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The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon held a meeting at the Avon Town Hall on Tuesday, March 10, 2009.  Present were Duane Starr, Chairman, Douglas Thompson, Carol Griffin, Linda Keith, Edward Whalen, and Alternates Elaine Primeau and Marianne Clark.  Mesdames Primeau and Clark sat for the meeting.  Mr. Cappello arrived at 7:35 pm but did not sit for the meeting.  Absent was Henry Frey, Vice Chairman.  Also present was Steven Kushner, Director of Planning and Community Development.
Mr. Starr called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Ms. Keith motioned for approval of the February 10, 2009, meeting minutes, as submitted.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Griffin, received unanimous approval.  
PUBLIC HEARING

App. #4411 -   Forty Four Associates, owner, Russell Speeders Car Wash applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.4.b.(2) of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit low-profile detached sign, 265 West Main Street, Parcel 4540265, in a CR Zone.

Present to represent this application was Michael Shullman, applicant.
Mr. Shullman noted that his request is to install a detached identification sign for his carwash business on Route 44.  
In response to Mr. Starr’s questions, Mr. Shullman noted that he wanted to place the street address on the brick portion of the sign but the Fire Chief has indicated that the address should be located on top of the sign, to be consistent with other existing detached signs in Town.  
Mr. Shullman noted that carwash pricing will be listed on the sign; the prices will change at some point but not in the near future.  Mr. Shullman also noted that the sign will be internally illuminated.  
There being no further input, the public hearing for App. #4411 was closed.
App. #4414 -  West Avon LLC, owner, Pizzeria Signore dba Pizzeria DaVinci, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.B.3.a.of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit Class I restaurant, 427 West Avon Road, Parcel 4520427, in an NB Zone.

Mr. Starr reported that App. #4414 has been withdrawn by the applicant.

App. #4415 -  Twenty Four East Main Street LLC, owner, Drumm & Gagliardi, LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.4.a.of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit 2 wall signs for tenant in multitenant building, 24 East Main Street, Parcel 2190024, in a CS Zone.

Mr. Starr reported that App. #4415 has been withdrawn by the applicant.

App. #4416 -  Proposed Amendment of Avon Zoning Regulations pertaining to Wind Regulations

