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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, April 10, 2012 

 

 Chairman Robert Salka called the Public Hearing and Regular 

meeting of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:00 

o’clock, p.m. in the Town Council Chambers with the following members 

in attendance: 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Matthew O’Keefe & Joseph LaPorte        

  

 Alternates: Thomas Lombardi 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

      

 The Chair seated Thomas Lombardi for Bryan Wysong for this 

evening’s meeting. 

   

 A quorum was determined. 

 Absent:  Bryan Wysong, Commissioner 

   Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

   Dee Ahern, Alternate 

    

 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 Mr. Gworek explained the procedure to be followed in the 

presentation of an application and advised should their appeal be 

approved they file it with the Town Clerk’s Office as soon as they 

receive the formal approval in the mail before starting any work.  You 

have one year to begin the project.   

 

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. Appeal #5911A, Application of Joseph & Anna Bergeron for a 

7’ rear yard setback variance to 3’ where 10’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 37 Thunderbird 

drive, property of Joseph & Anna Bergeron in an R-80 zone. 

 JOSEPH BERGERON:  37 Thunderbird Drive.  Southington, 

Connecticut.  Hi.  We’re here tonight to ask for permission for a 

variance to build a new structure where we had an existing one that we 
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had to take down due to the storms of last October.  We had a tree 

that fell on it. 

 The existing structure was nonconforming and we’re building a new 

one to try to have it conform as much as possible.   

 The reason that we’re asking for the variance is there is no real 

location on our property to build a new structure.  Our yard is built 

along side of a hill and its pretty steep structure.  We have a large 

in ground pool in the center of the yard and we’d like to try to keep 

it as close to the original location, the structure that was built in 

the early 80’s, as possible. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I did take a look at the land up there in the back. 

It’s your topography that’s your hardship, right?  That would be it? 

 MR. BERGERON:  That would be, yes. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You know what it is is you way to stay 13’ away 

from the pool itself?  Is that what you want to do? 

 MR. BERGERON:  That is correct, yah.  That is pretty much the 

only larger flat area we have by the pool so we want to have it enough 

room so people enter and exiting the structure aren’t close to the 

edge of the pool. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’ve got a question for Rob:  There is an existing 

gazebo on the property.  That gazebo would be considered a building, 

wouldn’t it, for purposes of calculating the square footage? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  It would be considered an alternate structure.  

Um, I uh, did some research and I did not find any building or zoning 

permits for the gazebo.  I’m not sure if it was a pre-existing in 

terms of it has been there for over three years, in terms of it is 

grandfathered in. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, whether or not it’s grandfathered in, I think 

my question is: it is a building. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, it looks like it is about 15’ by 15’, right? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  If it’s not attached to the house, then it would 

be considered an existing structure. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.  And, I mean, based on this, it looks almost 

the same size as the building that he’s proposing.  

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Do you know the dimensions of the building? 

 MR. BERGERON:  It’s 12 by 14 and it is a free standing structure.  

Free standing canopy on top of a patio. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think the point I’m making is you’ve got to count 

that 12 by 14, plus the 15 by 20 when you look at the square footage. 

And, when you look at the square footage, now you are way over the 

350. So you are not really looking for a side yard variance but you 

are looking for a variance as to the size of the structure, as well. 

So, I have an issue with that. 

 The other issue I have is I did look at the topography, 

basically, this structure; if you are looking at it from the road is 

over 20’ high and its 3’ from the border. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Are you considering the area underneath? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, that is what you are going to see if you’re 

looking at it from the road because you can drive down to it. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  I did talk to the building department as to what 

they consider as a two story structure and it’d be from the ground up.  

So, talking about the – but the building department, they stated that 

they didn’t include the basement area in that measurement. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I am not taking an issue with the measurement.  

What I am taking an issue with is the look and the proximity to the 

boundary as well as that taken together with the gazebo.  I just, when 

you look at the gazebo and you look at this; you are basically close 

to 600 square feet where you only get 350 in an R-80 zone.  And, it’s 

a half acre lot on top of it. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  It’s an R -80? 

