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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY NOVEMBER 7, 2012 

 

 Chairman Robert Salka called the Special Meeting of the 

Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 6:00 o’clock, p.m. in 

the Town Council Chambers with the following members in attendance: 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Matthew O’Keefe, & Joseph LaPorte     

      

 Absent:  Bryan Wysong, Regular member 

    Thomas Lombardi, Alternate 

    Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

    Dee Ahern, Alternate 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

      

   

 A quorum was determined. 

   

 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.   

 The Chair further advised the four yes votes are necessary to 

approve an appeal.  This evening we only have four members present.  

That means you need a unanimous vote.  We give the option to continue 

to the next meeting to the applicant. 

 

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

 Public Hearing Items: 

 A. Appeal #5961A, Application of The Cellar Fine Wines LLC for 

special exception approval to allow a package store liquor permit at 

this location under Sections 4-01.32B, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 826-842 Queen Street (832 Queen Street), property of West 

Queen Developers LLC at the intersection with Aircraft Road in a B 

zone. 

 Mr. Librandi advised this appeal has been withdrawn.  He read the 

following into the record: 
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 “November 1, 2012.  Re:  Appeal #5961A.  As the representative 

for The Cellar Fine Wines, LLC, I am requesting that our application 

for special exception approval for a package store permit at 832 Queen 

Street be removed from further consideration.  We are in the process 

of evaluating our plans for the package store at various locations 

that may be more suitable.   Thank you for your assistance.  Regards, 

Leonard Mellow, The Cellar Fine Wines, LLC, 230 Chestnut Oak Road, 

Gloucester, RI 02814. 
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 B. Appeal  #5963A, Application of Sanders & Rachel Hoffman for 

an 8.6’ side yard setback variance to 11.4’ where 20’ is required 

under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 43 Hitchcock 

Road, property of Rachel E. Hoffman in an R-20/25 zone. 

 SANDERS HOFFMAN:  43 Hitchcock Road.  Mr. Chairman, before I 

begin, my contractor is on his way here.  He’s coming from New Haven.  

He called me at quarter to five and had left New Haven.  He called me 

ten minutes ago and said he was in Southington.  But still behind a 

row of traffic.  So he is on his way here if anybody has any questions 

of him.  He will be here very shortly.  If not, when I’m done, if we 

could have a five minute recess if you do have questions of him, I 

would certainly appreciate that. 

 I’d like to begin by introducing my wife who is present and also 

my neighbors Dick and Diane Gavvitt.  My wife:  Rachel. 

 I’d like to read a statement into the record, if I may, so that 

you understand what my issue is here. 

 We have been residents at this location since 1978.  We are one 

of only a handful of homes in the entire area without a garage. Two 

years ago during a blizzard, we were unable to gain access to our snow 

blower, clean the driveway or the public sidewalks.  We were basically 

trapped in our home until we could get private plow service. 

 My wife and I are getting older.  Senior citizen status is upon 

us.  We have both had heart surgeries in the past two and a half years 

and are simply trying to make our lives a little easier and less 

stressful in our own home. 

 We initially wanted a full two-car garage, 24 x 24 but decided we 

could exist with a smaller unit, 20 x 24, so as not to put too much 

pressure on our neighbors and the existing zoning laws.  The 20’ width 

would allow us enough room to put a second car in the garage when the 

need arises such as last week and during the winter and today is a 

perfect example of that. 

 I have no intention of putting two vehicles in the garage on a 

daily basis, but simply want to have the opportunity like the rest of 

my neighbors.  A 16’ width will not afford me that opportunity. 

 In support of my request, I have photos of my neighbors’ homes, 

six in total.  These are all two car units or oversized units.  All 

are more than 16’ and the smallest is 21’.  I have these photographs 

and I’d be more than happy to pass them in and you can look at them. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do you want them --- if you want them entered into 

the public record, you won’t get them back. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  That’s fine.  I can make copies of those.  I have 

no problem with that. 
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 Once again, all are more than 16’ and the smallest width is 21’. 

 I also originally introduced three letters from neighbors with no 

objection.  I have an additional letter from William Sharmut (sp) my 

immediate neighbor to the right, who is on vacation, supporting my 

request. 

 I will introduce that letter to you. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Do you want to read it into the Minutes? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Yes, I would like to read it in when I finish, when 

I finish with this.  

 Present tonight is Richard and Diane Gavvitt, my neighbor to the 

left, who also have no objection. 