Mr. Kushner explained that the proposed regulation would permit, by special exception, wind turbines on a freestanding pole up to 120 feet in height, including the mounting heights of the wind turbine blades.  The regulation would permit wind turbines, by special exception, in any residential zone of at least 2 acres in size; only one (1) windmill per parcel would be permitted.  Mr. Kushner added that the most likely location for wind turbines appears to be the ridge top areas, located in the Ridgeline Overlay Protection Zone.  An applicant interested in placing a wind turbine on Avon Mountain would have to submit two special exception applications; one application to allow a wind turbine in the Ridgeline Overlay Protection Zone and one application to establish a wind turbine use.  The Ridgeline Protection Overlay Zone regulations recommend limiting structures on the ridge and a setback of at least 75 feet from the edge for aesthetic purposes.  Mr. Kushner noted that there are specific definitions that will be incorporated into Section II, Definitions, of the Zoning Regulations.  These regulations have been written so as not to encourage commercial generation of power.  The power generation needed for an average, small single-family home is 10kw; 20kw would provide for the needs of a substantially larger home (3,000 to 4,000 square feet).  Mr. Kushner clarified that wind turbines can only be associated with a residential structure and would not be permitted on a vacant lot.  The proposed regulation requires that the wind turbine be setback from all street lines and property lines a distance equal to the height of the turbine.  Mr. Kushner pointed out that the Commission would have the discretion to modify the setback along certain property lines where, in the Commission’s opinion, an abutting property is not likely to be used for residential purposes.  Neither the turbine nor the guy wire anchors shall be placed within the required yard areas (either a lattice-type tower or a freestanding monopole type tower are possible).  The applicant will provide information from the manufacturer pertaining to projected sound levels based on a laboratory environment (not including background wind noise).  Buffering of the turbine/tower will be required (i.e., fencing, landscaping).  Lighting is only permitted if required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Bernard Zahren, resident of 40 Gibraltar Lane, explained that no transformers are used but rather an inverter is used and, in most cases, is located inside the home.  Mr. Zahren noted that there would be nothing on the ground for most small wind systems except the pole.  
Mr. Kushner continued by noting that an applicant would have to demonstrate compliance with the Zoning Regulations for both the Special Exception Criteria (Section VIII) and the Ridgeline Protection Overlay Zone (Section IX).  
Ms. Keith commented that these proposed regulations address paddle-type systems but cone-type systems are also available now.  The cone-type systems are more efficient, make less noise, and don’t need to be as high.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s comments, Mr. Kushner recommended that the proposed regulation be left as is for now, as the technology is more proven.  Mr. Kushner noted that Mr. Zahren informed him of the vertical turbines, as the technology is constantly improving.  Mr. Kushner noted that changes to the regulations can always be made in the future.  
Mrs. Griffin noted that she watched a television program recently about vertical turbines which were very narrow and twisted around a center pole; they were less intrusive, less aesthetically offensive, and less noisy.  Mrs. Griffin commented that she feels that towers that are the least visually objectionable should be encouraged.   
Mr. Kushner commented that if the towers/turbines become small enough over time, they may not require regulation.  
Mr. Starr noted that the Zoning Regulations still contain language specific to satellite dish installation back when the dishes were 10 to 20 feet in diameter.  Mr. Kushner concurred and noted that the same scenario could occur with the wind turbine regulations.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Zahren explained that a maximum 20kw machine is a small windmill and the blades he is looking at are 15 feet in length (30 feet in diameter but only one blade at a time will be above the pole).  A typical application may include one pole 100 feet high with a 15-foot blade, which would be enough power for a single-family residence.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Zahen noted that he has looked into a vertical style turbine but they are not yet proven and are very costly.  Mr. Zahren noted that the style he is looking into has been used for 30 years.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question regarding the noise generated and what it sounds like, Mr. Zahren noted that 60 decibels is normal speaking volume; there is an interval as the blade goes around but, for the most part, the wind studies show that wind at 20 to 25 mph is more than 60 decibels to begin with.  The incremental noise from the windmill on top of the wind noise is approximately another 10 decibels.  Mr. Zahren commented that if a windmill is placed the height of the windmill away from the next property line, the incremental noise to the next neighbor is negligible.  Mrs. Primeau questioned whether Mr. Zahren has witnessed this firsthand.  Mr. Zahren explained that there are a number of studies, including the National Renewable Energy Lab (run by the Federal Government in Colorado), that have tested small wind turbines and published the data (including incremental noise).  Mrs. Primeau commented that there could be differences between a scientific study and a real neighborhood with houses.  Mr. Zahren added that the wind turbine he is considering has been installed in many locations and discussions have occurred with the neighbors; no noise complaints have been received as long as the tower is installed at least 120 feet away.                   
Mr. Starr commented that the language in the “Wind Facility” definition needs to be modified; the word “wind” should come out as it is shown twice.  Mr. Kushner agreed.
In response to Mr. Cappello’s question regarding the percentage of electricity that will be generated by a wind facility, Mr. Zahren explained that the power that is generated is given back to the utility company because there may be times when a lot of power is generated but the house may not be using that much.  The utility company supplies power on a continuous basis and at the end of the month the meter records what energy was produced versus what was used.  
Mr. Starr clarified that the intent of the definition is to not end up with a situation where an individual has a wind system that is generating revenue.  
Mr. Zahren explained that once an individual gets above 100% of the power that is used in their home, there is no economic benefit.  
In response to Mr. Whalen’s question, Mr. Zahren noted that his intent is to apply for a wind turbine for his home; a personal use.  Mr. Whalen noted that he feels that Item “(2) g.” relating to Class 2-3 Winds should remain in the regulation.  Mr. Zahren informed the Commission that the entire Town of Avon is at least Class 2 Winds.  
Mr. Starr questioned whether a tower should be allowed in a location where the FAA requires lighting.  Ms. Keith commented that she doesn’t feel the towers should be lit at all.  

