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The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon held a meeting at Company #1 Firehouse, 25 Darling Drive, on Tuesday November 10, 2015.  Present were Carol Griffin, 
Vice  Chair, David Cappello, Peter Mahoney, Tom Armstrong, Joseph Gentile, Audrey Vicino, and Alternates Elaine Primeau, Mary Harrop, and Maria Mozzicato.  Mrs. Primeau sat for the meeting.  Linda Keith (Chair) was absent.  Also present was Hiram Peck, Director of Planning and Community Development.
Mrs. Griffin, as acting Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:30pm.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mrs. Primeau motioned to approve the minutes of the October 20, 2015, meeting, as submitted.  The motion seconded by Dr. Gentile, received unanimous approval.
PUBLIC HEARING
App. #4784 - 
Brighenti Enterprises, LLC, owner, Daniel Leahy, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.B.3.e. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit dog daycare, 296 Country Club Road, Parcel 1940296 in an NB Zone  

Daniel Leahy was present.  
Mr. Leahy explained that he currently operates a dog grooming salon with a 3-hour turnaround time.  He noted that many clients work during the day and have trouble coming back to pick up their pets.  He explained that the subject application requests to keep a maximum of 15 dogs on the second floor.  Mr. Leahy added that the proposed dog daycare would be exclusive to existing clients/dogs, which are low key and don’t bark.  He added that he has operated for over a year at the current location and there are no problems with the other tenants in the building.  
In response to Mr. Peck’s comment, Mr. Leahy confirmed that no overnight boarding is proposed.  Mr. Peck indicated that the Farmington Valley Health Department is satisfied with the proposed number of dogs (15) and that no additional employees will be needed.  Mr. Leahy concurred.

In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Peck indicated that no noise complaints have been received.
There being no further comments, the public hearing for App. #4784 was closed.

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   
Also heard at this time but not part of the public hearing.  
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   
The public hearing was continued from October 20.

Present were Tom Regan, Brown Rudnick LLP, on behalf of the applicant; David Whitney, PE, Consulting Engineers, LLC; Attorney Robert M. Meyers, on behalf of the owners; Richard Pearson, traffic engineer, John Meyer Consulting; Jared Cantanucci, VP, New Country Motor Car Group; Tim Parker, VP of Operations, New Country Motor Group; and Jon Penney, architect, Penney Design Group.

Attorney Regan explained that the proposal is for a certified pre-owned, car dealership requesting a landscape waiver.  He noted that revisions have been made to the plans based on comments from the last meeting.  
David Whitney, PE, displayed revised plans, dated October 28, and referenced/reviewed his comments in a letter addressed to Hiram Peck, dated November 3, 2015, which outlines the plan revisions.   
1)  In response to comments from the Fire Marshal, one of the lanes to the Big Y connector has been widened to allow fire truck access; fire lane striping as well as fire lane “no parking” signs have both been added; and a hydrant has been added.  
2)  The existing westerly driveway (across from Lawrence Avenue) has been moved (realigned) approximately 45 feet to the east such that vehicles turning into this driveway location would allow vehicles traveling east to turn into Lawrence Avenue. 
3)  A “Truck Turning Diagram” has been added to the plan set.  Mr. Whitney noted that it is his opinion that there is adequate room for fire trucks and large delivery vehicles to maneuver through the site.  He noted that no car carriers are proposed.
4)
The impervious surface has been increased to the 60% maximum; App. #4783 requests a landscape waiver allowing 40% landscaping from the required 50%.  Mr. Whitney noted that previously the impervious site coverage was 59.8% and green space 40.2%, reiterating that current conditions are 60% impervious and 40% green.  He explained that the existing site coverage (the former Dakota parking lot and the parking areas at 221West Main) totals 60.8%, noting that the impervious coverage is reduced by 1,200 SF under the current proposal.  He further explained that the 2008 site plan approval granted by the Commission for 221 West Main also granted a landscape waiver, allowing 60% impervious and 40% green space. 
5)
The fenced dumpster enclosure to the rear of the site has been increased in size for tire storage; one parking space has been used for this increase.  The parking count now totals 141 (previously 142) and the Zoning Regulations require a total of 139 spaces.

6)
An 8-foot tall fence has been added to the southern portion of the eastern property line of the proposed BMW site, which is located along the entire boundary line with 211 West Main (Olson property).  Mr. Whitney noted that this same fence was proposed in 2008 in connection with the aforementioned approval for 221 West Main.  He further explained that there is an existing 8-foot tall wooden fence to the rear of 225 West Main Street where it abuts Pond Place noting that the subject proposal calls for an extension of that fence along the rear property of 221 West Main Street. 
7)
Additional landscaping has been added to the front of the site, in response to Commission comments.  Mr. Whitney indicated, however, that the intent is to keep the front of the site open so as not to obscure the view of the building. 
8) 
Drainage calculations have been determined acceptable by the Town Engineer.  Mr. Whitney noted that he has been in contact with the State DOT, as permission will be needed to connect to the State’s existing drainage system.  He added that he is communicating with the same people at the State DOT that were involved with the 2008 site plan approval for 221 West Main and noted that he doesn’t anticipate any problems receiving approval.  
9)
The light levels along the southerly property line (Pond Place) are zero; the light levels along the eastern and western property lines are slightly above zero.  Mr. Whitney noted that the lighting plan will be revised/modified to provide zero foot candles at the eastern property line (Olson property).   Mr. Whitney indicated that the applicant would be agreeable to a revised lighting plan being made a condition of approval.
Mr. Whitney addressed the latest revisions made to the plans, dated November 9:

1)  The existing well at 221 West Main will be abandoned in accordance with Public Health Code requirements; there is a note on the plans.