 I also have my builder, Nick Scaro, to answer any questions, as I 

said, about the construction. 

 Twenty feet, we are still approximately 9’ from the property line 

and approximately 33’ from the Gavvitt’s home.  There are others in 

the area which are much closer. 

 In closing, what I am asking for is a response to a general 

hardship, does not alter the central character of the area, is not 

injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the general 

welfare. 

 We will respectfully as the board to reconsider their position 

and grant the request. 

 This is the email I received from William Sharmut that I will 

read and also introduce.  From William Sharmut, 37 Hitchcock Road. 

 “I have lived next door to the Hoffmans for over 30 years.  

During this time I have seen how well they have taken care of their 

home, property and the many improvements they have made. I feel as 

though they have done a great job in keeping the property values in 

our neighborhood up.   

 This brings me to the issue at hand of which I was surprised that 

the HOffmans were unable to receive approval for the variance they 

needed to put their garage up. 

 If you were to go through this neighborhood, you would see how 

many people have had variances as close or closer for all types of 

projects that they have gotten approvals for. 

 This garage would only be a plus for this neighborhood and also 

increase the taxes for the town.   

 There is no one in this area that would not this to happen seeing 

as we have all had additions and variances granted.  If the board 
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would like, I would personally go to all the neighbors in this area 

and have a list of signatures stating that Mr. Hoffman should be able 

to get the variance required to put up his garage. 

 Respectfully, Bill Sharmut”. 

 I’ll put that into the record. 

 And, again, I am waiting for Nick to get here.  He has the plans.  

But I will tell you that I have done everything possible to make this 

aesthetically match up with my home, with the roof lines. 

 The bottom line is that my neighbor, my immediate neighbor, the 

Gavvitts, are the ones who would be the most affected by this and they 

are here, on a brutal night to get out of their house, to speak on our 

behalf. 

 So, once again, I would ask the board to reconsider their 

position and grant our request.  

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do we have questions of the applicant? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I am concerned about the size.  I think I expressed 

that at the last meeting. To get a variance you need an exceptional 

difficulty or unusual hardship.  A 16 x 24 garage is an oversized 

garage.  It allows you to keep a vehicle and it allows you to keep a 

snow blower.  And, it still requires a variance. 

 Given that there are smaller lots, that might be appropriate.  I 

think 20’ goes beyond hardship and it’s just too big for that lot.  So 

– 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  If I could respond.  I don’t know what else can be 

considered a hardship other than two major heart operations to get a 

vehicle into your home, into your garage when you have two vehicles.  

And, in this society, we are a two vehicle society.  I would assure 

you that there is very few homes that have less than two vehicles. 

 And, to ask me not to be able to do that, as I approach being a 

senior citizen, I think is a definition of a hardship.  And, I have to 

respectfully, totally disagree with that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, you are entitled to. 

 But, you’re already nonconforming on the other side.  You can get 

a vehicle in the garage.  You can put a snow blower in the garage.  

You’ve testified that you’ve been there since 1978 with no cars(sic). 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  That’s correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, so we are offering, and if we were to grant 

you one at 16 x 24, we are recognizing a hardship and saying you can 
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have an oversized garage.  You may put a snow blower in your driveway 

(sic).   But 20’ is too much for this lot --- at least in my opinion. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Who are you recognizing the hardship for?  Me or my 

wife?  Which one of us is supposed to say that because we both had 

operations that we can’t put our car in the garage.  You know, I just 

don’t understand it.  I just think it is very, very unfair. 

Particularly, when I have no objection from any of my neighbors. 

 I just, I’m sorry, you say that I’ve had a zoning variance in the 

past, uh, for my front yard.  I mean, if you look at that front yard, 

it’s as nice as any front yard in the neighborhood.  And, I have no 

objections to it, sir. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think you are misreading what the hardship is.  

The hardship isn’t to you.  The hardship isn’t to your wife.  The 

hardship is to the land and the topography of the land.  It’s not to 

the individual who resides on the land or at the home. 

 The parcel has to have the unusual condition.  Not the occupant 

or the owner. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I just think that if you would look at some of the 

variances that have been granted in that neighborhood, then this is 

totally, totally out of character for what has been granted in the 

past, for what I am asking for. 

