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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY MAY 22, 2012 

 

 Acting Chairman Jeffrey Gworek 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: 

 Joseph LaPorte & Bryan Wysong          

 Alternates: Thomas Lombardi 

    Ronald Bohigian 

    Dee Ahern 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

      

  

 Absent: Matthew O’Keefe & Robert Salka, Chairman 

  

 The Acting Chair seated Thomas Lombardi for Robert Salka and Dee 

Ahern will be seated for Mathew O’Keefe.  A quorum was determined. 

   

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 Bryan Wysong 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.   

 

Jeffrey Gworek, Acting Chairman, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – May 8, 2012 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve the Minutes of the meeting 

of May 8, 2012.  Mr. Wysong seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a 

voice vote. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. APPEAL #5923A, Application of Lovley Development Inc. for a 2.2’ 

rear yard setback variance to 22.8’ where 25’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 199 Roseanna Road, 

property of Alexander C. Gellweiler in an R-20/25 zone. 
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 MARK LOVLEY:  Good evening Mr. Commissioner and fellow Chairman:  

Mark Lovley, President of Lovley Development, 917 Main Street, 

Plantsville, CT 

 We are in front of you tonight seeking a 2.2’ rear yard variance 

for a deck.  When we originally sold the property to Mr. and Mr. 

Gellweiler, we scaled a map. Unfortunately, it had been copied so it 

was scaled down.  We thought that that would fit within the setback.  

When we went to um, get the as-built we found that it was built 2.2’ 

over the building lot. 

 We have talked to the neighbor in the rear.  They were actually 

going to come tonight but they couldn’t make it because they had 

something with their daughter.  They are in favor of it. 

 I’m here to answer any questions that you might have. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  What are you looking at? Two, two and a half feet? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  It’s 2.2. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  A very minor variance.  The lot is narrow. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Yes, its 100’ deep by 200’ long. 

 MR. WYSONG:  What does the back yard back up to as far as the 

neighbor’s property is concerned? 

 MR. LOVLEY: It actually backs up to a fence that they have there 

and we’re actually adding some more fence in to block in --- we’re 

working with the neighbors behind and Mr. Gellweiler to put some fence 

up to block that area.  But it doesn’t go right up against where their 

house is.  Their house is set to the lefthandside. 

 There is already some fencing that they have up and it’s behind 

where the deck is already. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  What type of fencing? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Stockade.  Existing. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  If this gets approved, is that something that they 

were going to do already? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  They want to do that already whether this gets 

approved or not because they block in the yard a little bit for 

privacy.  Their lot is a rear lot behind this one. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Would that be made part of the stipulation? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  It’s a very small deck. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Yah, the deck is only 10’ from the rear of the house 

out to the end of the deck.  And at one point its 2’. 
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 MR. WYSONG:  What’s the 2’ block out on the deck?  Is it a bay 

window or something? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  That’s a jog for the sliding glass door in the back. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  How far is the deck off the ground? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Well, the deck off the ground is actually 2 steps.  

It’s about 24 inches off the ground. 

 At the highest point. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Anything else? 

 (No response) 

 Okay, is there anyone speaking in favor of this appeal? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking against this appeal? 

 Speaking in favor? 

 FROM THE AUDIENCE:  Not so much against.  I have some things I 

want to say. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Please. 

 SPEAKER:  I did spoke to the Royce family and they were concerned 

because more trees were taken down than they thought were supposed to 

be. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  State your name and address? 

 SPEAKER:  Oh, I’m sorry. Mine?  My name is Geraldine Cosgrove 

Reynolds and I live on Hermit Thrush Lane. 

 This property was left to the Southington Land Trust by a very 

kind and generous man named Lester Harris.  I had first met Mr. Harris 

back in 1972 when he would come in to Dunkin Donuts and talk with my 

mother and I.  

 It was apparent to me back then that he had a tremendous love of 

nature.  Ten years later I got married and became a neighbor.  He took 

a tremendous amount of pride in having built his house in the woods 

and naming the street:  Hermit Thrush Lane.  That’s what it was called 

before Roseanna went all the way thru.  He took a lot of pride in 

that. 

 And, this is a name of a bird in the area.  Others I have spoken 

to feel that Mr. Harris is probably turning over in his grave because 

they’ve changed the address to 199 Roseanna.  And, I just feel that 
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they’ve done him a disservice.  And, here he was so generous.  And, 

that’s troubling me that they changed the address. 

 I don’t think he would be happy with the way the property is 

right now.   

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Are you situated in this area, a neighbor? 

 MS. REYNOLDS: I’m on the private dirt road that we call Hermit 

Thrush Lane.  Down and over the river and thru the woods. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Do you oppose the variance or it – 

 MS. REYNOLDS: It’s done so it’s kind of bogus to be here. It’s 

done.  It really is bogus to be here. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Well, we have to approve it or disapprove it. 

