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Borough of Newtown 
Zoning Commission 

Newtown, Connecticut 

 
THESE MINUTES ARE SUBJECT TO APPROVAL BY THE BOROUGH OF NEWTOWN ZONING COMMISSION 

 

Minutes from the Meeting of June 8, 2022  
 
Meeting of the Borough of Newtown Zoning Commission was held on Wednesday, June 
8, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. at the Old Court Room, Edmond Town Hall, 45 Main Street, 
Newtown.  
 
Commission Members Present: Doug Nelson, David Francis, Claudia Mitchell, Rick 
Davis, and Don Mitchell.    
Commission Members Absent: Margaret Hull and Doug McDonald.               
Staff Present: Maureen Crick Owen, Clerk. 
Public:  None. 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:06 p.m. 
 

Minutes:  The minutes were tabled until the July meeting. 
 
Chairman’s Report:  Mr. Nelson stated that Big Y is working on proposed new signs.  
He does not have all the details and the sign permit application has not been submitted 
as of yet.  He said he is working with the new BZEO on a start date and hopes that it will 
be in July.  Mrs. Mitchell inquired as to if there were sign permits for the building located 
at 30 Church Hill Road (Chase building).  She was speaking to the signs that are 
located in the white border along the top of the building.  Mr. Nelson is researching this. 
 
Old Business:  None. 
 
New Business: 
1. Discussion, review and possible revisions to Articles 1 through 4 of the zoning 

regulations.  
 

The members discussed Articles 1 through 4.  It was agreed that after going through the 
entire regulations they would go back to Article 2 (Definitions).  Mr. Mitchell said he 
would compile a list of all sections where buffers are discussed.  Mr. Mitchell also said 
that he will compile a list of all sections where gross floor area is discussed.  Mr. Nelson 
said that the term “government” and “municipality” are used.  He said there should be 
consistency in the regulations regarding this term.  Discussion took place regarding 
screening for other items such as power boxes, hi-vac, etc. in addition to dumpsters.  
Discussion took place about reinserting the permit process for outside sales 
display/storage.  Discussion also took place regarding outside lighting.  Mr. Nelson 
suggested the board members look at the Southbury zoning regulations for lighting.  
While other areas of Articles 1 through 4 were discussed, after all sections are 
discussed, a draft will be presented.  
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2. Any new proposed signs – none. 
3. Acceptance of any new applications - none. 

 
A motion was made to adjourn the meeting at 9:10 p.m. 
 
The next regularly scheduled meeting will be held on Wednesday, July 13, 2022 at 7:00 
p.m.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Maureen Crick Owen, Clerk  
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INITIAL FINDINGS FOR SITE DEVELOPMENT, SPECIAL EXCEPTION  
AND VILLAGE DISTRICT APPLICATIONS 

 
 

SITE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION INITIAL FINDINGS 
 
a. FINDS that the architectural design and renderings of buildings, including, 

among other elements, the building material, roofline and building elevations, are 
of such character as to harmonize with the neighborhood, and to protect the 
property values in the neighborhood; (3-2 FINDS:  DOUG NELSON, DAVID 
FRANCIS AND DOUG McDONALD; DOES NOT FIND:  CLAUDIA MITCHELL 
AND MARGARET HULL). 

 
b. FINDS that all details of the Site Development Plan are designed and arranged 

so as not to create a health or safety hazard to persons or property on or off the 
road on which the development is planned; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 

 
c. FINDS that all details of the Site Development Plan are planned to conserve as 

much of the natural terrain and vegetation as possible; (4-1 FINDS:  DOUG 
NELSON, DAVID FRANCES, MARGARET HULL AND CLAUDIA MITCHELL; 
DOES NOT FIND:  DOUG McDONALD). 

 
d. FINDS that all details of the Site Development Plan are planned to minimize 

excessive light and noise; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
e. FINDS that all details of the Site Development Plan are in keeping with the 

general intent and spirit of the Borough Zoning Regulations; (3-2 FINDS:  
DOUG NELSON, DAVID FRANCIS AND DOUG McDONALD; DOES NOT FIND:  
CLAUDIA MITCHELL AND MARGARET HULL). 

 
f. FINDS that utilities and drainage have been so laid out so as not to unduly 

burden the capacity of such facilities; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
g. FINDS that the streets and drives are suitable and adequate to carry 

anticipated traffic within the site; (4-1 FINDS:  DOUG NELSON, DAVID 
FRANCES, MARGARET HULL AND DOUG McDONALD; DOES NOT FIND:  
CLAUDIA MITCHELL). 

 
h. FINDS that the Site Development Plan complies with all applicable sections of 

these regulations and all other applicable Borough, Town or State laws, 
ordinances, regulations and codes.  (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 