 THE CHAIR:  It’s an R-80. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, R-80 is usually 2 acre zoning, but this lot, 

parcel is only half an acre. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I didn’t get that. 

 THE CHAIR:  I am not sure I follow that.  It’s zoned R-80. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It is zoned R-80, so you can have up to            

350’ of an accessory structure.  What I am saying is, typically an R-

80 lot is two acres. 

 THE CHAIR:  It’s two acres. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  This particular – 

 THE CHAIR:  I got it.  It’s zoned R-80 but it is only a half acre 

lot. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That is correct. So what I am saying is you go over 

the 350, it looks even worse on a smaller lot than on a larger lot.  

On a ten acre lot, you’d say, well 300 or 500, you can’t tell.  On a 

half acre lot, 300 might look like 3,000. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Got it. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  That gazebo, is that attached to the house?  I know 

there is a line between the house and the gazebo. 

 MR. BERGERON:  It is partly attached to the house. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Is it attached? 

 MR. BERGERON:  By a gutter but not structurally.  They share the 

same gutter line but it is not structurally attached to the home. 

 MR.  LIBRANDI:  Do you know when the gazebo was built?   

 MR. BERGERON: I do not. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  It came when you purchased the house, you said? 

 MR. BERGERON:  Right. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  When you say partially, right, there is not a board 

– I see a line going – if you look at the gazebo, there is a line 

attached to that gazebo. Is that just as – 

 MR. BERGERON:  That could be the utility line for the power.  

There is power. 

 MR. LAPORTE: It’s separate then. 

 MR. BERGERON:  It’s just a free standing canopy.   

 If I could also state for the record, we had two other structures 

you can clearly see in the Town’s GIS that were nonconforming and over 

the property line that we since removed one that was I believe almost 

20’ by 14’. An eyesore and we tore it down.   

 The existing pool house that was there, we had also removed.  We 

still left the concrete slap in place in case we had no other 

alternatives had to rebuild on top of that. 

 I’ve also looked up the definition in the Planning & Zoning’s 

section of the website just to see if my gazebo would be considered a 

shed and fall under that 350 square feet rule.  And, according to the 

definition of a shed, it would be used for keeping and storing items.  

It’s just a gazebo.  You know, that is just a free standing structure.  

You can buy it at Lowes or Home Depot.  Just – 

 MR. LAPORTE:  It’s decorative. 

 MR. BERGERON: It’s just a decorative piece of landscaping.  It’s 

not a – it’s no walls.  Four posts.  No structural wall. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  We usually, we allow for a shed and a pool cabana.  

You know, if those are two separate structures.  And, if you had a 
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pool, we usually allow that.  You know, in this instance, I don’t 

know. 

 In our definition it also states the private garage, sheds and 

other accessory structures under accessory uses or building uses. And, 

what the allowable square footage is. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  A structure would be a permanent – 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  A structure would be anything that is attached to 

the ground. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: It says here a structure is a building.  If you look 

at the definition of building, it says:  any structure having a roof 

intended for shelter, housing or enclosure of persons, animals and 

materials.  Any other structure more than 8’ high shall be considered 

as a building. 

 And, the gazebo is over 8’ high.  So, it is a building.  And, it 

is 12 by 14 and has to be counted in the square footage. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:   How big is the existing shed that is going to be 

taken down? 

 MR. BERGERON:  Uh, it has already been removed.   Both of them. 

 THE CHAIR:  I know you said you took one down, but --- okay, so 

they are both down. 

 MR. BERGERON: One of them we took down when we bought the 

property.  The neighbors were complaining that it was an eyesore.  So 

we took it down as part of our landscape remodel.  And, the exiting 

cabana/pool house that was there, a tree fell on it during the last 

storm.  We were going to do some structural improvements to it. Again 

the back side of that was starting to rot out.  It was put up in the 

80’s.  It was nonconforming.  The neighbors next door spent over a 

hundred grand on their new pool, so we decided to improve the looks of 

their property.  We went over and we met with them and we showed them 

what we were thinking about doing and they agreed that the best thing 

to do was just cut our losses now, tear it down, and build a new one 

closer on our property side. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  How attached are you to that gazebo? 