2)
The existing well at 225 West Main (former Dakota restaurant site) will also be located and abandoned; a note has been added to the plans. 
3)  A copy of the stamped A2 survey (Brian Denno) has been included in the plan set. 
4)
The infiltration system (#2 to the rear) has been lowered by one (1) foot to provide additional storage above it and some of the pipe flow lines have been revised.
Mr. Whitney stated that it is his professional opinion that the plans have been prepared in accordance with Avon’s Regulations as well as standard engineering practice.
Richard Pearson, PE/Traffic Engineer, indicated that he conducted a traffic study and also worked with Mr. Whitney on the driveway realignment.  He noted that the proposed driveway location
/realignment would significantly improve, as compared to existing conditions.  He noted that vehicles turning left through the subject site to connect to the Walmart Plaza impede the ability of vehicles traveling east to turn onto Lawrence Avenue.  Mr. Pearson explained that shifting the driveway for the subject site to the east allows for a standard 4-way intersection.  He indicated that he spoke with the State DOT regarding the traffic signal timing at the Walmart Plaza and reported that the State has confirmed that the signal is operating properly and as desired.  Mr. Pearson explained that his traffic study was conducted following standard procedures such that conditions during the weekday pm hour as well as conditions during the Saturday midday hour were observed.  He explained that a comparison was made between the site generated traffic as compared to the reoccupancy of the Dakota restaurant and the retail space and reported that future volumes are slightly less than reoccupancy of the former uses.  He added that the site driveways would operate at acceptable Levels of Service without substantial delays.  He pointed out that one benefit of the cross connection between the subject site and the Walmart Plaza is that vehicles heading west can access the traffic signal at the Walmart shopping center.  
Mr. Regan noted that one of the Commission members, at the last meeting, noted that they believe that once the subject site is redeveloped that it would reduce the vehicles using the cut through to Big Y; he asked Mr. Pearson to comment.
In response to Mr. Regan, Mr. Pearson noted that traffic is like water such that it seeks its own level and explained as other vehicles are waiting to make a left turn into the subject site, some of the vehicles that currently make a left turn would be expected to travel a bit further and take a left at the traffic light at Walmart Plaza.    
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Mr. Whitney confirmed that the applicant received a letter from the Avon Water Company today (Nov 10) and noted that some revisions have been made to the plans and also added that the applicant has no problem with any conditions contained in the letter.  Mr. Whitney noted that keeping the proposed side yard trees 5 feet from the water line easement is acceptable to the Avon Water Company,
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Mr. Whitney confirmed that the existing pavement on the southern portion of the site would be removed before new pavement was put down.  Mr. Armstrong noted that he would not have a problem if the fence was brought closer to Big Y for security reasons.  

In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Mr. Regan confirmed that both a Phase I and a limited Phase II environmental study has been done on both sites; he noted that both sites are fine as there were no prior uses that made them establishments.
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Whitney explained that the plans show 2 areas for future easement/connections; he added that notes relative to reciprocal easement rights are shown on the plans.   
Mr. Regan confirmed, as consistent with past practice, that access has been left on the subject site and noted that if the property owners on the other side are in agreement, a connection could be made.   

In response to Mr. Cappello’s question, Mr. Whitney explained that the proposed intersection is modeled after the area where People’s Bank exists in Old Avon Village; he added that to his knowledge there have not been any problems.    
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question about lighting, Jared Cantanucci explained that the hours of operation would possibly be 7am but more likely 8am until 7pm or 8pm, at the latest.  He added that lighting would be controlled by timers that could be adjusted.    

Mr. Regan explained that the hours of operation would be standard retail hours.  
Jon Penney, architect, explained that most of the lights would shut off one hour after the business closes; a couple of emergency lights would remain on for security.
Mr. Cappello noted that he feels the lighting on the east and west ends of the building is excessive and could be cut down from 6 to 3 on both sides.

The hearing was opened for public comment.  

Dick McCall, 65 Lawrence Avenue, noted his concerns for increased traffic, night lighting, noise from car alarms, burglary, and the chance that in time there would be other makes of cars sold other than BMWs.

Mr. Cantanucci explained that the building is designed to be a BMW dealership and it would not look like Yankee Stadium; he added that he wants to show off the cars and not the building.  He noted that there are many car dealerships on Route 44.  He noted that he owns 24 car dealerships in areas that have far more crime than Avon and added that he can’t remember the last time a car was stolen.  He communicated his desire to be in Avon as a convenience to his customers and would also be invested in the community.  He added that he would be contributing a lot of tax revenue.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Regan explained that the adopted Regulation prohibits outdoor speakers and added that BMW doesn’t use outdoor speakers anyway.  
Mr. Regan pointed out that the total number of parking spaces is not the number of cars that would be stored on the site; he clarified that the total parking on the site includes customer parking, employee parking, and service parking.  

Laura Young, 57 Hitchcock Lane, commented that tires are stolen off of cars at Hoffman Toyota and added that the service department indicated that is happens every month.      
Brian Mirizzi, 28 Francis Street, noted his agreement with concerns already expressed by residents.  He noted his fight to get into his neighborhood on the westbound side, adding that he struggles daily with traffic backed up at Big Y, Dakota restaurant, and Plaza 44; the existing traffic is already bad.

Joe Donato, 56 Lawrence Avenue, conveyed his agreement with Mr. Mirizzi on the long wait to make a left turn onto Lawrence Avenue.  He commented that vehicles will be waiting to enter both Lawrence Avenue and the driveway to the site, turning in opposite directions, making it a dangerous situation.
Neal Rounseville 214 West Main, conveyed his concerns about traffic on Route 44 and noted that he hired a traffic consultant who will share his report.
David Spear, PE, DLS Traffic Engineering LLC, explained that he reviewed the traffic study done by JMC, a letter dated November 3, 2015, from JMC to Mr. Peck, and the site layout plans prepared by David Whitney, PE.  Mr. Spear referenced and reviewed his letter dated November 9, 2015, (addressed to Neal Roundesville) noting that the areas looked at included trip generation, accident data, design vehicle access, internal circulation, fire equipment access, and ConnDOT/OSTA requirements.  He indicated that the existing conditions and volumes are generally reasonable with the exception of the traffic counts adding that the analysis should include an AM peak hour.  He noted that no accident data was provided adding that there were 37 accidents from Walmart to the subject site.  He noted that sight distances are acceptable from the site driveways.  Mr. Spear noted that he doesn’t feel traffic counts based on reoccupancy of the site is appropriate or valid, as the buildings are scheduled for demolition.  He noted that the site generated traffic is the only information that makes sense.  He commented that the Level of Service summary table shows an improvement only because all the left turns were applied to the traffic signal at the Walmart and no left turns were shown coming out of the site driveway.   Mr. Spear noted his opinion is such that when the site traffic is added there would be a drop in the Level of Service.  He asked if the site driveways could be designed such that exiting left turns would be prohibited.   He indicated that vehicle turning templates should be used to demonstrate that large vehicles (fire trucks, etc) can access the site.  There is very little area for snow removal/placement and there may be a parking shortage during storms.  Mr. Spear explained that the State DOT considers this site and the Walmart site as one generator because they are interconnected and as such the total square footage of both and the total parking require OSTA review and approval.  He indicated that the proposal to move the westerly site driveway to the east would improve Route 44 operations.  He added that the aforementioned 37 accidents are related to turning movements in the side streets which may indicate the need for a left turn lane and added that the Levels of Service are not as advertised in the applicant’s traffic study such that the Levels of Service are going to be poor for the side streets.  He concluded by noting that there are traffic issues that have not and cannot be fully addressed noting that the majority of outstanding items relate to safety and the proposed over development of the subject site.  
In response to Mr. Armstrong’s question, Mr. Spear noted that his safety recommendations would be to either prohibit left turns out of the site driveways (utilize traffic light at Walmart) or design driveways for only right turns in and right turns out.  He added that reduction of cut through traffic should also be studied, as it is not desirable to have so much traffic from the Big Y/Walmart site coming through the subject site and, in turn, more traffic and additional turning movements  in and out the site drives which are not desirable.  He concluded that a one-way movement heading westbound towards the signalized traffic light could be considered but also noted that vehicles should not be allowed to come into the subject site from the Walmart/Big Y.
In response to Mr. Mahoney’s question, Mr. Spear confirmed that left turns are a problem at both exits and noted that no left turns would be desirable at both site drives.  