 MS. REYNOLDS:  Huh? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  We have to approve it or disapprove it. 

 MS. REYNOLDS:  Well, if I object, are you going to make them take 

it down?  No. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I can’t answer that. 

 MS. REYNOLDS:  I’m a realist here.  Know what I’m saying?  It’s 

been done.   

 MR. LAPORTE:  But we have nothing to do with the person that used 

to own the land before.  That has nothing to do with the variancy. 

 MS. REYNOLDS:  I understand.  I’m just saying this was a 

wonderful man and he has been done a disservice.  He was kind and 

generous and he wouldn’t have been happy with what has been done.  

I’ve known him since 1972.  And I just had to get that out there. 

 MR. WYSONG: Your opening statement had something to do with the 

Land Trust.  I don’t understand what piece of land you’re talking 

about with regard to a Land Trust. 

 MS.REYNOLDS:  From what I understood, he had left the property to 

the Southington Land Trust.  Am I wrong about that? 

 MR. WYSONG:  It’s a buildable lot. 

 MR. LOVLEY: He left it to his children. 

 MS. REYNOLDS:  Left to his children.  Okay.  Then how did the 

Southington --- I don’t understand that.  I thought he – it was left 

to the Southington Land Trust. 

 MR. LOVLEY: Do you want me to answer it now? 
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 MR. LIBRANDI:  Well, you finish and then he can rebut. 

 MR. LOVLEY: You finish and then I can go up and answer your 

question. 

 MS. REYNOLDS:  Oh, okay.  I’m done.   Maybe I don’t, didn’t 

understand that. 

 MR.LOVLEY:  When everybody is done then I can come up and explain 

it. 

 MS. REYNOLDS:  Okay. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK: Last right of rebuttal? 

 MR.LOVLEY: Again, Mark Lovley, President of Lovley Development.  

We purchased – the family it was an Estate from Mr. Hermit Thrush.  He 

passed away. His kids, children had retained the property.  The home 

was an older home and it hasn’t been lived in for a little while and 

was sort of dilapidated.   

 And, really, it couldn’t be repaired so we basically had to 

demolish the home and built a new reconstructed home. 

 The reason the address was changed when we went in for the 

building permit for the new town, another thing there was quite a bit 

of blight complaints against it because of stuff that was out in the 

yard and around the home that hadn’t been taken care of.  Somebody --- 

just from his illness and getting old. 

 When we went in for the building permit, for the new home that we 

constructed there, that’s when the town requested that we change the 

address to 199 Roseanna because Roseanna does go all the way thru now 

and it was the town engineering department that did request the change 

in address. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Thank you. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Thank you. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  The application is closed. 
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B. APPEAL #5924A, Application of Hui Lin for special exception 

approval to allow applicant to apply to the State of Connecticut for a 

restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A & 15-05 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 973 Meriden Waterbury Road a/k/a 3 Lion Condo #3 

(Map 023, Parcel 017) property of Alina Frago in a B zone. 

 FREDERICK HELLISH:  Good evening ladies and gentlemen, Frederick 

Hellish residing, doing business out of 1055 Boston Post Road, West 

Haven. I am the representative for Mr. Lin, the applicant and he is 

standing here to my left. 

 You may recall that maybe about a year ago another legal 

representative was here before asking for the same special exception 

that Mr. Lin is asking for today.  And, this special exception to 

allow the service of liquor in a sushi restaurant was approved back in 

June of 2011. 

 One of the requirements of that special exception at the time was 

that if there was to be any change in the management or permittee, a 

new application had to be filed.  That’s why we are here today. 

 Mr. Lin purchased the business from Mr. Jru (sp) and he wants to 

continue serving liquor at the premises.  Nothing has changed as far 

as the layout, the floor plan.  There is no regular bar, only a 

service bar contemplated for the service of liquor. 

 So, this is in essence the identical application that the board 

approved last year.  I believe I would be wasting your time if I try 

to explain to you why we would want to have this granted based on the 

zone that it is in, the harmonious development. 

 Most of you were probably here and may recall the previous 

application, but if you want me to delve into that topic, I can 

certainly do so.  

 If you have any questions for me, I would very much welcome you 

to pose them to me now. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The stipulations. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Yah, do you want to just read through them? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  We do have stipulations.  I am going to read 

through them, okay? 

 (1) No exotic dancer, male or female, public or private. 

 (2) Service bar, only. 

 (3) Any change in the floor plan as determined by the zoning 

enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

 (4) Any change in permittee shall require a new application. 
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 Would you agree? 

 MR. HELLISH: Well, we are still hedging on the exotic dancers. 

 (Laughter) 

 Yes, we’re fine with that. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Do we need to add the number of bar stools, or no?  

Is that a sushi bar, right?  It’s not a bar, bar. 