 MR. BERGERON:  Very much. 

 THE CHAIR:  It does have a roof on it? 

 MR. BERGERON:  It does. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, one of the problems we have as a Board is that 

---and we’ve said this a number of times --- it’s more of a tweaking 
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Board. If you are looking for a small variance.  But what has been 

pointed out is you are asking for a very, very, very large variance.  

More than twice what we ---more than twice what is allowed on your 

property being it is only a half acre, which is zoned R-20.  That’s 

the problem we’re having now. 

 MR. BERGERON:  Zoned R-80, you mean, right? 

 THE CHAIR: I’m sorry? 

 MR. BERGERON: Zoned R-80. 

 THE CHAIR:  It is zoned R-80, correct.  But you only have a half 

acre and you’re putting on the size of the variance that you’re asking 

for is fairly substantial.  And, on top of that, you’ve got two 

structures and not just one as defined by the regulation.  And, that, 

I think, we’re having a problem with. 

 MR. BERGERON:  Right. But the exiting gazebo doesn’t fit the 

description of a shed. 

 THE CHAIR:  It does the – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It fits the definition of a building.  And, a 

building is what we are talking about when we are talking about 

accessory use buildings.  So, we’re not saying it’s a shed.  It is not 

a shed.  It’s a building. 

 MR. BERGERON:  What about the rule that allows for up to three 

detached garages on the property.   We are doing a full walk-out under 

the pool house and would that not be considered a garage that’s being 

used for storage for an automobile if we were to change the wording. 

 MR. LIBRANDI: A garage is based on the square footage of 12 by 

24.  You’d have to prove that you are putting a car in there. Pretty 

much, if there was a garage door and you just didn’t have the door but 

a garage door.  You know, maybe there is something that you would be 

able to do there.  I’d have to check with my supervisor and see.  It 

is kind of a grey area. 

 THE CHAIR: Yah.  Because the gazebo, you are not going to – you 

are not really going to build a gazebo with a garage door, I wouldn’t 

think.  We’re stretching it here. 

 MR. BERGERON:  It’s my understanding that because the existing 

foundation for the old pool house was left in place that could be re-

used. 

 MR. LIBRANDI: If it was in terms of damage – 

 MR. BERGERON:  Well, like a tree fell on it.  Because if a permit 

is not granted – 

 THE CHAIR:  But he’s not putting it in the same footprint. 
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 MR. LIBRANDI: If it was in the same footprint, then we could go 

as a pre-existing – 

 THE CHAIR:  Exactly.  But that’s not the issue. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, then it depends on how long it was abandoned.  

If it was abandoned three months ago, that’s one thing.  If it was 

abandoned six years ago, that’s something else.  Then it is an 

abandoned use. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, you are saying it was damaged in October during 

the October snow storm? 

 MR. BERGERON:  Correct. 

 My point being that if we can’t move the new structure which is a 

little bit larger than the exiting one closer on to our property then 

we would just re build where the existing one was which is not even on 

my property.  So, it’s kind of --- I guess, we’re here just trying to 

work with you guys to make sure that it is conforming and that it is 

going to work out fine. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  What are the dimensions of the exiting shed? 

 THE CHAIR: Yah, I was just going to ask, what was the dimensions? 

 MR. BERGERON:  The concrete portion that you see on the GIS map 

and was 14 by 14 and then it had a large deck that was larger than the 

proposed building that we want to put on.  It went all the way across.  

So, when you take all that into consideration, the new structure is 

actually smaller than the exiting one was. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But the deck wasn’t covered, right?  It was just a 

flat deck with no roof over it. 

 MR. BERGERON:  It was a permanent structure, correct.  It was 

just like a canopy style metal frame. 

 (Pause) 

 I mean, we spoke with all of our neighbors and everybody is in 

favor for it.  Since we’ve moved into Southington just a few years ago 

we spent 400 on our home and we spent another 200,000 on just 

improving the looks of the exterior of the home.  It’s not something 

that is going to look distasteful or make the property look cluttered.  