In response to Mr. Starr’s question regarding the FAA’s lighting regulations on the ridgeline, 

Mr. Zahren commented that he doesn’t know but noted that the Heublein Tower now has a light but never did for many years and he doesn’t know whether it was voluntary or mandated by the FAA.  Mr. Zahren commented that he doesn’t believe the wind turbine he plans to install will need a light.  He added that he has an existing 120-foot ham-radio tower on his property (for 40 years) that is higher than the wind turbine he will propose.  The existing tower would come down when the proposed 115-foot wind turbine is erected.  Mr. Zahren added that no one has ever requested a light on the existing ham-radio tower.  
Mr. Starr commented that he feels that red lights would be acceptable but strobe lights would not be acceptable.  If a proposed tower is tall enough to require a strobe, it should not be permitted.  
Mr. Thompson questioned whether this information could be obtained before the regulation is adopted.  Mr. Kushner noted that he would research it.  
Mr. Starr noted that wind turbines will be discussed at the upcoming annual meeting of the Connecticut Federal of Planning and Zoning Agencies (CFPZA).  Mr. Starr noted that he would like to leave the public hearing open until after the Commission has attended this meeting.  
Mr. Zahren conveyed his gratitude to Mr. Kushner and the Staff for their work in preparing the proposed wind regulations.  He noted that the proposed regulations are well written for small residential use wind turbines and are similar to what other towns in other parts of the country have.  He noted that he would like the regulations to be approved tonight, as he would like to apply for a wind turbine for installation this summer.  
In response to Mr. Starr’s question, Mr. Kushner noted that the proposed regulations were modeled after existing regulations from other states but were customized to fit Avon’s needs (i.e., the Ridgeline Overlay Protection Zone).  Mr. Kushner commented that it doesn’t appear that there are many regulations of this kind in Connecticut.  

Mr. Starr reiterated that he would like to hear the presentation on wind turbines at the CFPZA dinner before these regulations are adopted. 
Mrs. Griffin motioned to continue the public hearing for App. #4416 to the Commission’s next meeting.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Primeau, received unanimous approval.        
App. #4417 -  Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Zoning Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.
App. #4418 -  Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Subdivision Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.
App. #4419 -  Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Aquifer Protection Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.
Mr. Starr explained that the Town’s Zoning Regulations, Subdivision Regulations, and Aquifer Protection Regulations can be accessed on the Municipal Code Corporation’s (Municode) website through the Town’s website.  Mr. Starr further explained that the Commission is adopting Municode’s version of these regulations, which will then become the official version.   
Mr. Kushner stated that several years ago Caroline LaMonica (former Town Clerk) sent all of the Town’s Regulations and Town Council Ordinances to Municode for codification.  The intent was to provide all this information in a similar style and format in a searchable database.  

Mr. Kushner noted that due to slight variations in style/format (not content) between the Town’s version and Municode’s version, the Town Attorney has advised that the Commission adopt Municode’s version of these Regulations as the official set.  Mr. Kushner noted that the Commission will be provided a hard copy of these codified regulations.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s and Mrs. Primeau’s comments, Mr. Kushner explained that Municode was not permitted to make changes or improvements to the wording of the regulations; they were instructed to typeset the regulations as is but some minor formatting changes did occur. 
There being no further input, the public hearing for Apps. #4417, #4418, and #4419 was closed, as well as the entire public hearing.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

Mrs. Griffin motioned to waive Administrative Procedure #6 and consider public hearing Apps. #4411, #4417, #4418, and #4419.  Mrs. Clark seconded the motion that received unanimous approval.   