 MR. HELLISH:  That’s correct. It looks a little like a bar but 

it’s --- I guess they call it a sushi bar. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Any change in signage, anything like that?  Is the 

name going to stay the same? 

 MR. HELLISH:  The name is the same. Yes.  He will retain the same 

name. 

 And, the food has gotten better, by the way. 

 (Laughter) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  The only difference is a different owner. 

 MR. HELLIS:  That is correct.   

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, the hours of operation? 

 MR. HELLIS:  I believe they are identical.   

 (Undertone comments) 

 Mr. Lin tells me they are the same hours I guess typical for a 

restaurant of this nature. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK: Now, do you have any indoor live 

entertainment or bands that play, at all? 

 MR. HELLIS:  No, except for there is a TV screen there.  A fairly 

large size TV screen and I guess some appropriate music will be 

filtered into the space on occasion. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Okay.  Anything else? 

 Thank you. 

 MR. HELLISH:  My pleasure. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Anybody speaking in favor of this 

application? 

 (No response) 
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 Anyone speaking against? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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C. APPEAL #5925A, Application of  Struga Glass & Mirror LLC for 

approval to change a nonconforming use to another nonconforming use of 

a less objectionable character under Section 1—09.1 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 313 Buckland Street a/k/a 307 Buckland Street, property 

of Mary Crispino et al in an R-20/25 zone. 

 ATTORNEY JOSEPH CRISPINO:  Good evening members of the Zoning 

Board of Appeals.  Joseph Crispino and I represent the applicant 

Struga Glass & Mirror LLC. And, I am also one of the owners of the 

property along with other members of my family. 

 The premises was built in the 1940’s.  Long before zoning.  And, 

the package store was perhaps built a little bit later but it was 

still well before 1957. 

 And, it was a formerly owned package store from that time in the 

50’s until 2005.  It has been in our family for 69 years now.  Just 

looking at the land records. 

 In 2006, we had come in before the board for a change of use from 

the package store to a catering business and we had several different 

tenants in that space.  The space was only 10 by 25.  It is very 

small.  A plain cinder block building.  But they built it out with 

ovens and refrigerators and warming things and they ran a catering 

business with two different individuals from 2005 until November of 

last year when the economy wasn’t doing that great.  And, the caterers 

were having problems competing with each other and the business wasn’t 

good, so the individual left. 

 After he left, he took all the equipment out.  So really it is 

just a four wall cinder block building.  There’s no bathroom.  We had 

plumbing but now we just capped it off. So it was really being 

marketed for storage. I put some ads out there and had a sign on the 

building. 

 And, then Mr. Gasaferre(sp) who owns Struga lass & Mirror, saw 

the sign and approached me and he said that he had been in the glass 

and mirror business for a considerable amount of time working for 

other people and he wanted to start his own business and that this 

would be sufficient for him to store his products, which is glass and 

mirrors. Have a delivery maybe once or twice a month to get supplies.  

And, the fabrication that needs to be done is very minor. It’s 

basically cutting and edging the product and taking it out to the job 

sites and installing it.  So most of the work is done at the job 

sites. He worked at different places all over the State of 

Connecticut. 

 The only equipment would be a --- it’s like an edging machine --- 

which he doesn’t own yet.  He does edging by hand now which is kind of 

intensive and difficult.  It makes about as much noise as a drill when 

it’s operating. 
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 He wouldn’t have any specific --- he wouldn’t have any retail 

business there.  It’s not a showroom or anything.  It’s just a --- 

it’s not suitable for showing products.  It’s not even really heated.  

It’s just got a little bit of heat from the store next to it. 

 And, again, it doesn’t have a bathroom so no one is going to stay 

there all day waiting for customers to come in.  Just going to be a 

very minimal use.  I don’t think it will have any impact on the 

neighbors. It certainly is less than the catering business which had a 

lot of equipment in there.  The store was just filled with the cooking 

equipment. 

 The owner of Struga Glass & Mirrors is with me today, Peter 

Gasaferre, he lives in Southington and he is here.  He is familiar 

with this business. I think he would be a stable tenant and we’re 

asking the board to approve the change of use and as a less 

objectionable use than the prior uses. 

 If there are any questions that I can’t answer, Mr. Gasaferre is 

here and he can go into more details. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  There will be no outside storage, at all? 

 No outside storage, right? 

 MR. CRISPINO: No, no. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, the hours of operation? 

 MR. GASAFERRE:  Usually, we don’t have operation.  All I am going 

to go maybe a couple of hours in the day just to cut it if I need it.  

Sometimes I won’t be there at all. 

 MR. CRISPINO:  He is not going to have regular hours. 

 MR. GASAFERRE: Most of my hours are outside.  At the customers 

houses. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  No vehicles will be stored on site? 

 MR. GASAFERRE: No.   Just my truck when I go pick it up when I 

need it. 

 MR. LIBRANDI: You won’t store it there overnight? 