 
SPECIAL EXCEPTION INITIAL FINDINGS 
 
a. FINDS that the proposed use is in harmony with the general character of the 

neighborhood; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
b. FINDS that the proposed use is not inconsistent with the intent and purpose of 

the Borough’s Zoning Regulations; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
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c. FINDS that the proposed use does not substantially impair property values in 

the neighborhood; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
d. FINDS that the proposed use will not create a traffic hazard on existing streets; 

(5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
e. FINDS that the proposed use does not create a health hazard to persons on or 

off the lot on which the use is proposed; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
f. FINDS that the proposed use is in compliance with all applicable sections of the 

Borough Zoning Regulations and all other applicable Town and State laws, 
ordinances, regulations and codes; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 

 
g. FINDS that the proposed use is in keeping with the Plan of Conservation and 

Development; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
h. DOES NOT FINDS that the architectural design of the proposed building is in 

harmony with the design of other buildings on the lot and within 1,000 feet of the 
perimeter of the lot for which the special exception is sought; (3-2 FINDING 
FAILED;  DOES NOT FIND: CLAUDIA MITCHELL, MARGARET HULL and 
DOUG McDONALD; FINDS:  DOUG NELSON, DAVID FRANCES) 

 
i. FINDS that construction proposed on the site will be carried out so as to utilize 

the site in a manner which results in the lease defacement of the natural features 
thereon, such as trees, rock outcroppings, etc. (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 

 
 
VILLAGE DISTRICT INITIAL FINDINGS 
 
a. FINDS that the proposed buildings and modifications to existing buildings are 

constructed with appropriate materials and of appropriate design; (3-2 FINDS:  
DOUG NELSON, DAVID FRANCIS AND DOUG McDONALD; DOES NOT FIND:  
CLAUDIA MITCHELL AND MARGARET HULL). 

 
b. FINDS that the proposed buildings and modifications to existing buildings are 

reasonably harmoniously related, to the extent of such improvements, to their 
surroundings, the terrain in the district and the use, scale and architecture of 
existing buildings that have a functional or visual relationship to the proposed 
building or modifications to existing buildings; (3-2 FINDS:  DOUG NELSON, 
DAVID FRANCIS AND DOUG McDONALD; DOES NOT FIND:  CLAUDIA 
MITCHELL AND MARGARET HULL). 

 
c. FINDS that proposed spaces, structures and related site improvements visible 

from public roadways are designed to be reasonably compatible, to the extent of 
such improvements, with the elements of the area of the village district in their 
vicinity;  (4-1 FINDS:  DOUG NELSON, DAVID FRANCIS, MARGARET HULL 
AND DOUG McDONALD; DOES NOT FIND:  CLAUDIA MITCHELL). 
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d. FINDS that the removal or disruption of historic, traditional or significant 
structures or architectural elements has been minimized; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 

 
e. FINDS that the proposed improvements are designed to achieve the compatibility 

objectives set forth in the regulation; (3-2 FINDS:  DOUG NELSON, DAVID 
FRANCIS AND DOUG McDONALD; DOES NOT FIND:  CLAUDIA MITCHELL 
AND MARGARET HULL). 

 
f. DOES NOT FIND that the proposed design and placement of buildings are 1) 

appropriate for a scenic rural New England village, 2) recognize architectural 
scale, rhythm and proportion and, 3) avoid large monolithic building forms; (3-2 
FINDING FAILED;  DOES NOT FIND: CLAUDIA MITCHELL, MARGARET HULL 
and DOUG McDONALD; FINDS:  DOUG NELSON, DAVID FRANCES). 

 
g. FINDS / that proposed parking is to the rear of the building(s) and away from 

street lines; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
h. FINDS that the placement of proposed buildings does not interfere with vehicular 

or pedestrian traffic; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
i. FINDS that proposed loading and unloading areas are located at the rear or side 

of the building(s) and are reasonably screened from view from adjacent 
properties, streets and parking areas; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 

 
j. FINDS that proposed utility equipment is located to the rear of side of the 

building(s) and is appropriately screened, both visually and otherwise; (5-0 
UNANIMOUS). 

 
k. FINDS that the proposed building(s) is designed and placed so as not to 

unreasonably obstruct public views; (5-0 UNANIMOUS). 
 
l. FINDS that proposed road and driveway improvements conform to regulatory 

requirements and that properly designed sidewalks are included in the plans; (5-
0 UNANIMOUS). 

 
m. NOT APPLICABLE - FINDS/DOES NOT FIND that a waiver of setback 

requirements set forth in Sections 5.03 and 5.04 of the Zoning Regulations is 
reasonably necessary in order that the proposed improvements comply with 
Village Design District Regulations.  Such setback requirements are hereby 
waived to the extent shown on the latest revised plan submitted to the 
Commission. 
 