App. #4417 -  Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Zoning Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.
App. #4418 -  Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Subdivision Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.
App. #4419 -  Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Aquifer Protection Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.
Mrs. Griffin motioned for approval of Apps. #4417, #4418, and #4419.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Thompson, received unanimous approval.  

App. #4411 -   Forty Four Associates, owner, Russell Speeders Car Wash applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.4.b.(2) of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit low-profile detached sign, 265 West Main Street, Parcel 4540265, in a CR Zone.

Mr. Whalen motioned for approval of App. #4411.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Primeau, received unanimous approval.
INFORMAL DISCUSSION

Avon Water Company (Robert Wesneski) - proposal to sell water to CT Water Company
Present were Robert Wesneski, President of Avon Water Company and Craig Patla, Connecticut Water Company.
Mr. Wesneski explained that an agreement has been entered into between the Avon Water Company and the Connecticut Water Company.  The Avon Water Company will supply up to one million gallons of water a day to the Connecticut Water Company.  Mr. Wesneski noted that an application has been submitted to the DEP for a general permit; the DEP will notify the Town’s Planning and Zoning Commission, the Inland Wetlands Commission, and the Natural Resources Commission.  Mr. Wesneski stated that no action and no approvals are required by the Planning and Zoning Commission; this presentation is merely informative.  Mr. Wesneski displayed a map identifying the Northgate Booster Pump Station, which is a high service area.  Water is taken from the West Avon system and elevated in pressure in order to service the houses in Bridgewater and Deer Run.  The intersection of the Weatherstone and Bridgewater Subdivisions is the dividing line between the two water company service areas.  Connecticut Water Company has a tank on Huckleberry Hill Road which, in an emergency, could support the whole area which is dependent on electric pumps; there is a backup generator located there.  
Mr. Wesneski noted that fire protection in this area would be much improved if tied into the tank for fire support.  The proposed interconnection will allow water to be pumped from the Northgate Booster Pump Station to the tank on Huckleberry Hill Road; in an emergency there will be reversing valves to allow water to come through for fire protection.  
Mr. Starr commented that the tank gets filled and becomes a reserve for emergency use by the Avon Water Company; the tank is replenished on an ongoing basis.  Mr. Wesneski concurred and noted that when the tank reaches a certain level the pump station becomes activated to refill the tank.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Wesneski stated that selling water to the Connecticut Water Company does not result in any extra cost to customers of the Avon Water Company.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Mr. Patla explained that the costs incurred by the Connecticut Water Company as part of this agreement include the construction of the booster station associated with the Weatherstone Subdivision.  Mr. Patla noted that the Connecticut Water Company has been contemplating for years the establishment of a mutually beneficial interconnection; regulatory agencies are always looking for partnerships like this.  Mr. Patla explained that Secret Lake Road has always been considered the ideal spot for an interconnection but when the Weatherstone Subdivision was created it became clear that that area would mitigate costs for both customers of the Avon Water Company and the Connecticut Water Company.  
Mr. Patla further explained that the Connecticut Water Company will incur capital costs in order to help the Avon Water Company construct the infrastructure needed to move the water from the east side of Town to the to west side.  Mr. Patla noted that the capital costs will be spread out and incurred by all the customers of Connecticut Water Company (approximately 90,000 statewide); the costs to the customers will be minimal.  Mr. Patla stated that this interconnection allows the Connecticut Water Company a full capacity of redundancy, which is preferred by regulatory agencies.  Mr. Patla noted that the Connecticut Water Company is allowed up to 1.3M gallons out of the Nepaug Reservoir; the proposed interconnection is for 1M gallons.  The Nepaug Reservoir treatment plant is designed for .9M gallons.  The costs to upgrade the Nepaug plant are more costly than the proposed interconnection.  
Mr. Wesneski pointed out that this proposal will connect two water supplies; the tank that will be located near the Weatherstone Subdivision will be the highest one in the valley and therefore water can flow in both directions and benefit both water companies.       
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Wesneski noted that the Avon Water Company has a surplus of water, even during drought situations, and is fully able to supply this water to the Connecticut Water Company.  Avon Water Company has a 6M gallon-a-day supply; the current demand is approximately 2M gallons a day.  A 50-year projection indicates that a demand for the maximum supply will not be needed.  
Mr. Patla explained that the biggest hurdle for this proposal is the DEP Diversion Permit process.  Both the Avon Water Company and the Connecticut Water Company must prove to the DEP that there is sufficient water available.  
In response to Mr. Cappello’s questions, Mr. Wesneski noted that the infrastructure (except for the pit) is already in place to be able to pass the water.  The construction of the pit won’t occur until approval is received from both the DEP and the Health Department.  Mr. Wesneski stated that the 1M gallons will come from various wells in the west Avon area.  
OTHER BUSINESS
Request for 90-day extension to file mylars in connection with Peachtree Village (PZC Apps. #4375/76/77 - Metro Realty)