 MR. GASAFERRE: No. 

 MR.BOHIGIAN: No trailers? 

 MR. GASAFERRE: No. No.   

 MR. LOMBARDI:  I have a question regarding the noise. You 

mentioned your tool that edges that you’re going to by the edges of 
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the glass, are there any other power equipment or anything like that 

that may be a concern to the neighbors? 

 MR. GASAFERRE:  No, no sir.  Nothing. Just noise like a drill.  

That’s it.  Nothing more. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Who runs the deli that’s next door? 

 MR. CRISPINO:  Well, Rappi Salami.  He’s been there for about 6 

or 7 years. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Have you spoken with him? 

 MR. CRISPINO:  Oh, yes.  They are good friends. 

 MR. GASAFERRE:  That’s why he recommend me. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Does that facility have water and bathroom? 

 MR. CRISPINO:  The deli?  Yes, of course. 

 MR. WYSONG: If the noise becomes objectionable, it’s your good 

friend that has to put up with it. 

 (Laughter) 

 MR. GASAFERRE: He call me and he say, I have a place for you.  

Better you than somebody else.  He’s like, I know you.  I can work 

with you. 

 I said, all right. 

 MR.LIBRANDI:  Any signage on the building? 

 MR. CRISPINO:  What’s that? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Any signage on the building?  Are you going to put 

any signs up? 

 MR. GASAFERRE:  A small sign. Twenty-four inches by 24 inches 

just to have it for deliveries so they see where it is.  Only have the 

name Struga Glass &Mirror. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Just make sure before you do that to come into the 

office to see if you need a zoning permit, or not. 

 MR. GASAFERRE:  Oh, yeah.  Sure. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Anything else? 

 Thank you. 

 MR. CRISPINO:  Thank you. 

 Is there anybody speaking in favor of this appeal? 
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 (No response) 

 Is there anyone speaking against it? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, the application is closed. 
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D. APPEAL  #5926A, Application of Shilpa D. Patel for special 

exception approval to apply to the State of Connecticut for a 

restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A & 15-05 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 2176 West Street, property of VJBASILE III LLC in 

a B zone. 

 MS. PATEL: Hello everybody, my name is Shilpa Patel.  I am 

opening the restaurant.  It’s an Indian restaurant with a bar and I 

just a need a permit for a liquor license and that’s why I’m here. 

 And, this is my general manager, Steve.  If you have any 

questions regarding the liquor, he will answer you. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  So, you plan on having a full bar? 

 MS. PATEL: Yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Do you know, is this accurate, the 

approximate stools you would have or seats in the bar area? 

 (Pause) 

 MR. WYSONG:  Was that an affirmative that the plan that we have 

is the approximate layout? 

 GENERAL MANAGER: Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  This is an existing building? 

 MS. PATEL:  Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  This is the existing interior, as I see, it, the 

plan was drawn in 2008. 

 MS. PATEL:  Everything is going to be the same.  Nothing changes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  There are stipulations that go along with 

restaurants, cafes and bars.  I will read those that I think are 

applicable and if you basically agree, then in the motion that we’ll 

eventually vote on, will reference these stipulations. 

 (1) No exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  Oh, no. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Number of bar seats shall not exceed --- and then we 

need a number. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  You have 14 at the bar.  As far as this 

lounge area --- 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  There is a secondary Hollywood bar with 

approximately also 14 seats.  But it is separate from the bar proper. 
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 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  And, you are going to have six separate 

four-seat tables and then two smaller tables? 

 GENERAL MANAGER: Yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  And, that’s all in the enclosed bar 

atmosphere here? 

 MS. PATEL: Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  So, Mr.  Chairman, what is the number that we should 

stipulate? 

 (Undertone comments) 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Not exceeding 50 in the bar area. 

 MS. PATEL:  The bar area is probably 40 or 44.  I counted it. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK: Okay.   

 MR. LOMBARDI: Do we have to specify whether it’s at the bar or 

its table seats in the bar area? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  I think we’d be safe and just say the total 

amount. 

 MR. WYSONG:  The number of bar seats shall not exceed 45? 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  Excellent. 

 MR. WYSONG:  That will work for you? 

 MS. PATEL:  Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG: No live entertainment or do you plan on it? 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  We do currently have plans for live 

entertainment, yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  What kind of live entertainment? 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  As of right now, we’re looking into live music 

with not to exceed 3 pieces.   

 MR. WYSONG:  Okay.  Live entertainment not to exceed 3 pieces.  

Do you want to be that limited? 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  That’s fine by us. 

 MS. PATEL: That’s fine. 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  We only have that much space for it. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Okay, limited to a three piece live entertainment. 
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 Any significant change to the floor plan as determined by the 

zoning enforcement officer will require a new application. 

 Any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 There is no outdoor dining area? 

 GENERAL MANAGER: No. 

 MS. PATEL: Not currently. 