It’s something that we’re trying to do to improve the property.  We 

bought the home because it has a large pool and we like the pool house 

that was there. We would have kept it if not for the fact it was 

damaged and we are just remodeling and updating to it. 

 If we had any other area on the property to build a new pool 

house plus pool pump and everything else, we would do so.  But that is 
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the only section of the property.  It’s the same section with the 

existing one was located.  

 Even if you guys, I know you mentioned a concern about over --- 

you know, looking at it from the street, it would like it’s over 20’ 

tall having that walk out, my wife and I have discussed the        

alternative of keeping it just on slab with the existing structure so 

there would be no walk out.  It’d be just a simple structure sitting 

on a hill which is something we would not be opposed to doing, if that 

were the issue with the appearance from the street. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is the pergola, does that have a roof on it, as 

well? 

 MR. BERGERON: Um, you are not talking about the – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Where it says existing pergola on the other side of 

the house? 

 MR. BERGERON:  Oh, no.  It’s just a pergola. 

 THE CHAIR:  Just like a trellis? 

 MR. BERGERON:  Correct. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  What I would like to consider would be to continue 

the public hearing and have the applicant work with Rob and see if we 

can come up with some kind of a compromise.  Again, I like the idea 

that he is moving the shed, moving the structure further away from the 

property line because he could in fact rebuild, not over the property 

line, obviously.  

 And, but the size of it, I’m just wondering if working with the 

ZEO you can’t maybe downsize it a little bit so number one, it’s more 

than 3’ but it’s less than the 15 by 20 in size. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  There is also an issue with the gazebo with the 

side yard setback. He has it past the back corner of the house and 

there may be an issue in terms of a side yard setback with that. 

 THE CHAIR:  The 20’ instead of the 18.3’? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yes.  This is an R-80, so you need 30’. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR: So, what – 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I’ll make a motion to table. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Well, table or continue the public hearing? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You want to continue it? 

 THE CHAIR:  That would allow, you know – 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  We need to alter the application. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  We need to alter the application. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes.  Well, we have to, we have to alter the 

application at the time that it is published, at the time that you 

guys agree on what it is you’re going to do.  Because if it’s going to 

be less than 3’ or more than 3’, it’s going to be less than 15 by 20 

and we’d have to republish it.  Right? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yes. 

 MR. BERGERON:  I should also state that there is only one corner 

of the structure that would be within 3’ of the property line.  The 

property lines are pie shaped, so as you get closer out to the other 

end of the structure, I believe it falls within that 10’ area.  So, 

it’s just one corner that is within the 3’. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, it looks like there is one corner that is 3’ 

but the entire back of the structure, you might be lucky if the last 

foot of it is not 10.  The whole 20, you know, I’m going to say, 19 or 

20 feet are within the 10’. 

 MR. BERGERON:  Which is still a lot further than the existing 

structure which is on the property line. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right, but the existing structure is just the shed.  

Am I correct? 

 MR. BERGERON:  It was the pool house. 

 MR. GWOREK:  The pool house.  It’s not on the map. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, part of it was on the other people’s property.  

Is that what you’re saying? 

 MR. BERGERON:  Correct. 

 MR. LAPORTE: I thought I heard you say that. 

 MR. BERGERON:  Yes. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, you are moving it off their property to your 

property.  I see that. 

 MR. BERGERON:  Right.  Both of my neighbors on either side have 

written letters in support of the project. 
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 MR. LIBRANDI:  So, he is becoming, getting more into the 

conforming area than what is existing. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  If he was to do nothing, just rebuild on the 

existing slab, it would just be --- that would probably be allowed 

because it’s an existing structure. 

 THE CHAIR: He could not build on the neighbor’s property.  He 

would have to move it somewhat. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Unless he prevails on an adverse possession claim. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  How hard is it to get that gazebo off your property 

right now?  How hard would it be? 