In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Spear explained that if there isn’t enough room/land in the Right-of-Way on Route 44 to add a left turning lane into Lawrence Avenue, a “takings” of property would have to occur by the State and the Town may be involved.  
Mr. Regan asked how far the physical distance is for the aforementioned accident analysis.
Mr. Spears indicated that the distance analysis covered 700 feet in total, from just beyond the light at Walmart to just beyond the subject site drive/entrance.  

Mr. Regan commented that a substantial amount of the noted physical distance is not located in front of the site drives at the subject site but rather is located in front of Big Y/Walmart.
In response to Mr. Regan’s question about where the accidents happened, Mr. Spear explained that the accident data is included and has the location for every accident.

Maria Mozzicato stated that she is an Alternate member of the Commission and asked what route would be used for test drives; she noted her concerns with traffic.
Mr. Cantanucci explained that a test route has not yet been identified but added that the route that is chosen would be convenient, as he doesn’t want people test driving cars to be waiting in traffic.    
In response to a question from Sandy Duffy, 38 Lawrence Avenue about traffic, Mr. Spear explained that site traffic was estimated for the uses that no longer exist in the buildings on the site. The applicant compared that information to the projected BMW traffic and indicated that there was a net decrease in traffic.  Ms. Duffy commented that she has two young children and noted her concerns for safety and added that the residents of Lawrence Avenue have had trouble turning onto their road for a long time.
Jim Olson, 211 West Main, noted that his family has owned 211 West Main for 91 years.  He commented that he doesn’t feel his property is getting a significant buffer and indicated that he would like a B Bufferyard, similar to the one that exists to the rear of the site with other residences.  He noted that although 211 West Main is located in a commercial zone it has never been used for anything other than a residential use for 91 years, continuously occupied for 89 years.  He added that currently he is not sure whether to rehab the property or sell it. He noted his concerns with lighting (his property sits higher than the subject site), noise, and traffic safety, adding that no easement has been granted to avoid a road behind 211 West Main.  He commented that he would like to see trees added to the west border rather than a fence and added that he is not against development but wants to see it done right.

Attorney Tom Becker, on behalf of the Olson family, submitted written comments to the Commission, for the record.  He commented on the need for clarity of the proposed use noting that a sales office as a primary use with a secondary use being service is one possibility while service could be the primary use and sales being the secondary use.  He noted that the Regulation allows both sales and service for a Certified BMW use.  He noted that due to ambiguities and inconsistencies in the minutes from the last meeting it is unclear and asked for clarification, for the record.  He noted that this proposal has 2 special exception applications, one for landscape reduction and one for the use.  He commented that evidence submitted by the applicant does not support the proposal adding that there are 2 traffic studies that are not congruent such that the traffic report submitted by the applicant is unacceptable under the circumstances.  Mr. Becker noted that neighborhood compatibility is a concern, in accordance with the Special Exception criteria.  He noted that the site has been a shopping/restaurant area for 50 years noting that the Olson family and Pond Place residents have been in the area for a very long time.  He added that a used car lot is a problem for the Olson home but clarified that the Olson family is not opposed to a BMW dealership but rather are opposed to the current proposal.  He noted that he would like a BMW dealership in Town but in the right place and done the right way.  Mr. Becker addressed the Special Exception criteria noting that the proposed use is not in a good place; too big and too intense for the location and not in harmony with adjacent residential neighbors.  He pointed out that the majority of the businesses that surround the subject site are located in buildings that are 1,000 to 1,500 SF in size and noted that the subject special exception application/use is incompatible and not in harmony with surrounding uses/properties in the commercial retail zone.  Mr. Becker concluded by communicating his viewpoint such that the proposed use compromises the health, safety, and welfare of the general public and also compromises the Olson’s property value.   
Mr. Regan asked for clarification from Mr. Olson whether the property located at 211 West Main Street is or is not currently being occupied with a residential use.  
Mr. Olson stated that 211 West Main is still being used as a residence.  He added that his uncle lived there until he passed away 2 years ago.  
Mr. Regan commented that since November of 2013 there has not been someone living in the house.

Mr. Olson explained that the house contains personal belongings and there is an open estate that has not yet been settled.  He added that an active, open building permit exists. 
Mr. Regan indicated that his intent is to clarify, for the record, that there is no one currently living in the house located at 211 West Main.

Mr. Olson confirmed that there is no one living in the house yet.  
Mr. Becker stated that there is no one living in the house currently but added that the intention is that someone will.