 MR. WYSONG: If you choose to go outdoors at some day in the 

future, that will require a new application. 

 MS. PATEL: Yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Now, where do you have or propose to have 

the live entertainment? 

 GENERAL MANAGER:  At the interior wall in the right hand corner.  

There was previously a stage blocked off.  It wasn’t raised from the 

floor.  It was tapered off with a different style of flooring. We may 

or may not put a raised stage not to exceed 1.5’.  But that’s still 

undetermined.  But that would be the same area on the floor plan that 

would house the musical acts. 

 MR. LIBRANDI: Make sure you check with the building department 

before you change the interior. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Anyone else? 

 (No response) 

 Okay.  Thank you very much. 

 Is there anybody speaking in favor of this appeal? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing the appeal? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, the application is closed. 
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E. APPEAL #5927A, Application of Shane Taurinski for a variance to 

erect a 7’ high privacy fence in the front yard where less than 4’ is 

allowed under Sections 2-19S & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 83 

West Main Street, property of Rick A. & Joanne Rice in an I-2 zone. 

 SHANE TAURINSKI:  Good evening, I am Shane and this is Lisa 

Taurinski. We are requesting to take an existing 4’ fence and raise it 

to the level of the existing back fence which is about a 6’ panel 

along the street side just up to the corner of our house in the back 

yard. 

 MR. WYSONG:   Will the large tree be incorporated inside the 

fence area or outside the fenced area? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  I am going to bring the tree into the front yard. 

Not into the back yard.  I am going to try and come around the tree on 

the west side of the tree. 

 MR. LIBRANDI: Is it going to be enclosed? 

 MR. TAURINSKI: It’s going to be very close. 

 MR.  LIBRANDI:  Is the fence going to enclose the tree or is it 

going to be open to the street? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  The fence is going to come up along the road and 

then turn at the tree. 

 MR. LIBRANDI: Oh, okay. 

 MR. TAURINSKI: I’m trying to meet up with the back corner of the 

house and depending on how that all lines up, if I can come by the 

tree --- I am going to try to avoid the tree as much as possible. 

 But the fence will be continuous from the house to the fence line 

down the road. 

 MR. WYSONG:  If I’m on Cummings Street, and I look along the side 

of your house, will I see the tree or will I see the fence? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  I am hoping that you will see the tree. 

 It kind of all depends on what we hit when we dig there.  But we 

will not, the fence will not go past the tree to a point where there 

is any distance there.  If we have to go by the tree to meet the 

corner of the house, looking at the corner, the back corner of the 

house, you have to cut the fence to go against the tree, to go by it. 

Depending on what we hit there may push us farther into the back yard 

and have to make a 90 into the back corner of the house to contain the 

back yard. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I don’t think you have a sight line problem with a 

higher fence, but if there is one, it becomes worse as you move that 
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fence forward on the Cummings Street side.  I’m sure you appreciate 

that. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Our movement, from what we’ve demonstrated in the 

photos, our movement would be away from Cummings Street, back down to 

Milldale more.  So we wouldn’t venture any farther forward than we put 

in our application as far as the photos.  We’ve showed the corner kind 

of standing there. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I understand. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, this is for privacy for you, right? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Correct. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  But, what is your hardship? 

 MR. TAURINSKI: Um, we just purchased the property and being that 

we never had a back yard we’d like to have a contained back yard.  

And, with the amount of traffic and everything on that road, we feel 

that anything that we do in our yard is open to the public.  And, 

having that fence continuous from the back yard containing the back 

yard will give us that privacy. 

 MS. TAURINSKI:  For our kids and – 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, for safety? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Correct. 

 MS. TAURINSKI:  Absolutely.  We have a son, an active 11 year old 

son who is in to everything.  Just, you know, for privacy and safety. 

 MR. WYSONG:  There’s an exit from the school? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  On Milldale, yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  On Milldale.  How far up Cummings intersection is 

that?  I drove by and I’m losing my spatial recollection. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  The width of Cummings Street entering Milldale 

from the west corner of Cummings, probably another 15’ to the east 

corner of the entry to the parking lot of the school. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Okay.  So, the traffic that the schoolyard generates 

basically is turning on to Milldale – 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Absolutely. 

 MR. WYSONG:  At your corner. 

 MR. TAURINSKI: Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Not half a block up or anything. 
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 MR. TAURINSKI:  No.  It’s directly across from our window. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Rob, as far as being 10’ in, is that okay? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yes, usually you are 10’ in because usually the 

town owns the 10’ in for an easement. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Okay. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  And, the fence is at that right now.  The 

existing 4’. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Is that the fence that you would be using in the 

picture? 

 MR. TAURINSKI: Yes, we would go with the dog-eared picket.  The 

same as, which is the same as our west side back yard.  The one on our 

south side is not owned by us and it’s a regular straight picket. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  In that neighborhood up there, most of the people 

have the stockade, am I right? 