 MR. BERGERON:  It’d be pretty hard.  I just spent about 10 

thousand doing some remodeling.   

 MR. LAPORTE:  I didn’t see it, so I don’t know. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The gazebo is a nice looking structure. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I don’t know.  I didn’t see the gazebo side. 

 MR. BERGERON:  It’s more of an outdoor bar-be-que station.  It’s 

off the walls with a build in bar-be-que. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I guess the question is, when you --- you must 

have gotten a building permit for it? 

 MR. BERGERON:  It was existing.  I just did some remodeling to 

it.  I didn’t pull any permits when I did the remodel. 

 THE CHAIR:  Oh, okay. 

 MR. BERGERON:  I haven’t seen any permits for the gazebo. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I know the Assessor assesses it as an outdoor 

building.  Because I looked at it on the Assessor’s card. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I guess the question then is how was it build 

18.3’ from the --- when 30’ --- 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  There is no zoning permit.  There was no building 

permit.  So, you know, maybe they just built it without us knowing. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Well, he purchased it. 

 THE CHAIR: Well – 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, that’s a hardship. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think we have a motion to --- if we continue the 

public hearing, we are not going to be able to change the way it’s 

presented.  If we, if we, um, what is the other term I’m looking for -
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-- if we table it, what will have to happen when it comes back to us, 

if it’s going to come back changed, it’s got to be readvertised. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yes, it would have to be readvertised to the 

specifications of the new application. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, we’ve got to table? 

 MR. GWOREK:  He doesn’t want to go through a vote and see what 

happens?  It’s not even – 

 MR. BERGERON:  I mean, I would definitely, like I said, for a 

split the difference, I could eliminate the full basement area of the 

walkout and just build a simple – 

 THE CHAIR: One of the things I don’t want to do is I don’t want 

to get into, well, if you do this, we might approve it.  If you do 

that we might not approve it. 

 MR. BERGERON:  Right. 

 THE CHAIR: What I would rather do --- there’s two options here.  

The first option is we can have an up and down vote.  If it gets voted 

down, unless you make significant changes, you can’t come back for six 

months. 

 The other option would be for us to table it and you work with 

Rob to see if you can come up with something that, you know, this 

Board would be more in favor of.  And, a better chance to pass.  

That’s the options that you have. 

 MR. BERGERON:  Which would be another 30 days to the next 

meeting? 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, it would probably be 30 days simply because by 

the time you work it out, then it has to be a two week posting. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  I believe the next meeting you are able to post 

for would be May 10
th
. 

 You know, and unfortunately, now that this has been brought to 

our attention in terms of the gazebo, we are going to have to review 

that. 

 THE CHAIR: Right. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  You know, meeting the setback requirements.  We 

can’t approve anything – 

 THE CHAIR:  If there is an existing – 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  --- if there is a violation on the property. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  I’ll make a motion to table then. 

 THE CHAIR:  Second? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Second? 

 THE CHAIR:  Discussion? 

 (No response) 

 Motion passed 4 to 1 on a roll call vote with Mr. Lombardi 

opposed. 
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 B. Appeal #5912A, Application of Keith B. Gray for special 

exception approval to allow a church fair on November 10, 2012 from 

8:30 am to 3:00 pm under Sections 3-01.31A & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 232 Bristol Street, property of First Evangelical 

Lutheran Church in an R-12 zone. 

 MR. GRAY: Good evening, gentlemen, I am Keith Gray, 100 Grove 

Street, Plantsville, CT.  I am here on behalf of First Lutheran Church 

at 232 Bristol Street.  I’m President of the Council there. 

 I came before you last year to ask for a special exception to 

have a church fair within the confines of our church.  The only 

stipulation stated at that time was people outside of the parking and 

we had numerous compliments on easy it made it for people so they 

weren’t driving around in circles looking for parking.  So, I wanted 

to thank the Board for that. 

 It’ll be just as it was last year.  Part of it will be a tag 

sale.   