Mr. Regan offered clarification on the subject of primary use versus accessory use and confirmed that the primary use proposed is a car dealership.  He confirmed that service would be offered as part of the primary use explaining that service is an accessory use to the primary use.  He stated/clarified, for the record, that he previously stated that a service use could be placed on either of the subject sites (221 and 225) as of right.  He noted that a current approval exists for a quick lube facility at 221 West Main Street and could be built at any time.  He reiterated, for the record, that the primary use for the subject proposal is a car dealership with service being ancillary and not the primary use of the proposed facility.
Pat Ackman, Climax Road, asked about the definition for a Traffic Circulation Plan and does it affect the whole Town.
Mr. Peck explained that traffic circulation plans are proposed on a site by site basis such that the applicant’s engineers (civil and traffic) have proposed site plans and traffic circulation plans for this specific site.  He further explained that overall traffic circulation for the entire Town is addressed in the Plan of Conservation and Development but noted that specific circulation plans are proposed in connection with specific applications, such as the current BMW application.
Christopher Plavcan, 12 Francis Street, noted his concerns for the safety of his two young children with possible test drives coming through his neighborhood.  He added his concerns for other large developments on Route 44 should this proposal get approved.  He asked fellow residents to indicate their opposition by standing up.
Niko Koutouvides, 223 Huckleberry Hill Road, noted his understanding of traffic concerns but added that he isn’t sure if the proposed BMW is the major impact or whether Route 44 is the problem.   He pointed out that if the current proposal isn’t approved that a restaurant or bar could occupy the site, possibly adding drunk drivers.  He added his opinion such that BMW is less of an impact than another use; BMW is an established, reputable worldwide company.  He reiterated his understanding of the traffic concerns noting that he has 3 children/boys but noted that he is not against the proposal.  He asked for respect from the audience members talking over him.  
Leonora Thramann, 63 Hitchcock Lane, noted his agreement somewhat with Mr. Koutouvides adding that traffic issues on Route 44 have always been a problem and should be remedied regardless of whether BMW goes in or not.  She added that BMW is a high end product and not a car targeted for theft, like Hondas and other popular cars.  She added that the BMW facility in Hartford is clean and a beautiful showroom.  She pointed out that the subject sites have been vacant for some time and are an eyesore.  
Liz Lachlan, Pond Place resident, noted that her parents live on Lawrence Avenue and acknowledged that some business is going to occupy the subject site but asked if occupants would be a good neighbor and whether the Town is going to protect the residents.  She noted that there are lighting restrictions at Pond Place and noted her concerns for property values at Pond Place from lighting at the proposed dealership.  She commented that she would prefer no lighting to the rear of the proposed building, as residential exists behind it.   She also noted her concerns with traffic adding that it is very difficult to access her parents’ neighborhood and commented that a left-turn lane should be considered regardless of the outcome of the current proposal.  She asked for a commitment from the applicant that test drives would not occur at Pond Place or on Lawrence Avenue.  She concluded by noting her concerns with lighting and signage as well as future development on Route 44, noting her preference that it not become the Berlin Turnpike.  
Mr. Cantanucci noted a commitment that test drives would not take place on Lawrence Avenue or in Pond Place. 

Mr. Regan explained that the only comments heard at the last meeting regarding Lawrence Avenue related to the driveway alignment, which has been addressed by moving/realigning the site driveway.  He noted that the plans will be reviewed in consideration of the new information received tonight; the traffic engineer will review the plans and report and responses will be provided.  He addressed test driving vehicles noting that he lives on Wellington Heights Road and prior to that lived in Pond Place for 4 years; he added that he is very familiar with the area neighborhoods.  He added that he has represented New Country Motors for the past 20 years and offered assurances that test drives would never take place on Lawrence Avenue or in Pond Place or on Climax Road.  He confirmed that main roads would be used for test drives and indicated that a route would be mapped out.  He acknowledged that it didn’t occur to the applicant that anyone would think that side roads would be used for test drives.  He explained that no special exceptions for signage have been requested adding that any signage installed will be in accordance with the Town’s Regulations.  Mr. Regan addressed lighting noting that the light levels at Pond Place are zero; no lighting reaches the fence.  He added that Mr. Whitney confirmed earlier that light levels to 211 West Main (Olson) would also be brought down to zero.
David Bourgoin, 95 Lawrence Avenue, noted his concerns with the increase in the number of businesses on Route 44 requesting landscape variances and how it would erode the aesthetics along Route 44 over time.  He noted that not allowing left turns could reduce accidents but noted it wouldn’t reduce the vehicles turning right out of the site then traveling through Lawrence Avenue because their final destination is Canton.  He referenced news from Greenwich about residents being tired of car alarms and light glare from a local dealership.   
Sue Vanchase, Pond Place resident, asked how a light 23 feet in the air won’t be visible above an 

8-foot fence.   
Mr. Whitney explained that the light fixtures are directional such that there would be no light on the ground.  He further explained that the light fixture itself would be visible but no light would be cast onto adjacent properties.
Jon Penney, architect, noted that he has done 700 car dealerships and explained that shields have been placed on the back of the fixtures such that no light will be visible by residential neighbors.  Mr. Penney noted that the lighting can be reviewed to possibly reduce the amount.  
Mr. Whitney explained that landscaping with some very tall trees is proposed for the rear property line on 221 West Main; a 60-foot buffer is proposed.  He confirmed that trees can be planted within the water company’s right-of-way but explained that any plantings need to be kept 5 feet away from the water line.
Henrietta Donato, 56 Lawrence Avenue, commented that she has been fighting the entrance into Lawrence Avenue for the past 50 years.  She commented that there are 40 families in her neighborhood that all deserve safe entrance onto their road.   She suggested that the Boyles Furniture site be considered for the proposed development.
Ann Fusco, Pond Place resident, noted that there is a light on the rear of the Sartorious Sports building and asked why it is needed because all it does is light up Pond Place.  She noted her concerns for dumpsters and noise.  She asked why there is light and noise at Pond Place if all the existing businesses on Route 44 meet lighting and noise codes.  She acknowledged the need for tax revenue for the Town but added that the community also needs protection.   
Frank Goodyear, 35 Hitchcock Lane, asked where the cars will go when snow removal is needed on the site.  He asked if underground tanks are proposed to contain contaminants and what runoff safety features are proposed.  He noted that the adjacent property had severe pollution problems with the EPA many years ago.  He noted his concerns for increased traffic from vehicle deliveries and test drives.  He confirmed that he is not against a car dealership noting that he has 52 years in the auto industry but reiterated his concerns relating to the already high amounts of traffic in Town. 
Mr. Cantanucci stated that his preference would be for people to just buy a car without a test drive.  
He explained that during snow removal times, the inside of the dealership is dense packed with the majority of the car inventory to allow flexibility for lot clearing.  
Mr. Regan indicated that O’Neill’s dealership follows the same protocol for snow removal.  