 MR. TAURINSKI: Yes. 

 Our one neighbor does have a white, pvc vinyl fence between their 

yards and that was by choice.  They were going to put up a regular 

wood stockade and he chose to bring that up to a picket, but the rest 

of his yard is surrounded by picket. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  A 4’ fence would actually do the same thing as a 7’ 

fence as far as safety goes.   

 MR. TAURINSKI: Either way, we would have to continue it to 

enclose the property.  But being that we are going to be doing that, 

the 4’ fence is somewhat warped.  We’d like to match the existing on 

our west side to give us a little bit more privacy for our back yard. 

 (Pause) 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Anything else? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  And, the 7’ fence or the 6’ fence would help 

prevent by son’s baseball from going over the fence. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, harder for him to climb out. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Yah, absolutely. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I just have one last question.  Is it 6’ or 7’?  

It says 7’. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  I believe it’s a 6’ panel. 
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 MR. BOHIGIAN:  In the application it says 7’. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:   We could say less than 7’.  I don’t know the 

exact size of the panel.  But we’re going to match existing what is 

there on the west side. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Ground level, it has to start, Robby? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yes. 

 MR. LAPORTE:   Ground level. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  That’s what we measure it on if we went out to 

rebuild something from the ground up. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Yes.  And, the fence will be to the ground and 

then built from there.  Just the same as the west side.  It is going 

to match it evenly. 

 MS.TAURINSKI: It just is a very busy road on Milldale with the 

traffic for the middle school.  Um, and you know, that’s what we are 

looking for. 

 MR. WYSONG:  How tall are you, sir? 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Five foot nine. 

 MR. WYSONG: I would say it’s probably a 6’ panel then. 

 MR. TAURINSKI: Yup.  Well, I am not the one in the photo.   

 MR. LAPORTE:  You’re not? 

 (Chuckles) 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  That’s my friend.  He is a couple of inches 

shorter than I am.  But I am pretty sure it’s a 6’ standard panel.  We 

don’t expect to special order or anything. It’s going to be whatever – 

you know – local home improvement stores supply. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  All set? 

 Thank you. 

 MR. TAURINSKI:  Thank you very much. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Is there anybody speaking in favor of this 

application? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody opposing this application? 

 (No response) 
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 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

F. APPEAL #5928A, Application of Kevin M. West & Mark Zommer for a 

4.2’ front yard variance to 9.2’ where 13.4’ exists and 40’ is 

required under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 83 

West Main Street, property of Rick A. & Joanne Rice in an I-2 zone. 

 KEVIN WEST:  Good evening, commission members. My name is Kevin 

West, Prescott Construction, 6A Wilcox Street, Simsbury, CT.   

 You can remember I was in here last month for a very similar 

application.  And, Mark came in for a site plan approval a couple of 

weeks ago. 

 In laying out the area that we are proposing to put the ice cream 

portion of the restaurant in, he doesn’t have enough square footage 

with the plan that was approved.  It’s unfortunate I don’t have a 

laser pointer.  Which was flush with the front of the building. 

 What we’re asking for is a variance for an additional 4.2’ as 

shown in the application.  The existing building is 13.4. Obviously, 

the building was built well before any type of building regulations 

being as it is from the 1800’s. 

 Our hardship is obviously is it is a very difficult site to work 

with being that it’s basically a bowling alley. We can’t go any 

further to the west, obviously, because the Rails to Trail is there. 

 If we come any further east, we’re going to, you know, impede on 

the parking area.   

 We do have a, if you look in the lower left on the site plans 

that were submitted, this is what we had last month.  We’re proposing 

to do something a little bit more upscale with a pediment on the front 

of it here.  This would be view looking at it from the street. 

 I believe that’s it.  Do you have any questions for me? 

 (Pause) 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  I believe your previous appeal, we were 

just worried about people, you know, walking on town property.  I know 

you are going to be serving towards the street side, West Main Street. 

 MR. WEST:  That’s correct. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  And, you’re going, is there still going to 

be a hedge line or some fence or something that – 

 MR. WEST:  Not along the west side of the building.  There is 

nothing proposed.  It’s enclosed on the dining area on the front. 
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 MR.BOHIGIAN:  Have we looked at the sight line coming from Summer 

Street? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  From Summer Street?  It should be okay with the 

Rails to Trails right there.  The radius should make it with not type 

of obstruction. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I mean, if there is a line of people you know, 

trying to get served ice cream and blocking that sight line into the 

center of Plantsville. 

 MR.  LIBRANDI: No, we haven’t looked into that type of situation.  

I can ask the engineering department.  But it looks like even if they 

pulled up a little farther, they should make the distance mostly past 

the --  into the town property – or into the Rails to Trails property 

to make the radius with enough time.  But that may be a police and 

traffic question. 