 Last year we raffled off a homemade quilt.  This year we’re going 

to be raffling off a membership to Hawks Landing.  We have other items 

that are donated from church members, different organizations, 

different companies in the town and also from national companies, i.e. 

the NFL, NASCAR and some of the racing companies, Apple.  We have 

quite a bit of different items that are won at the church. 

 We have also vendors where we rent the table space to vendors.  

They sell their own product and all we get from that is the fee for 

the rental table. 

 Last year we had to turn vendors away.  We didn’t expect that 

that was going to happen being as it was our first fair, but we were 

glad that that happened. 

 We did not meet the goal that we set, so we lowered our 

expectations this year.   

 But I am asking that you approve the special exception and allow 

us to have this church fair again. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Just a couple of questions.  First, I take it the 

floor plan is identical?   

 MR. GRAY:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the hours are basically identical? 

 MR. GRAY:  It’s 8:30 to 3:00.  Last year it was 8:30 to 4:00 and 

we found that right around 3:00 pm is when it fizzled out.  So, we are 

going 8:30 to 3:00. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Rob, would it be difficult if we were to make a 

motion to incorporate by reference the conditions of last year and to 

have them made a part of the approval? 

 MR. LIBRANDI: You can do that as --- you can just refer to the 

previous application number and – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But then attach it rather than reinvent the wheel. 

 MR. GRAY:  We already have people for parking. 

 (Chuckles) 

 THE CHAIR:  What do you have?  I’m sorry, are you – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, I’m done. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  You are expecting it to be bigger this year? 

 MR. GRAY:  Well, we didn’t take a head count last year which we 

thought about that after.  We estimated about 200 --- between  250 to 

300 people were in and out.  They came in different time areas.  

Where, this year we wanted to actually take a head count because of 

the door and what times they come through to see what the busy times 

are. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay.  You don’t expect any problem with parking then? 

 MR. GRAY:   No. 

 THE CHAIR:  The parking lot is fairly small. 

 MR. GRAY:  Yes.  We had absolutely no problem last year. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s why I was asking if it’s going to be bigger, 

you know, I want to make sure there is not a parking problem and if 

there is do you have an overflow in mind? 

 MR. GRAY:  We do have, pulling into the driveway, there is a 

grassed area in which we could have people park there.  A couple of 

years ago, there was a special service that was held at the church, 

and we were able to put about 15 to 20 cars over there.  

 But last year, even with that amount of people that were there, 

it was just in and out and in and out.  There was never any less than 

25 to 30 spots always open throughout the day. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   Thank you. 

 Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Okay, thank you. 
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 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of the application? 

 (No response) 

 I guess not since there is no one here. 

 Is anyone opposed? 

 (No response) 

 This application is closed. 

 (Whereupon, the public hearing portion of the meeting was 

adjourned at 7:30 o’clock, p.m.) 
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REGULAR MEETING 

 

 Chairman Robert Salka called the Regular meeting of the 

Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:30 o’clock, p.m. in 

the Town Council Chambers with the following members in attendance: 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Matthew O’Keefe & Joseph LaPorte        

  

 Alternates: Thomas Lombardi 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

      

 The Chair seated Thomas Lombardi for Bryan Wysong for this 

evening’s meeting. 

   

 A quorum was determined. 

 Absent:  Bryan Wysong, Commissioner 

   Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

   Dee Ahern, Alternate 

    

 

NEW BUSINESS: 

 A. Appeal #5911A, Application of Joseph & Anna Bergeron for a 

7’ rear yard setback variance to 3’ where 10’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 37 Thunderbird 

drive, property of Joseph & Anna Bergeron in an R-80 zone. 

 Tabled during the public hearing portion of the meeting. 

 

 

 B. Appeal #5912A, Application of Keith B. Gray for special 

exception approval to allow a church fair on November 10, 2012 from 

8:30 am to 3:00 pm under Sections 3-01.31A & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 232 Bristol Street, property of First Evangelical 

Lutheran Church in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #5912A under the same 

terms and conditions as to the approval that was granted in the spring 

of 2011 and to incorporate that by reference.  That appeal was 5844A.  

Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. Gworek noted it was very straightforward. 
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 The Chair pointed out that last year they did an excellent job.  

No trouble at all. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 Rob Librandi reported that he had received complaints from the 

Center Street area neighbors in terms of some of the restaurants 

having their doors open and having live music playing for an excessive 

amount of time.  We are sending a letter to Machiavelli’s Restaurant 

which we received a complaint on to come in front of the Board and 

explain and try to resolve the issue as to what they are required in 

terms of their stipulations.  We did send a previous letter --- Notice 

of Violation – just to remind them what the stipulations were but we 

received another complaint after that.  We’ll ask them to come in 

front of the Board to try to resolve the issue. 

 Discussion. 

 

 There is an option in the stipulations, noted Mr. Librandi, that 

they renew their permit yearly.  That was for special exception 

approval to expand exiting restaurant dining and bar area and to 

expand the outside dining area. 

 Mr. LaPorte said he’s got almost two types of businesses.  He has 

the eating crowd up until 9:00 and then after 9:00 it’s the young 

crowd that comes in. 

 Mr. Librandi explained the issue too is the doors are large 

opening doors.  You can just walk out.   

 The Chair asked Rob to send that out with the next meeting 

package so we’ll have it.  It will be under New Business if they 

appear. 

 Mr. O’Keefe pointed out if they don’t appear, they have a one 

year permit and if the year has gone by, they don’t have a permit.  

They then can come in and apply for another one.  There is nothing to 

revoke because they have a one year permit and if they don’t act to 

renew it, they have no permit.  They’re acting on their own. 

 Discussion. 

  

 The Chair said we have not given an approval or extension for 

more than a year, so does the ball fall then to Rob to say you no 

longer a permit and you have to remove all of your tables?   

 Mr. Librandi asked if they should reapply or have them come to be 

heard first.  The Chair said he would like to hear from them first. 
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 Discussion about what action should be taken if they don’t show 

up. 

 Mr. O’Keefe felt the action might be stronger as a Board if we 

ask them to reapply.  To say to them, come before us, when we know 

they don’t have a permit is to implicitly acknowledge that they may 

have a permit that they don’t have. 

 If they had a one year permit and it expired, maybe you send them 

a letter saying your permit has expired and you should file an 

application for renewal and come before the Board.  If they choose not 

to do that, then they’re done.  We’re not revoking anything.  They’re 

just done as they are acting out of compliance. 

  

 Mr. Librandi advised he has had some issues with 220 Andrews 

Street.  They were approved for chickens.  I’ve gotten calls from the 

neighbor saying they have a rooster.  I’ve gone on the property and 

attempted to speak with the property owner but she hasn’t been there.  

I called a few times and received no response with permission to go on 

the property to take a look to see if there is a rooster.  The 

neighbor has given me video from a distance of a rooster or some type 

of bird making noises.  I’ve not received a response from the property 

owner directly.   

 Discussion. 

 

 If I don’t hear from them, I will have them appear and explain 

the matter as to what is going on out there. 

 We’ll send those out as soon as possible. 

 

 

 And, 991 Prospect Street, the goat farm.   Rob went out today and 

took some pictures.  There are supposed to be 5 animals in terms of 

goats or sheep and 2 babies.  It looks like they have 7 right now.  

They were given approval for 10.   

 We do have some issues with them in terms of farm equipment on 

the property.  There are violations on the property.  The property 

owner was in to see Rob about two weeks ago.  He is writing a letter 

stating his plans to remove the vehicles.  If he doesn’t comply, Rob 

will send out a Cease & Desist and we’ll start the process. 

 The approvals for the goats, there is nothing he can enforce 

right now as he is in compliance.   

 There is also a lot amount of fill back there.  That needs to be 

removed. 



19 

 

 

 He doesn’t have farm status.  He has the special exception 

approval to have the goats. 

 The property owner has said he’s trying to purchase property to 

become a farm.  Nothing concrete received. 

  

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to adjourn which Mr. Gworek seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:40 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Robert Salka, Chairman 

    Zoning Board of Appeals 

 