Mr. Regan reiterated that there would not be 130 cars on the site; there are 130 parking spaces in total proposed, which includes service, employee, and designated spots that wouldn’t be occupied in a snow storm.
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Whitney explained that the 141 parking spaces noted on the plans breaks down as follows:  12 customer spaces, 24 employee spaces, 45 service spaces, and 60 inventory spaces.
Mr. Penney addressed oil and transmission fluid storage and explained that double-walled, above ground tanks would be enclosed indoors.  He noted that the EPA is highly regulated.  
Mr. Whitney addressed snow removal noting that the rear infiltration system is approximately 5,000 square feet of area and no plantings are proposed (just grass).  He further explained that this area is perfect for snow disposal.
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s reference to earlier comments about problems at a Greenwich dealership, Mr. Cantanucci confirmed his earlier statement that theft at his dealerships does not happen often and offered to share his insurance information adding that he is not trying to hide anything.  He commented that there are lots of dealerships on the Post Road in Greenwich, noting that his dealership is next to Porsche, Mercedes, BMW, Bentley, and Aston Martin.  He noted that he feels it is unfair to blame all the problems in Greenwich on his dealership, as the subject area is very commercial and buildings are very close together.  He indicated that his Audi dealership in Greenwich operates on 2½ acres and is one of the largest in the country; the dynamics are different.  Mr. Cantanucci noted that Mrs. Donato, at the last meeting, asked that the entry access be looked at and added that while he was not required to do so he did everything he could (moved the access driveway) .  He acknowledged his understanding for safety noting that he has children but added that controlling the traffic lights is not within his control.  He stated that the last thing he wants to do is open a business in Avon and have something happen to a neighbor.      
Mrs. Donato conveyed her appreciation for moving the driveway access.  
Mr. Regan reiterated that the plans/traffic will be reviewed again in response to all comments heard tonight.  He noted that comments received from the last meeting have been addressed and accommodated.   Mr. Regan explained that Route 44 is controlled by the State road and added that there is a limit as to what the applicant can do.  He further explained that there are many existing problems on Route 44 but the applicant will do their best to design a facility that works.  He pointed out that there are changes that neither the applicant nor the Town can make.  He further explained that Route 44 is a State road and noted that the addition of a left-turn lane is not within the applicant’s control and, therefore, no such no condition can be placed upon the applicant.  

Mr. Regan noted that the subject sites are existing commercial retail properties that are currently vacant but will not be vacant forever.  He concluded by noting that the applicant wants to design the best and safest facility possible and added that there is an existing approval for a quick lube center at 221 West Main that has more pavement and less buffering/approved landscape waiver that could be built right now.  
In response to Mr. Gentile’s question, Mr. Cantanucci stated that not more than 60 vehicles would be on the site after the close of business.  

In response to Mr. Gentile’s question about the number of test drives per day, Tim Parker, VP of Operations, New Country Motor Group, explained that Mr. Cantanucci wasn’t kidding earlier when he said that a lot of people just buy a car without test driving.  He added that many people purchase cars on the internet and then just drive them away.  He explained that as much as 98% of the research is done via the internet before people arrive at a dealership.  
Brooke Salsbury, 52 Lawrence Avenue, asked about demolition and the time frame for construction.
Mr. Whitney explained that a demolition plan is included in the plan set and added that a permit is required from the Town.
Mr. Penney explained that demolition would take 1 month and constructing the new site would take approximately 8 months.
Bonnie Yandow, 86 Lawrence Avenue, asked if the proposal could be downsized with a potential for future expansion.

Mr. Cantanucci explained that a 19,000-square-foot building is small in comparison to the grand scheme of how car dealerships operate; he added that it is more efficient from a cost basis to construct the building as proposed rather to have to add on later.  He added that he wants to be able to build a good service department with good technicians; a department that is differentiated from other places.  He added that a large photo booth is part of the space needed inside the building and explained that these photos are used on the internet to show potential buyers the quality of the cars.  
Bob Beaulieu, 21 Hitchcock Lane, asked about annual taxes paid to the Town.
Mr. Regan explained that he doesn’t know the exact dollar amount but estimated that tax revenue would be approximately $4.5M plus some additional tax revenue for loaner vehicles kept in Avon.
Mr. Cantanucci indicated that approximately 25 jobs would be added in Avon.
Steve Turpak, 64 Lawrence Avenue, asked the Commission how the site layout/traffic setup across the street (Niagara Bank/former Boston Market site) got approved.  
Mrs. Griffin explained that the applicant is looking into the possibility of no left turns for the subject proposal and noted that we will see what they come up with.
Mr. Peck explained that the approval for the Niagara Bank site predates his time in Avon such that he doesn’t know the history but added that he would be happy to investigate and provide information at a later date. 
Liz Lachlan, Pond Place resident, noted her concerns for noise coming from the repair bays.  She requested, for the neighbors, that large balloons be placed on the site to show height and visibility of the proposed building as well as installation of temporary lighting that imitates the proposed lighting to see if it would reflect and be visible from Pond Place as well as from the Olson site.    
Mr. Cantanucci explained that the repair bays would operate in an enclosed environment year round, regardless of the weather; the bays would be heated and most likely also have A/C.  One (1) high-speed motorized door (3 seconds total up or down) would be utilized for both entrance and exit of the repair area.      
Mr. Regan confirmed that the plans would be reviewed again with regard to having A/C in the service bays.  
Mr. Cantanucci indicated that he feels there is a bit of heightened sensitivity to the size and scale of the proposal because it’s a car dealership, noting his understanding that there are significantly larger dealerships to the west.  He explained that the subject proposal is a satellite office to the main operation that exists in Hartford, which has a 60,000-square-foot building.  He noted that no variances are being requested and added that a lighting plan is required by the Town.  He added that he’s happy to work with the neighbors.
In response to Mr. Regan’s question, Ms. Lachlan commented that the height of the balloon test she noted earlier was significant because there were stacks associated.  Mr. Regan explained that he routinely does balloon testing in connection with energy and utility projects but further explained that those balloon tests are done on facilities that are 100 feet or higher.  He added that it would be difficult to setup an accurate balloon test at 23 feet unless a temporary lighting system was also setup.  He added that a temporary lighting system could probably not be done explaining that height testing for lights is quite difficult.  He explained that balloon tests are typically done for stacks and telecommunications towers at heights in excess of 90 feet.  Mr. Regan stated that the lighting consultant has been asked to revise the lighting plan, in response to comments from the Olson family, and noted that revised information/revised lighting plan would be available at the next meeting.  He added that the directional lighting will also be reviewed.  He stated that, currently, light levels are zero at Pond Place and added that the proposal is to revise the lighting plan to also bring light levels to zero at the Olson site.  
Mr. Cantanucci added that a significant number of trees are proposed and added that he would be willing to look at that with the neighbors.  He further noted that he is willing to review the timing of the lights to the rear of the site.  He communicated that he operates successfully in many communities just like Avon. 
In response to Ms. Lachlan’s comment about temporary lighting, Mr. Penney, architect, explained that an actual light fixture could be brought to the next meeting but further explained that erecting lighting on the site is a different matter.
In response to Ms. Mozzicato’s question, Mr. Parker explained that a secure drop box for keys would be available for people wishing to leave their car at the site overnight.   He added that the drop box would be in an area covered by security lighting.  
An unidentified female audience member commented that a big restaurant with a big parking lot could occupy this site and asked everyone to think about that.  She added that a restaurant would have lots of doors opening and closing along with lights and horns at night.  She noted that it could be so much worse than the current proposal, which would be closed in the evening.  
A female audience member (name inaudible) asked who would address security when alarms go off.
Mr. Parker explained that very few BMWs actually have car alarms and added that you cannot buy a BMW and search for the car with the key.  He further explained that without a key, a car cannot be stolen; the car is immobilized.  He added that every time the car is locked the code changes.   Mr. Parker clarified that the building itself will have an alarm.  
In response to a question about soil testing and environmental protection, Mr. Whitney, PE, explained that the subject proposal includes a storm water infiltration system and a large vortex separator that traps oils and debris; both systems would be cleaned annually.  Floor drains are proposed inside the building, as required by DEEP.  He noted that he is not aware of any requirements for annual soil testing. 
Attorney Regan stated that the public hearing will be continued to the next meeting to review information received tonight.  He indicated that the applicant grants an extension of the public hearing and added that he would provide written notification to the Town.          
Mr. Mahoney motioned to continue the public hearing for Apps. #4781 and #4783 to the next meeting, scheduled for December 8.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Cappello, received unanimous approval. 
Mr. Mahoney motioned to table App. #4782 to the next meeting.  The motion, seconded by 
Mr. Cappello, received unanimous approval.

