr. Ladouceur commented that his thinking is if it were to go that way that we would want it applied to the proposed 124 new units as opposed to the existing 186 units.  He asked about a crossover potential.
Mr. Smith explained that there could be, subject to working out any potential issues that there may be.  He reiterated that the units would have to be dispersed pro rata throughout the two buildings (124 units).  
In response to Mr. Gentile’s question, Mr. Smith acknowledged that he doesn’t know the current occupancy rate of the existing buildings but noted he would find out.

Mr. Gentile asked if the two new proposed buildings would not meet the Regulations because of density requirements. 
Mr. Whitney explained that the existing buildings were constructed at 4 per acre and noted that at that time no Developable Land Calculation existed in the Regulations.   
In response to Mr. Peck’s question, Mr. Whitney confirmed that the site was served by septic at the time of construction.  
Mr. Armstrong commented that while some may argue about the number of units, placing, design, and aesthetics, the area, generally, appears suitable.  He noted that he would definitely want a new pool constructed as part of any proposal.
Ms. Keith added that the tennis courts are also important. 

Mr. Smith noted his understanding but added that his experience with rentals is such that if the tenants are not happy they do not renew their leases and just leave.  He pointed out that it is a different situation with condominium/common interest ownership communities.  

The Commission communicated to Messrs Smith and Whitney their wish for this project to be very nice, as well as very successful.  The Commission asked/suggested that any proposal be submitted to Mr. Peck for his review (i.e., design of new buildings, conformity with existing buildings, etc.) prior to any formal application submission.  
Ms. Keith commented that if the first new proposed building was turned around there could be more parking on the other side such that the other building doesn’t have cars all over the place. She noted her concerns for the existing tenants, as they will have to deal with the construction disruption if a project is approved.
Mr. Whitney noted his understanding and explained that the buildings are shown only for the purpose of tonight’s discussion.  He added that the site has a lot of flexibility.  
Mr. Armstrong noted his agreement with Ms. Keith’s earlier comments about leaving soil on the site, if possible.  He commented that some areas could be bermed and would look nice.
Mr. Cappello asked about bike paths or maybe a bridge over the Farmington River.

Mr. Whitney noted that he has camped at Alsop Meadows and seen people jog from the subject site on existing paths in the woods.
Mr. Smith conveyed his understanding of all the Commission’s comments noting his understanding that any proposal is within the Commission’s discretion to deny.  He thanked the Commission and Mr. Peck for their time, noting that he and Mr. Whitney will continue to work with the Town.
Request for 2nd 90-day extension to file mylars for Apps. #4794-95-96 – 376 Deercliff Road

Mr. Peck explained that additional time was needed for the closing (easements, etc) but there are no changes to the application.  He recommended approval of the requested extension noting that it is the last extension that could be requested.
Mr. Armstrong motioned to approve a 90-day extension to file mylars in connection with Apps. #4794-95-96.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Ladouceur, received unanimous approval.

Request for one-year extension of approval for Apps. #4777-78 – Outdoor dining Puerto Vallarta

Mr. Peck explained that there are no changes to the application adding that the owner spent time and funds on the inside of the restaurant but still intend to construct the outdoor dining area in the spring 2017. 

Mr. Cappello motioned to approve a one-year extension for App. #4777-78.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Armstrong, received unanimous approval.
Mr. Armstrong motioned to waive Administrative Procedure #6 and consider App. #4817.   

Mr. Cappello seconded the motion that received unanimous approval.   

App. #4817   Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Pre-existing Lots; Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Ladouceur motioned to approve App. #4817, as submitted.  The motion, seconded by 
Mrs. Harrop, received unanimous approval.  The effective date is September 21, 2016.
App. #4814
Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Attainable Housing Overlay Zone (AHOZ); Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Armstrong motioned to table App. #4814 to the next meeting, scheduled for September 27.

The motion, seconded by Mrs. Harrop, received unanimous approval.

App. #4815
Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Floodplain; Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Armstrong motioned to table App. #4815 to the next meeting, scheduled for September 27.

The motion, seconded by Mrs. Harrop, received unanimous approval.

App. #4816
Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Work/Live Units; Town of Avon, applicant
Mr. Armstrong motioned to table App. #4816 to the next meeting, scheduled for September 27.

The motion, seconded by Mrs. Harrop, received unanimous approval.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:45pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Sadlon, Clerk

LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

At a meeting held on September 13, 2016, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4817
Proposed Amendment to Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Pre-existing Lots; Town of Avon, applicant    APPROVED  Effective September 21, 2016

Dated at Avon this 14th day of September, 2016.  Copy of this notice is on file in the Office of the Town Clerk, Avon Town Hall.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Hoffman Keith, Chair

Thomas Armstrong, 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 27, 2016, at 7:00 pm at the Avon Town Hall, Building #1, on the following:

App. #4819 -
Donald and Pamela Battiston, owners, WIP Fitness, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.4.b.(3) of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit second detached sign, 369 West Main Street, Parcel 4540369, in a CR Zone.

App. #4820
Twenty Security Drive LLC, owner, Capitol Region Education Council, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.G.3.e. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit extension of temporary elementary public school use, 20 Security Drive, Parcel 3900020, in an IP 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 12th day of September, 2016.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Hoffman Keith, Chair

Thomas Armstrong, Vice Chair