Mr. Kushner noted that the Staff recommends granting an extension.

Mr. Thompson motioned for approval to grant a 90-day extension of time to file mylars in connection with Apps. #4375, #4376, and #4377.  The motion, seconded by Mrs. Clark, received unanimous approval.  

BL Companies - Avon Center streetscape plan for sidewalks and lighting utilizing a 

STEAP Grant (Small Town Economic Assistance Program)

Present were Sylvia Perdikis and Geoff Fitzgerald of BL Companies.

Mr. Kushner offered background information.  The Commission adopted the Avon Center Plan in 2005, which calls for improvements to Avon Center to make it more pedestrian friendly.  A STEAP Grant (Small Town Economic Assistance Program) in the amount of $300,000 has been awarded to the Town.  Mr. Kushner noted that BL Companies has been hired by the Town to prepare a plan to improve some of the sidewalk system (beginning at the Town Green), install decorative lighting, and make improvements as outlined in the Avon Center Plan.    
Mr. Fitzgerald displayed a map of the sidewalk system on Route 44 from Old Avon Village to the Town Hall complex.  Mr. Fitzgerald commented that the goal is to make the Town Center more pedestrian friendly by improving on existing conditions with such things as wider sidewalks; street trees to reduce the scale of Route 44; and the addition of street lighting.  The intent is to create 5-foot wide sidewalks in the commercial areas that are ADA accessible.  
Ms. Perdikis pointed out the improvements planned for the area along Route 44 between Route 10 and Woodford Avenue.  Ms. Perdikis noted that some of the sidewalks in this area can be widened due to a 12-foot easement from the existing curb.  The proposal is to extend some of the existing sidewalk with a 3-foot-wide paver band and in some areas there will be a 5 to 6-foot-wide concrete sidewalk; one area will be improved to a 9-foot-wide sidewalk.  A significant green space buffer will be maintained in front of the shops next to the Town Green.  Ms. Perdikis noted that the wider sidewalks and the addition of street trees in this area will create traffic calming as well as a more pedestrian-friendly area.  
After some discussion, Mr. Fitzgerald pointed out that the street trees will be planted in the brick buffer area located at the curb side.  Both the red brick and the street trees create a visual buffer for pedestrians; this also works to calm traffic and alert motorists that they are entering the center of Town.  The sidewalk area moving from west to east gets somewhat narrower but still maintains a 5-foot width of concrete with a 3-foot brick band.  Mr. Fitzgerald pointed out that the proposal is to replace the grass fringe at the curbside near Freskos Restaurant (Old Avon Village) with a 