The public hearing was closed.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Armstrong motioned to waive Administrative Procedure #6 and consider App. #4784.  
Mrs. Primeau seconded the motion that received unanimous approval.   

App. #4784 - 
Brighenti Enterprises, LLC, owner, Daniel Leahy, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.B.3.e. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit dog daycare, 296 Country Club Road, Parcel 1940296 in an NB Zone  

Mr. Mahoney motioned to approve App. #4784 subject to the following condition:
1.
No overnight boarding is permitted.   
The motion, seconded by Mrs. Primeau, received unanimous approval.
OUTSTANDING APPLICATION
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 Commission’s consultant Vince McDermott, Milone & MacBroom was present.

Mr. Peck addressed App. #4774 noting that this application was reviewed and discussed over the course of 4 public hearings (July 28, September 8, September 29, and October 20) and added that revisions to the application have been submitted throughout the public hearing process including the October 20 meeting, at which time the public hearing was closed.  He confirmed that no comments can be received from the public tonight because the public hearing is closed.  He explained that the Commission will begin their discussion tonight adding that the Commission’s consultant, Vince McDermott, is present to answer any questions the Commission may have.  He suggested that the discussion begin with the big issues rather than specific details at this time.  Mr. Peck recommended that each Commissioner who sat for application state, for the record, their familiarity with the application materials.
Tom Armstrong stated that he attended every public hearing, has read all the documents, and is eligible to vote.
Audrey Vicino stated that she has read all the documents and minutes, and has attended some of the public hearings.  She further stated that she has listened to all the tapes of meetings that she did not attend and noted that she is eligible to vote.

Elaine. Primeau stated that she attended every meeting and is familiar with all the documentation and is eligible to vote.

Joseph Gentile stated that he attended every meeting and is familiar with all the documents and testimony and is eligible to vote.
Carol Griffin stated that she has attended every meeting and has read all the documents and is eligible to vote.

David Cappello stated that he has attended every meeting and read all the documents and is eligible to vote.
Peter Mahoney stated that he has attended every meeting, read all the documents and is eligible to vote.
Vince McDermott suggested the best way to review the proposal is to start with the big picture/master plan and then move downwards.  He explained that the framework begins with the adopted Regulation which allows mixed uses to include both residential and non residential.  He noted that the subject application is a significant shift from the original approved master plan.  
Mr. McDermott noted that if/when the Commission gets past the first step (big picture/framework) then other items such as circulation, traffic, and storm water management can be discussed to see if the Commission is comfortable with that level.  He noted that the next level of discussion would involve details.  He reiterated that the discussion begins at the master plan level, then moves to the form and what it looks like, and then into the technical details.  

Mr. McDermott explained that if an approval is granted the applicant is entitled to move forward with the proposed density and the land uses permitted under the AVC Zone.  He further explained that if an approval is granted and the applicant chooses to sell the land, the document and uses approved are memorialized on the land records such that the Commission would be able to ask for incidental changes but not wholesale changes.  Mr. McDermott concluded by noting that the starting point is for the Commission to consider whether the proposal before them matches their vision of the Regulations that have been adopted.
Tom Armstrong commented that two votes are needed – one to change the Town Center Regulations and one to approve the master plan.  He noted that individual site plans are needed for each design area.  He added that he is ok with the proposed changes to residential and commercial ratio but noted that he has ideas for building locations to be discussed at a future time.
In response to Mr. McDermott’s comments, Mr. Armstrong commented that the approved plan had between 400 and 500 residential units and the current proposal is 314 units.  He noted that there are provisions in the Regulations that allow the applicant to change numbers, roughly up or down by 20%, after an approval is granted.    He noted the original commercial approval was between 500K and 600K SF and commented that the current proposal is for approximately 700K SF.  
In response to Mr. McDermott’s question, Mr. Peck indicated his agreement that a motion to change the AVC Regulations would be needed along with a motion to approve the master plan.  He referenced and agreed with Mr. Armstrong’s comments and explained that if the current Regulations set either a ceiling or a floor and the current proposal doesn’t meet those requirements that an adjustment to the Regulations is needed.  He added that a determination can be made after the Commission concludes their discussion.  Mr. McDermott concurred.  
Elaine Primeau noted that she is not in favor of changing the master plan and added that the use that is proposed is predominately commercial and more like a large mall, which is not a Town Center.  She added that the mixed use, as currently proposed, is very slanted towards commercial and indicated that she is not in favor of the proposed Town Center.
Mr. Peck asked Mrs. Primeau if her objection relates to the total square footage of proposed retail.