 I am not --- as I said, I am not doing anything that’s causing a 

general hardship or anything injurious to the land or the 

neighborhood. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  We are just taking this one variancy.  Not your 

neighbors’ or anything like that.  That’s not what we are talking 

about.  Just this one variance.  And, already you are --- it’s a 

nonconforming already.  The land.  The land is nonconforming.  The 

house. 

 THE CHAIR :  Rob, a question.  As any variances been granted on 

any of these properties recently?  Because, I don’t – I don’t remember 

any of them. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  I don’t recall anything as of right now off the 

top of my head. 

 THE CHAIR:  Could this have been pre zoning? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  This subdivision was built, it was approved, I 

believe in 1969.  There has been um, I did look up the old regulations 

in terms of at that time there was R-20/25, RR, R-20 and R-12.  I 

would not, I was not able to find a zoning map showing where these 

parcels um, what zones they were in.  At that time. 
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 But, what we’re looking at --- what we have to look at is the 

regulations as they are now.  That’s why, I could show you what was 

there previously, but we have to look at the regulations now. 

 You know, the GIS that I showed and I did the measurements, those 

are about a foot or two off.  Um, that’s just showing the properties 

next door and how close they are. 

 You know, I do have the subdivision map here that does show a 

housing layout but not equal to what is existing as of today.  I was 

going to give that to you but that I would think is irrelevant because 

the placement of the houses did not meet the current placement of 

where they are now. 

 But you can see that the houses, you know; there is one about 12’ 

away, 5’ away.  It is a very old subdivision.  You know, that’s why 

it’s kind of mish-mash in terms of the setbacks.  So, you know, it’s 

not really --- again, we do have to look at the current regulations. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, if I am not mistaken, I think at the last 

meeting, we asked if he would take a lesser sized garage. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right.  We suggested a 16 x 24 and that’s why we 

continued the public hearing.  And, we offered them the option of 

going back and revisiting it or did he want an up and down vote.  And, 

he decided to continue the public hearing and decide what he wanted to 

do. 

 It sounds like right now that what he wants to do is have what he 

came in initially with and that was 20 x 24, which was the original 

application.  Is that correct, Rob? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yup.  From the application, if they want less than 

what they’re asking for then we can do that.  We just can’t give them 

more. 

 THE CHAIR:  More.  Correct.   Right. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: You know, this is, I don’t want to get into playing 

Let’s Make a Deal here because – 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I’d rather not do that, either. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I don’t either. 

 THE CHAIR:  I don’t want to build your garage for you. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I don’t want either, Chairman Salka.  But you know, 

I am just trying to make a case here.  And, again, unfortunately 

because of the weather I feel like I’ve been put at somewhat of a 

disadvantage and I didn’t want to table this because I felt that my 

argument is certainly viable and I felt that it is something that I 

should be granted. 
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 I know that Mr. O’Keefe spoke against this in the beginning and I 

thought that by giving some of these reasons that he might see 

differently.  Obviously, that does not appear to be the case. 

 Um, you know, the weather, obviously, tonight has put me at a 

disadvantage because I have to get the votes of all of you.   

 Would I take something less?  I mean, I don’t have much of a 

choice. You know, if you paint me into a box, you know, that’s what 

happens.  Obviously I have to do that but, I just want the ability to 

be able to put a second car in the garage in the case of a blizzard 

and a night like this where my wife or myself is not stuck at our age 

to have to go out and try to clean these cars and get and move them so 

that a plow can get in or we can do whatever. 

 I just think it’s totally unfair.  You know, I think it is 

heartless to be quite honest with you. 

 And, I think you would all feel the same if it was your home.  

You know --- 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The thing is, we have rules and regulations.  You 

understand that? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I understand that you have rules and regulations 

but those rules and regulations are different.  If you look at some of 

the properties in --- respectfully, there is a house around the 

corner, okay, that is --- that is huge.  And, is no way conforming to 

the neighborhood.  And, yet, that house went up without a problem. 

 You know?  I don’t know who was on the board at that time.  I’m 

sure you gentlemen were not on the board at that time. 

 But I am just trying to make a point that what I’m doing is --- I 

could understand if I had neighbors that objected or something but um, 

you know, this is strictly on the opinion of the gentlemen that are 

sitting on this board when there is absolutely no objection from 

anyone and I’m not hurting the land at all by doing this.  I’m 

dumbfounded. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   But as a point of order, the regulations --- this 

isn’t a board that the neighborhood comes in and says this is what we 

want for our neighborhood. 

