
TO: Comprehensive Plan Committee
FROM:  Carl Stephani, Executive Director
DATE: May 25, 2010

RECEIVED BY CCRPA ON: May 7, 2010
REFERRAL NAME: Density modifications for first divisions of land

MUNICIPALITY: Avon
INITIATOR: Private Property Owner
MUNICIPAL HEARING SCHEDULED FOR: 6/22
REFERRED TO: Burlington

DESCRIPTION:
This proposal would allow the TPZ to modify the density requirements imposed upon a first
division of land by means of the Special Exception process to allow the creation of a lot, or lots,
smaller that what would normally be required by the Zoning.  

The Regional Plan of Conservation and Development supports “stabilization efforts to preserve
viable residential neighborhoods.”  Allowing variations from the required density could impact
the viability of viable residential neighborhoods. 

No comments about this proposal have been received from any neighboring town.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That this proposal be found In Conflict with the Regional Plan of Conservation and
Development.



PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO AVON ZONING REGULATIONS           5/17/10 

DENSITY  
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Amend SECTION IV – RESIDENTIAL AND RURAL ZONES as follows: 

 

A. RESIDENTIAL 

 

5. Density Regulations 

 

In residential subdivisions of four lots or less, or for a first division of land not 

meeting the definition of a subdivision, the Planning and Zoning Commission, 

by Special Exception, may modify the density requirements.  An applicant must 

demonstrate compliance with Section VIII of these Regulations.  This provision 

shall not apply to resubdivisions. 

 

In residential resubdivisions of four lots or less, the Planning and Zoning 

Commission, by Special Exception, may also modify the calculated number of 

allowable lots, after application of the density regulations, to be rounded up to the 

next integer value when said calculation is within 0.10 of this next integer value.  

An applicant must demonstrate compliance with Section VIII of these 

Regulations.   
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TO: Comprehensive Plan Committee
FROM:  Carl Stephani, Executive Director
DATE: May 25, 2010

RECEIVED BY CCRPA ON: May 7, 2010
REFERRAL NAME: Time Limits on Interchange Special Development District Permits

MUNICIPALITY: Cheshire
INITIATOR: Cheshire Route 10 LLC
MUNICIPAL HEARING SCHEDULED FOR: 6/14 or 6/28
REFERRED TO: Southington

DESCRIPTION:
This proposal would allow Interchange Special Development Districts which were approved
between July 2006 and July 2009 to exist for six years instead of the normal five; and it would
allow the Planning Commission to grant extensions to the existence of such Districts for up to a
total of 11 years.  It is being requested because of the impact the recession has had on such
projects.

No comments about this proposal have been received from any neighboring town.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That this proposal be found Not In Conflict with the Regional Plan of Conservation and
Development or any other Agency plan.











TO: Comprehensive Plan Committee
FROM:  Carl Stephani, Executive Director
DATE: May 25, 2010

RECEIVED BY CCRPA ON: May 12
REFERRAL NAME: Auto Related Uses

MUNICIPALITY: Newington
INITIATOR: Private Property Owner
MUNICIPAL HEARING SCHEDULED FOR: June 23
REFERRED TO Berlin, New Britain

DESCRIPTION
In August of 2007 the TPZ amended the Zoning Regulations to remove auto related uses from
the business zone.  This proposal to re-instate auto related uses in the B-Business, and the Planned
Development Zone by Special Exception, was initiated by a private party.

The City of New Britain commented that they did not think it a good idea to allow auto related
uses in the planned development areas of Newington, but would defer to local town officials'
judgment, presuming this is a special permit, special exception with sufficient built in safeguards. 
They also question a zoning ordinance format where inserting permitted uses into one business
district results in them becoming permissible in two or more other districts.

The Capitol Region Council of Governments reviewed this referral and found no apparent
conflict with their regional plans and policies, or the concerns of neighboring towns.  For sites
located on a municipal border, they recommended that the town take into consideration the
uses across municipal boundaries, and that any building setback requirements, screening, or
restrictions on intensity of uses, particularly for sites bordering residential uses, be applied to
mitigate impacts across municipal borders.

The B-BT Business Berlin Turnpike district abuts Wethersfield; the PD District abuts Berlin and
New Britain.

The Central Connecticut Regional Plan of Conservation and Development states the Region’s
support for “stabilization efforts to preserve viable residential neighborhoods.”  Introducing
auto-related uses into such zones may tend to de-stabilize such neighborhoods.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That this proposal is found In Conflict with the Regional Plan of Conservation and Development.

































 