Mrs. Primeau communicated her dislike for the “look” of the proposed retail noting that it reminds her of and is identical to “Riverwalk” located in South Windsor.  She added that the current proposal is a mall and is a mixed use that is not her idea of a Town Center.      
Mr. Peck addressed large-format “big box” retail and asked, for clarity purposes, whether this is an issue for the Commission.  He indicated that the peer review architect, Union Studio, provided a sketch that shows the large proposed retail area/building moved to the other side of that area of the site.  
Mrs. Primeau commented that condos were proposed in the original master plan in the area referenced by Mr. Peck.

Mr. McDermott agreed with Mrs. Primeau adding that the original master plan showed two types of housing, individual units on the Climax Road side and multi-family on another part of the site.  

Mrs. Primeau commented that the original master plan would have people living on the site and having ownership such that they would have an interest. She added that even if the current proposed retail area is moved over, it is still not her idea of a Town Center.  She commented that the only part of the development that the Town would own is the wetlands.  She added that she would like to see the existing buildings/businesses preserved in order to bring people in.  She commented that a Town Green shouldn’t be just a commercial building with a sidewalk separating it from other areas.  The amount of parking proposed is not conducive to where the stores are proposed.  Mrs. Primeau added that the land use in the original plan is more balanced than in the current plan; the current plan is just commercial.
Mr. McDermott explained that the applicant indicated early on that the current proposed development requires a different commercial mix than what was approved in the original master plan.  He commented that this information needs to be considered in the discussion.  He asked the Commission how they feel about the area located southerly of the proposed Bickford reconstruction and whether this area is a different character and is it something that would otherwise have been acceptable.  
Mr. Mahoney responded to Mr. McDermott noting that he feels the area southerly of Bickford Drive (The Village area) is the closest match to the approval plan and what was originally proposed.

Mr. McDermott asked if the Commission’s concern is the area located northerly of Bickford Drive.
Mr. Mahoney confirmed that he has concerns with the area northerly of Bickford Drive and asked Mr. Peck if the numbers found in the “gross area distribution” document are still valid.

Mr. Peck referenced Mr. McDermott’s opening comments and noted that the overall balance of the proposed development is critical at this stage.  He added his opinion such that the individual design areas are subject to significant adjustment at the site plan stage of review.  
Mr. Mahoney commented/asked that if the proposal is approved as presented, a commitment is being made for the square footage numbers noted in each area.
Mr. Peck explained that the Commission has 3 options at this point.  If an approval is granted for the proposal as presented, he confirmed that Mr. Mahoney is correct such that the numbers would stick.  Mr. Peck explained that an approval could be considered with stipulations and/or modifications such that the aforementioned numbers would not be binding.  He further explained that the last option is a denial, such that the Commission could not accept the proposal in any form. 
Mrs. Primeau commented that she would prefer residential ownership over renter options.  

Mr. Mahoney noted his agreement and added that he would like to see more diversity in housing options.

Mr. McDermott noted his understanding but referenced his earlier comments regarding “ownership” and clarified that his point was not to specify “owner occupied” vs. “renter”, as that should not be part of the current discussion.  He explained that the discussion should be about the residential character of the proposal.

Mr. Mahoney commented that the current plan has no residential diversity.

Joseph Gentile noted his concerns with the change in the overall percentage of commercial retail.  He added that it is too much and indicated that he would like to see the number reduced to 650K SF.  He commented that he is ok with the amount of residential in terms of square footage.  He noted that he likes a lot of the ideas proposed via the peer review; the residential was mixed in more, the retail was redistributed, and the 125K SF big box was moved away from Climax Road.  He suggested that if some of the commercial buildings around the proposed new Town Green were taken out that the Green could be enlarged, which he prefers because the existing Town Green is not user friendly.  He commented that more residential and less commercial in the Brownstone area would provide more of a village feel.  
Mr. McDermott noted his understanding but referenced, only as a reminder, comments made at a prior meeting by the applicant’s architect such that having housing located over retail stores is not very realistic to any large degree.  He commented that although true/older urban areas probably have “live over” situations, he explained that it doesn’t really occur today.  
Mr. Peck addressed the mix and distribution of residential and asked if adding more residential to the area where the large retail is proposed would be good or bad.

Mr. Gentile commented that he would not object to Mr. Peck’s suggestion, as that would add more residential closer to Climax Road which was shown in the original approved plan.

Mrs. Primeau commented that the large apartment buildings don’t match the feel of the original plan.
Mr. Peck explained that the size of the buildings speaks directly to site plan review but noted that the size of the apartment building was also a concern expressed by the neighbors.  He explained that redistribution of some of the residential units to another area would be more like the original plan.
Peter Mahoney noted that he is in agreement with much that has been said and added that there is 25% less residential in the new plan and almost 2.5 times more retail with less than ½ of the commercial office space; quite a departure from the original plan.    He commented that from his view 120K square feet constitutes a “big box” noting that the current plan allows for that opportunity.  He commended the applicant for addressing traffic issues around the site but noted his concerns with the lack of address for the already existing problems with the east approach at the Route 44/10 intersection.  
Mr. Peck proposed that an adjustment to the overall balance of the proposal, to more closely reflect the original plan, would be preferable and needed for an approval to be considered.  

Mr. Mahoney noted his agreement with Mr. Peck and added his concern with traffic.
Carol Griffin commented that she can live with more retail than was proposed in the original plan but confirmed that she can’t live with the amount of increase in retail currently proposed; the readjustment in favor of retail is too severe.  She indicated she wants less retail and no big box; the buildings have to be split up and the retail needs to be located more towards Bickford Drive.  She noted that the apartment building looks huge and added that she would like to see the residential split up and moved into different areas.  She added that she would like to see a bigger Town Green; a true gathering space.  She indicated that she would also like to see a connection for the Town Office buildings such that these offices become part of the Town Center and not separated.  
In response to Mr. McDermott’s question, Mrs. Griffin commented that there is a lot of parking in the center of the Litchfield Town Green noting that that is not her preference such that it is not a place where people can come together in one large gathering.  
David Cappello commented that Avon has Route 44 and Route 202 such that parallel parking could be utilized.  
Mr. Peck commented a place to gather with parking for access is the request.
Mr. Mahoney commented that the parking shouldn’t abut a building like the current proposal shows.