12-inch band of brick; the result will be consistent hardscape all the way to the corner (Old Farms Road).  Mr. Fitzgerald noted that the sidewalks open up as you travel further east and are in fairly good condition and, therefore, no replacement appears necessary but the street trees will be continued in this area.  
Mrs. Griffin commented that brick sidewalks look nice but are very difficult to walk on and push wheelchairs and strollers on.  She noted that she doesn’t see any advantage to installing bricks in a loose base as they cannot be salted.  Mrs. Griffin commented that it seems appropriate to have brick areas between the cement and the road.  
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s comments, Mr. Fitzgerald explained that brick areas between the cement and the road are what is being proposed; the existing brick areas will not be replaced.  Ms. Perdikis added that the base material that the bricks are set in make all the difference.  

Mr. Kushner explained that many of the details just discussed are still being worked out with the Town Staff.  In the areas where the new sidewalks are proposed, a 3-foot brick paver adjacent to the edge of the road is proposed with a minimum of a 5-foot-wide concrete walk.  Mr. Kushner noted that BL Companies has been asked to come up with creative ways to introduce brick within the concrete walk to break it up.  In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Mr. Kushner noted that the bricks can be cemented in so they don’t shift.  

Ms. Perdikis explained the different methods available for brick installation.  The bricks can be placed on a sand base for easy removal in the event that access to the underground utilities becomes necessary.  If the bricks are cemented in, they would have to be saw cut to be removed.  Another method utilizes a concrete base with stone dust and brick pavers on top.  Ms. Perdikis noted that this method makes it easier to remove the brick pavers and patch the concrete.  
Mr. Cappello questioned whether grass could be used instead of the brick, as it would be less maintenance in the long run.  Mr. Fitzgerald commented that brick is much easier to maintain and keep clean on a regular basis.  
In response to Mr. Starr’s question, Mr. Fitzgerald explained that it is important to choose trees that are made to be street trees so that they are tolerant to lack of water and pollution.  
Mr. Kushner added that the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the utility companies have certain requirements and limitations on the types of trees permitted.      
In response to Mr. Cappello’s comments, Mr. Fitzgerald noted that he would add on-street parking in this area if it were possible.  A request for on-street parking would require a 2-year permitting process with the DOT.  Mr. Fitzgerald noted that there are ongoing applications for on-street parking in other parts of the State but, to date, no new on-street parking has been constructed.  
Mr. Kushner pointed out that this is only the first part of an 8 to10-part program; there is a greater possibility of on-street parking on Simsbury Road.   

Ms. Keith commented that she feels that the proposed changes will make the existing conditions better.

Mr. Fitzgerald noted that vehicles travel through this area at 40 to 50 mph and generally on-street parking is not recommended for such areas without some speed reduction.  The addition of street trees should help to slow down the speed of traffic.    
In response to Mrs. Griffin’s question, Ms. Perdikis noted that the first 10 to 12 feet of grassed area from the curb line near the Gazebo will be removed.  Mr. Kushner explained to Mrs. Griffin that the grassed area to be removed is very small.  Mr. Kushner pointed out that the existing white cedars in this area are proposed to be replaced with shade trees.  Mr. Fitzgerald explained that the hardscape installed near the Town Green will become part of the public space and the removal of the two large cedar trees will make the space feel much larger.  Mr. Kushner explained that decorative street lights will also be installed on the Green and continue along Route 44; sidewalks with brick areas and the street lights will frame out the entire Town Green. 
Mrs. Primeau commented that there is a break in the sidewalk near Sperry Park and she feels it would be a good idea to continue it to give pedestrians easier access to adjoining sites as well as access to Route 44.  Mr. Kushner agreed and noted that he would take a look at that area.  
Mr. Kushner stated that the project design area includes 1,000 feet on either side of the inter-section of Route 10 and Old Farms Road.  Mr. Kushner noted that although he doesn’t know how much of the project can be accomplished it won’t be rushed to ensure that a quality product is the end result.  He added that the Town is considering using a granite curb along the edge of Route 44.  Mr. Kushner noted that another grant will be applied for next year.  
In response to Ms. Keith’s question, Ms. Perdikis explained that the lights are proposed to be located on the backside of the concrete portion of the sidewalk.  Ms. Keith commented that she feels that the bricks should all be flat as opposed to beveled.  
Mr. Kushner informed the Commission that a meeting will be scheduled for March 24 at 5:00 pm to discuss the project with property owners along Route 44.  Mr. Starr suggested that the Chamber of Commerce be notified as well.  Mr. Kushner concurred.  
In response to Mrs. Primeau’s question, Mr. Kushner noted that an existing Town Ordinance requires the property owners to maintain the sidewalks and this will not change.  
Ongoing Litigation 