 We don’t make the regulations. The planning and zoning commission 

makes the regulations. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I understand that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The zoning board of appeals enforces the 

regulations with regard to the land.  Not with regard to whether 

someone is popular in the neighborhood or not popular in the 

neighborhood. 
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 MR. HOFFMAN:  I totally understand that and I respect that.  But 

yet, you ask for anybody to speak for or against it.  And, that’s what 

neighbors do. You asked me to --- well, if you could get --- I was 

told, if you get letters from your neighbors.  That certainly goes a 

long way. 

 So um, you know, everybody that I’ve talked to said, well have 

your neighbors come in and that’s the process.  Well, you’re telling 

me that actually really isn’t the process.  

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think conversely, it’s probably more the against 

that is relevant to the board because they are the people that would 

be affected. 

 MR.  HOFFMAN:   And, we have no one that is against.  My point. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, one of the things, well one of the points of 

this board, when we talk about variances, as Commissioner O’Keefe 

stated, it’s the planning and zoning that makes the rules.  Basically, 

when you come before us, and I use the term “tweaking”.  We are a 

tweaking board.  And, when you are coming in and asking for a 50% 

variance, that’s not a tweak.  That’s a major variance and we can’t 

look at the rest of the neighborhood.  I don’t know what happened with 

that big house.  It didn’t come before us as far as I know.  I’ve been 

on the board for a number of years. 

 But be that as it may, the point is that the regulations --- we 

are a tweaking board.  So what we offered you was a 16’ because it 

would bring it down from a 50% variance --- more than 50% --- to 

something much less than that which would have been probably, and I 

won’t speak for anyone on the board, but we might consider -- - it 

might have a better possibility. 

 But what you are saying is it is an all or nothing.  You’ve got 

some very valid arguments. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: No, I am not saying that, Chairman.  I mean, if you 

grant me 16, I’m trying to make my argument for what I feel --- if you 

grant me 18 even, I would be --- I would ecstatic to at least be able 

to fit a second car in there when I need to fit a second car in.   

That’s all I’m asking for. 

 THE CHAIR:   Well, we try not to get into the point of --- a 

point of negotiating. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  That’s what I said earlier.  I didn’t want to get 

into that, either. 

 THE CHAIR:   If you came to us and said we’ll accept a 16’, then 

we have something to vote on.  I don’t want to get in and say, well, 

we can accept a 17 and you’re saying what about 18’.  What this board 

does and I was hoping you’d come in and say you would come up with a 

16’. 
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 MR. HOFFMAN:  You were hoping for that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Which then makes our decision a lot easier. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I understand that.  But this is America and – 

 THE CHAIR:   Sure. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: As we saw last night. 

 THE CHAIR:   Don’t even talk about that. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I know, exactly.  And, I just, you know, I – 

 THE CHAIR:  I understand. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: I am a negotiator for --- I do negotiations for a 

living.  And, I feel that I am right.  And, you know, I’m standing in 

front of you guys and you hold my fate in your hands.  That’s the way 

it is. 

 If you grant me 18’, I would ecstatic.  If that’s what it is. 

 If you are only going to give me 16’, you know, you are only 

going to give me 16’.  I don’t agree with it.  I think it’s wrong.  I 

vehemently thing it’s wrong. 

 If you would at least give me the benefit of granting me 18’, to 

appease me so that I can at least do what I feel is right, then I 

think it is a fair compromise, at least.  And, that’s what America is 

all about. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I’m --- 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I’m not trying to waste your time believe me.  I 

came out in this weather because and you know my neighbors came out 

and my builder has been trying to get here for two hours to answer 

questions.  So, you know, I am genuine about this.   This is – 

 THE CHAIR:  I understand. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I actually went to and I am going to be honest with 

you, I want to Mark Sciota’s office the day after this happened 

because I was very upset about it and I spoke to Mark about it.  And, 

you know, trying to get some advice.  And, get some feel as to what, 

you know, how the zoning board operates.   It’s foreign to me.  

 And, it’s a difficult situation for an individual to come up and 

be in front of you with their, you know, our fate in your hands, if 

you will.  I’m just trying to make my arguments.  I think that they’re 

valid. 

 I respect you.  I respect the job that you have to do.  But I 

also feel there is right and wrong and it’s not all black and white. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  Are you suggesting to us, to this board, that you 

could live with 16’? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I would have to; I would have to live with 6’, sir.  

It’s not that I could. 