Mr. McDermott noted his understanding.
David Cappello noted his agreement that rebalancing of the current plan is needed, as much of the residential is squeezed into the top corner.  He suggested that the apartments be pulled away from the nearby neighbors. He commented that the current plan does not have enough mixed use and is not a true downtown noting that the plan needs to create a “destination”.  He noted that the concept of the rail trail got lost and the plan doesn’t appear to be very walkable.  He noted his disfavor for the big box element adding that there are many great examples of downtowns throughout New England.  He suggested that if the site area was a bit smaller (possibly sell some of the land) that development may be easier.  
Audrey Vicino noted her favor/preference for the suggestions made by Union Studio to move the big box store over and added that she doesn’t want to see Avon Center turned into a strip mall with a main street and stores on both sides.  She noted her agreement on the need for a larger Town Green.
Tom Armstrong referenced the peer review (Union Studio) and noted that he doesn’t want any buildings to front on Route 44 (Building noted as R3).  He commented that he doesn’t want a three-story building (Building R1A).  He noted his agreement with Buildings R9 and R10 being part residential and part retail because parking is proposed behind the buildings.  Union Studio proposes that the top floors of Buildings R7 and R11 could be residential; he noted his concern as there is no parking.  Buildings R11, R12, and R13 lead into the Arts Center and would create a clean line entering District #5.  He noted his favor for Union Studio’s proposal for a swimming pool/workout area for the residential area (Area #7) and noted that he likes Union Studio’s review/layout for District #3 (the large format area) as the buildings would be located closer to Route 10.  He noted that he could only support the proposed development with conditions that allow/provide flexibility to the Commission when reviewing designs submitted for future site plans.  
Mr. Peck indicated that a second access for the proposed apartments has been discussed and would need to be addressed and included in any decision.  He added that he will verify with the MDC whether parking and/or an access could be created over their easement.  He further noted the need for some type of mitigation for the traffic impacts to the residents of Climax Road.  
Carol Griffin noted that it is important to her that the second access for the proposed apartments not just be a fire/emergency access; she added that two (2) means of ingress and egress are needed for all residential areas.
Elaine Primeau commented that the original plan shows 2 means of access for the area.  She added that locating residential along Climax Road but not having a lot of egresses onto Climax was another consideration in the original plan.   She noted that she doesn’t see any of the original master plan incorporated into the current plan; a lot of apartments are proposed with a focus on the commercial piece.   
Mr. Peck asked Mrs. Primeau if it is her view that the current proposal, including Union Studio’s recommendations/comments, has more impact on Climax Road than the original plan.
Mrs. Primeau confirmed that she feels the current plan has more impact because the original plan offers more overall road circulation.  She added that the entrance is not at the tail end and noted that someone could come in from Woodford Avenue.  She commented that she sees Ensign Drive as a major road.  
Mr. McDermott noted his agreement such that the original plan was designed so that the subject site would not be used as a cutoff of the intersection of Route 44 and Route 10.  The current plan proposes a roundabout and other traffic calming measures to discourage traffic but noted that one of the questions that hasn’t been answered to the Town’s satisfaction is how the current road layout will effect, either positively or negatively, the intersections of Routes 44 and 10 and Route 10 and Climax Road. 
Carol Griffin commented that there should be more roundabouts provided in this plan, as they are less expensive than traffic lights.

Mr. McDermott commented that properly designed roundabouts can effectively reduce cut through traffic and added that that item could be a condition of an approval.

In response to Mr. Gentile’s question about the destination in the original plan, Mr. Cappello and Mrs. Primeau explained that the original plan had a main street with mixed uses and restaurants, with a New England feel. Mr. Gentile commented that the original plan was like a town within a town.  Mr. McDermott agreed that that was the vision.  Mrs. Griffin commented that it was a mini Town to replace the Town we lost.  Mr. Cappello commented that the plan wasn’t supersized, it was to scale.
Mrs. Primeau noted that she cannot support the proposed plan as it exists.  
Mr. Peck referenced the original plan and noted that one building sized approximately 54,000 SF was included.  He offered to prepare a matrix of information for review at the Commission’s next meeting that takes into account everything that has been said to date (i.e., either in favor of or in opposition to).  
In response to Mr. McDermott’s question regarding sewers, Mr. Peck confirmed that the Town Engineer has indicated that he is confident that enough flexibility exists in the current sewer agreements with adjoining Towns should the Commission decided to approve the plan.  The infrastructure would be paid by the developer and noted that any increase costs to the Town would also be borne by the developer.  
Mr. McDermott noted that it is important that each phase of the development be able to stand on its own, should the next phase not proceed in a timely manner.  He added that he hasn’t seen any data so far to support this and commented that a condition of approval may be needed.  He added that proper LID measures are needed to ensure water quality measures.  He referenced traffic noting that he has not seen an updated report that was requested back in July.  

Mr. Peck confirmed that no updated traffic report was received but explained that the applicant verified that the traffic study that was done was preliminary in nature and not a detailed study.  He further confirmed that any road widening and intersection improvements would be reviewed at the site plan stage and added that much of the proposed improvements would require approval by the State DOT.  

Mr. Armstrong reported, for the record, that he submitted written comments.

Mr. Peck asked if a special meeting could be scheduled for November 17 to continue the discussion for App. #4774.  
Mr. Mahoney motioned to table App. #4774 to the next meeting.  The motion, seconded by 
Mr. Cappello, received unanimous approval.  
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 11:10pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Sadlon, Clerk

LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

At a meeting held on November 10, 2015, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4784 - 
Brighenti Enterprises, LLC, owner, Daniel Leahy, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.B.3.e. of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit dog daycare, 296 Country Club Road, Parcel 1940296 in an NB Zone  APPROVED WITH CONDITION

Dated at Avon this 12th day of November, 2015.  Copy of this notice is on file in the Office of the Town Clerk, Avon Town Hall.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Linda Keith, Chair    

Carol Griffin, Vice Chair