· Jackson, Inc. (99 Lovely Street)

· Mary Markow  (70 Talcott Notch Road)

Mr. Kushner provided the Commission with an update on the Town’s ongoing litigation for Jackson, Inc. and Mary Markow.  Town Attorneys Michael Zizka and Lana Glovach are preparing briefs on behalf of the Town.    
STAFF REPORT
Proposed Cell Tower at St. Matthews Church - 228 Lovely Street

Mr. Kushner reported that the Town Council at their meeting on March 5 voted to name the Town as a party to the Siting Council proceedings.  The Town Council reviewed the Commission’s report/recommendations and noted their complete endorsement.  The Town Council requested the Town Attorney to write a letter to the Siting Council and include the Commission’s report/recommendations with the Town Council’s endorsement.  Mr. Kushner explained that the Town Council decided that he would be the best person to represent the Town at the Siting Council’s hearing scheduled for March 31.  
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Sadlon, Clerk
LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

At a meeting held on March 10, 2009, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon voted as follows:

App. #4411 -   Forty Four Associates, owner, Russell Speeders Car Wash applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.4.b.(2) of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit low-profile detached sign, 265 West Main Street, Parcel 4540265, in a  CR Zone.  APPROVED.

App. #4417 -   Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Zoning Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.  APPROVED.  EFFECTIVE April 9, 2009

App. #4418 -   Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Subdivision Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.  APPROVED.  EFFECTIVE April 9, 2009

App. #4419 -   Adoption of codified version of the Town of Avon’s Aquifer Protection Regulations, as prepared by Municipal Code Corporation.  APPROVED.  EFFECTIVE April 9, 2009

In addition, the following applications were withdrawn:

App. #4414 -   West Avon LLC, owner, Pizzeria Signore dba Pizzeria DaVinci, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VI.B.3.a.of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit Class I restaurant, 427 West Avon Road, Parcel 4520427, in an NB Zone.  WITHDRAWN.

App. #4415 -   Twenty Four East Main Street LLC, owner, Drumm & Gagliardi, LLC, applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.4.a.of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit 2 wall signs for tenant in multitenant building, 24 East Main Street, Parcel 2190024, in a CS Zone. WITHDRAWN.

Dated at Avon this 11th  day of March, 2009.  Copy of this notice is on file in the Office of the Town Clerk, Avon Town Hall.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Duane Starr, Chairman

Henry Frey, Vice‑Chairman and Secretary

LEGAL NOTICE

TOWN OF AVON

The Planning and Zoning Commission of the Town of Avon will hold a Public Hearing on Tuesday, March 31, 2009, at 7:30 P. M. at the Avon Town Hall, on the following:

App. #4420 -  Weatherstone of Avon, LLC, owner/applicant, request for Special Exception under Section VII.C.3.b.(3) of Avon Zoning Regulations to permit detached residential development sign for the Weatherstone Subdivision, Northington Drive, in an R40 Zone.

All interested persons may appear and be heard and written communications will be received.  Applications are available for inspection in the department of Planning and Community Development at the Avon Town Hall.  Dated at Avon this 16th day of March, 2009

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Duane Starr, Chairman

Henry Frey, Vice‑Chairman and Secretary