 THE CHAIR:  I don’t think --- we can’t, I don’t think we want to 

put words in your mouth.  I think you know the sentiment; you get a 

sense of the sentiment of the board. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Absolutely. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, I think you’ve got to present to us what we want 

to vote on.   Right now, we are voting on 20’. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I would respectfully say to you that I know you are 

not going to allow me the 20’, okay? 

 I will live with 16’ if I have to.  I would respectfully request 

that you grant me 18’ then.  You know? 

 And, again, I’m not --- am I trying to split hairs?  By 

definition, maybe I am.  But I’m just trying to do what’s right for my 

wife and I in this situation and I am asking you to have a --- to have 

a conscience to allow that to happen.   

 If you don’t want to give me the 20’, okay, fine.  At least 

consider, you know, giving me 18’.  At least have some options there.  

And, I don’t think that is an unreasonable request. 

 If you refuse it, you refuse it.  And, if you want to caucus, 

I’ll be happy to step out of the room.  But, you know, that would be 

my answer to you. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR.GWOREK: It’s around 25 for 16’.  A little less. 

 THE CHAIR:  So it would be like 35. 

 MR.GWOREK:  Yah. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I have to say, a normal garage is 12 x 24.  An 

oversized garage is 16 x 24. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  We had this discussion last time, respectfully and 

I disagree with you. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’m just making --- you may. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: Okay. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  An oversized garage is 16 x 24.  And, that would 

require a variance.  And, that would require us to make a finding that 
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there was an undue hardship.  To go beyond 16’, would make it that 

much more difficult.   I’m just suggesting that. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I’ve said my piece.  I can’t say any more.  I don’t 

know what else I can say. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’ll tell you what, let’s, why don’t we do this?  Why 

don’t we take a five minute recess?  And, hopefully, within that time 

the builder will come and you’ll get a chance to speak with him. 

 Then once we reconvene though, I need you to come back to us with 

what you want us to vote on.  Okay? 

 MR.GWOREK:  Or if you want – 

 THE CHAIR:  Or if you want us to vote. 

 MR.GWOREK: With the four, you could wait, push it off, continue 

it until we get the five members voting. 

 THE CHAIR:  Let’s take a five minute recess and you can meet with 

your wife and hopefully the builder will come. 

 We’ll take a five minute recess. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was recessed at 6:30 o’clock, p.m.) 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was resumed at 6:33 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

ROBERT SALKA, resuming the Chair: 

 THE CHAIR:  We will continue the public hearing on Appeal 5963A.  

Well, I am just saying I opened it.  He can ask for a continuance. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  I would like a continuance.  Obviously, Mr. O’Keefe 

does not, will not – I am not getting that vote, so I would like a 

continuance. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, can I have a motion to continue the public 

hearing --- now, the next meeting is when, Rob? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  The 27
th
. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, can I have a motion to continue the public 

hearing to our next zoning board of appeals meeting on November 27
th
? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Make a motion to continue Appeal #5963A. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote) 

 THE CHAIR:  Public hearing is continued. 
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 Thank you. 

 (Discussion of when the Minutes would be posted and how to obtain 

a copy.) 
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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY NOVEMBER 7, 2012 

 

 Chairman Robert Salka called the Regular Meeting portion of  the 

Special Meeting of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 

6:32 o’clock, p.m. in the Town Council Chambers with the following 

members in attendance: 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Matthew O’Keefe, & Joseph LaPorte     

      

 Absent:  Bryan Wysong, Regular member 

    Thomas Lombardi, Alternate 

    Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

    Dee Ahern, Alternate 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

      

   

 A quorum was determined. 

   

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

 

Approval of Minutes 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve the Minutes from the 

previous meeting.   Mr. Gworek seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on 

a voice vote. 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 A. Appeal #5961A, Application of The Cellar Fine Wines LLC for 

special exception approval to allow a package store liquor permit at 

this location under Sections 4-01.32B, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 826-842 Queen Street (832 Queen Street), property of West 

Queen Developers LLC at the intersection with Aircraft Road in a B 

zone. 

 WITHDRAWN 
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 B. Appeal  #5963A, Application of Sanders & Rachel Hoffman for 

an 8.6’ side yard setback variance to 11.4’ where 20’ is required 

under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the  Zoning Regulations, 43 Hitchcock 

Road, property of Rachel E. Hoffman in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Public Hearing Continued. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 None. 

 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to adjourn which Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned 6:35 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Robert Salka, Chairman 

    Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

 

    

 

 