 MR. WYSONG:  We’ve approved their signs. Currently they are shown 

on the drawing. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yes. 

 MR. WEST:  Yes, correct. Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  If there is a sight problem – 

 MR. WEST:  This is further back than that. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Okay. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Because I know when you come up to that stop sign 

--- I’m trying to picture it in my head --  that may be out further 

than the actual circle --- 

 MR. WEST:  Well, as Rob pointed out, though, because of the 

distance, the Rails to Trails offers a buffer.  And, you know, if the 

corner radius were closer to us, I think I’d agree with that.  Because 

it’s so much west, it looks like it’s got to be 50’, 60’ over to the 

street. 

 MR. WYSONG:  The eating area that’s outside in front? 

 MR. WEST:  Um-hum. 

 MR. WYSONG: Is that currently in the location of the extension of 

the ice cream service area or is it to – 

 MR. WEST:  It’s to the east of it. 

 MR. WYSONG:  So, this is just open pavement or gravel or 

something? 
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 MR. WEST:  Currently, it’s pavers. If you see that, it is 

existing pavers which we would have to pull up and replace, you know, 

put it back the way it was. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Yes, it’s quite extensive with the pavers. 

 MR. WEST:  Right. 

 (Pause) 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  All set.  Thank you. 

 Is there anybody speaking in favor of this application? 

 MS.REYNOLDS:  Rick and Joanne are my in-laws and I’m totally in 

favor of this ice cream parlor.  We’ve talked about it and I think it 

would be a wonderful addition to that area. 

 ACTING CHAIR GWOREK:  Thank you. 

 Anybody else speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, the application is closed. 

 

7:40 pm 
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REGULAR MEETING 

 

 Acting Chairman Jeffrey Gworek called the Regular meeting of the 

Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:40 o’clock, p.m. in 

the Town Council Chambers with the following members in attendance: 

 Joseph LaPorte & Bryan Wysong          

 Alternates: Thomas Lombardi 

    Ronald Bohigian 

    Dee Ahern 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

      

  

 Absent: Matthew O’Keefe & Robert Salka, Chairman 

  

 The Acting Chair seated Thomas Lombardi for Robert Salka and Dee 

Ahern will be seated for Mathew O’Keefe.  A quorum was determined. 

   

Jeffrey Gworek, Acting Chairman, presiding: 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 A. APPEAL #5923A, Application of Lovley Development Inc. for a 

2.2’ rear yard setback variance to 22.8’ where 25’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 199 Roseanna Road, 

property of Alexander C. Gellweiler in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. Wysong made a motion to approve Appeal 5923A for a rear yard 

setback variance to 22.8’ where 25’ is required.  Mr. LaPorte 

seconded. 

 Mr. LaPorte pointed out it is a minor variance. 

 Mr. Wysong agreed it is a minor variance and it’s not a huge 

house.  It is certainly not an over generous deck.  By my deck 

standards I would find it minimally usable at 8’ by 12.  But I tend to 

build large decks since I build them myself. 

 Mr. Wysong also felt it was a reasonable compromise on the 

property.  From his quick drive by, if you are on this deck, looking 

straight out towards the adjoining property, you are looking at the 

back of a basketball hoop and a garage door.  So, even if the resident 

was making some noise on this deck closer to the property line by 2’, 
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it’s quite a distance from the neighbor’s house. I see no reason for 

not approving this. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 

 B. APPEAL #5924A, Application of Hui Lin for special exception 

approval to allow applicant to apply to the State of Connecticut for a 

restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A & 15-05 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 973 Meriden Waterbury Road a/k/a 3 Lion Condo #3 

(Map 023, Parcel 017) property of Alina Frago in a B zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 5924A with 

stipulations. 

 Mr. Wysong advised you can either reread the stipulations or you 

can reference them in the Minutes from prior discussion.  Whichever 

you choose, Joe. 

 Stipulations: 

 (1) No exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 (2) Service bar, only. 

 (3) Any significant change in the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

 (4) Any change in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 Mr. Wysong seconded. 

 It’s pretty straight forward noted the Acting Chair. 

 Mr.  Wysong said he was in favor of approving this.  It’s a 

change of ownership.  The building is the same.  The bar is the same.  

The last owner served wine, liquor and sake or wine and beer and sack.  

I’m not aware of any reason that that operation can’t continue in that 

vein. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 

 C. APPEAL #5925A, Application of  Struga Glass & Mirror LLC 

for approval to change a nonconforming use to another nonconforming 

use of a less objectionable character under Section 1—09.1 of the 
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Zoning Regulations, 313 Buckland Street a/k/a 307 Buckland Street, 

property of Mary Crispino et al in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. Wysong made a motion to approve Appeal 5925A, application of 

Struga Glass & Mirror for a change of use nonconforming to 

nonconforming.   

 Mr. Lombardi seconded the motion. 

 Mr. LaPorte pointed out it is a less objectionable use.   

 Mr. Lombardi said it is making the most out of the building that 

is there. 

 Stipulations: 

 (1) No outside storage. 

 The motion on the floor is to approve Appeal 5925 A, application 

of Struga Glass & Mirror from a nonconforming use to a nonconforming 

use with a stipulation that there be no outside storage. 

 Mr. Lombardi seconded the motion. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

  

 

 D. APPEAL  #5926A, Application of Shilpa D. Patel for special 

exception approval to apply to the State of Connecticut for a 

restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A & 15-05 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 2176 West Street, property of VJBASILE III LLC in 

a B zone. 

 Mr.LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 5926A with the 

previously stated stipulations in the Minutes. 

 (1) No exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 (2) Number of bar seats shall not exceed 45. 

 (3) Full service bar. 

 (4) Live entertainment shall be limited to a 3-piece band. 

 (5) Any significant change in floor plan as determined by the 

zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

 (6) Any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 Mr. Wysong seconded. 
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 Mr. Wysong said it is a good application. It takes a piece of non 

producing property that has been abandoned as a restaurant for several 

years and brings it back on the rolls as an active business. 

 No modifications to the floor plan, which is good, added Mr. 

Lombardi. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote.   

 

 

 

 E. APPEAL #5927A, Application of Shane Taurinski for a 

variance to erect a 7’ high privacy fence in the front yard where less 

than 4’ is allowed under Sections 2-19S & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 83 West Main Street, property of Rick A. & Joanne Rice in 

an I-2 zone. 

 Mr. Wysong made a motion for approval of Appeal 5927A, 

application of Shane Taurinski for a variance to erect a 7’ high 

privacy fence in the front yard where less than 4’ is allowed. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. LaPorte stated it is for privacy and safety of the children. 

 Mr. Lombardi added it is not going to be an eyesore.  It’ll make 

the neighborhood look nice. 

 Mr. Wysong said if he were looking at the way the fence is laid 

out, and I’m not going to make it a stipulation, but I think for the 

short leg parallel to the front of the house, rather than 7’ or 6’, I 

think I would be tempted from an aesthetics standpoint to knock that 

down to the 4’ or 5’.  From the corner, bend it down.  It’ll give the 

house a better appearance from the front, Cummings Street, direction.  

A suggestion.  Not a stipulation. 

 You achieve your privacy with a high fence along Milldale and if 

you make a gradual reduction with a gate or something there for visual 

effect of being in the front yard as well as the entrance to the side 

back yard than having a 7’ high stockade fence.  Not a stipulation. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 F. APPEAL #5928A, Application of Kevin M. West & Mark Zommer 

for a 4.2’ front yard variance to 9.2’ where 13.4’ exists and 40’ is 

required under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 83 

West Main Street, property of Rick A. & Joanne Rice in an I-2 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 5928A.   Mr. Lombardi 

seconded. 

 Mr.Lombardi stated he felt it would be a nice addition to the 

Trails and I think with the summer months coming a lot of people are 

going to patronize the ice cream shop out there. It’ll be nice. 

 Mr. LaPorte said it is a good addition to the business and the 

property owners down there. 

 Mr. Wysong said part of me hates to see encroachment into the 

spacing between a road and a building.  I have to admit that building 

is such an impossible one, anyway. 

 And, it is not a high traffic area of people going from down the 

sidewalk other than from the Trails.  The traffic strikes me as being 

concentrated around that building itself.  For the convenience, I am 

willing to sacrifice some setback from the front.  It is a reasonable 

use. The ice cream service window and the ambience in conjunction with 

the Trail I think is worth the variance. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 

MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 Mr. Wysong asked about the letter from the PZC talking about the 

acreage for chickens.  Mr. Librandi said they are planning on raising 

the acreage up to 2 acres.  They feel it’s too small to have chickens 

in an R-12 zone where you are right next to your neighbor.  It is 

proposed and will be voted on soon. 

 Discussion. 

 

 Discussion of when a “chicken” application would come before the 

ZBA.  Mr. Librandi said it would still be under the special exception 

approval.  All chicken applications come before the ZBA. 

 Discussion. 

 

 As to the solar panel issue, Mr. Librandi let the Town Planner 

know what we’re trying to do in terms of a concrete definition.  She’s 

going to look into it.  We can write a letter to the PZC as she has 

let them know we are interested in a definition. 

 Discussion. 
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 The commissioners each could write a letter and it would be read 

during the public hearing.   

 

 Location and harmony with the neighborhood is important.  It 

should be a case by case issue.   

 

 Mr.  Wysong would try to put together some thoughts and run it by 

you. 

 Discussion. 

 

 Mr. Wysong made a motion to adjourn.  Mr. LaPorte seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:03 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

    Jeffrey Gworek, Acting Chairman 

    Zoning Board of Appeals 

     

  


