
1 

 

TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY NOVEMBER 27, 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 Municipal Center Assembly Room with the following 

members in attendance: 

 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Matthew O’Keefe, Bryan Wysong & Joseph LaPorte   

          

 Alternates: Thomas Lombardi 

 

 Absent:  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.   

 

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

5. Approval of Minutes 

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

meeting as submitted.  Mr. O’Keefe seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

6. Continued Public Hearing Items 

 A. APPEAL #5963A, Application of Sanders & Rachel Hoffman for 

a 8/6’ side yard setback variance to 11.4’ where 20’ is required under 
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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:  Good evening.  Sanders Hoffman, 43 Hitchcock 

Road.  I feel like you guys know me pretty well. 

 I’d like to just read a brief statement into the record which I 

hope can clarify this and possibly make things a little easier for all 

of us.  

 I would like to say that I have reviewed this matter thoroughly 

since the last meeting.  I certainly can see the points that the 

committee has made and I feel that I understand the hardship issue and 

some of the points you made somewhat better after doing my research. 

 I do feel that I have demonstrated a land hardship due to my 

septic system and leech fields location.   

 I also submitted into the record photos of all my neighboring 

properties which in my clearly demonstrated that I am not asking for 

anything unusual. 

 With that being said, I’ve honestly tried to make this work at 

16’ and it simply does not work.  I originally asked for 20’, however, 

I can make this work at 18’ and would hope that the committee can see 

their way to approve that variance. 

 I respectfully make this request and again reiterate that my 

neighbors who are in attendance have absolutely no objection.  My 

contractor is also present as well as my neighbors and will be happy 

to answer any additional questions or concerns you may have. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you.  Do we have any questions for the 

applicant? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I have one, it’s not a question but, the board is 

trying to work with you and it seems like, if I remember right, I 

think      they were satisfied and you are asking for 16’? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  No.  I asked for 20 originally. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I know that, yah. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  And, I reduced that. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The board was at 16 and now you are asking for 18? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Yah, I mean, I am asking for --- I originally asked 

for 20.  I mean, I know you talked about 16 and we’ve had that 

discussion back and forth at both meetings.  So, I am trying to work 

with you.  I’m trying to make it work on my behalf and also trying to 
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make it work, you know, for you, for the committee which is why I 

reduced it to ask for 18’. 

 It is my understanding you can reduce what you are asking for 

without any changes that have to be made. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Wouldn’t 16 be considered an oversized garage? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Respectfully, we’ve had that discussion before.  

And, in my opinion and my contractor can speak to that, that in this 

day and age 16 is not necessarily considered an oversized garage. 

 He’ll be happy to answer that if you’d like him to. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: No, you are asking for us to find an unusual 

hardship.  A typical garage is 12 x 24 feet.  You would need a 

variance for that.  You would need more of a variance for 16 which 

would presumably be considered oversized.  When you get 18, you are 

pushing much closer to you neighbor’s yard. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Once again, I don’t, again, in this day and age, a 

12’ garage is not considered necessarily a normal one size garage any 

more than 16 is considered an oversized garage.  In this day and age 

it is much closer to 18 to 20 feet and two car garages are 24 and 

over. 

 And, as far as, once again, as far as my neighbors are concerned, 

my neighbors are here and they will be happy to speak to it.  They 

have absolutely no objection to this, at all. 

 And, it’s in no way any different than many of the properties in 

my neighborhood which I have demonstrated with the photos. In fact, 

there are some that are much, much even closer to the properly lines 

than mine are.   And, I know it has nothing to do with the fact that 

when you gentlemen took office.  I’m mentioning it, but I am not 

making a big deal of it because you didn’t make those decisions.  They 

were made by other people. 

 So, I am respectfully asking you to consider my situation. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  As far as your neighbors go, they could live there 

today but they could move out tomorrow and someone else comes in. You 

know what I’m saying? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Well, that’s true of anything, Joe.  Certainly, I 

don’t disagree with that but you know, I’ve been there for 30 years.  

They’ve been there for 30+ years.  On the other side, they’ve been 

there for --- we’ve all been there for what seems like forever and I 

don’t think anybody has any intention of going anywhere, but that’s 

true of anybody.  Anything.  So, I know, you know, yes, you are right.  

But I don’t see where that has much of a bearing.   Because they are 

the people who live there right now. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  I’ve got one more question to ask.  You wouldn’t --

- 14’ wouldn’t, you wouldn’t accept 14’? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Sixteen feet. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I know you said 16. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: No, you said --- I’m asking for – 

 MR. LAPORTE:   Sixteen. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  You know, we’re getting back to that.  If that’s 

what you grant me, I have no choice but to accept that and then if I 

want to reapply next year, I have that option. 

 But you know, if you are going to tell me that by reapplying next 

year I’m banging my head against the wall and spending money, you 

know, then you know, I’m throwing out the window, I guess it is what 

it is.  You know. 

 I certainly think that I have demonstrated and I haven’t --- 

there is nothing here that is any hardship to the land.  I am not 

causing anything that is undue or is going to be an eyesore or 

anything.  I’m simply asking for what I think is realistic.  And not 

in any way, shape or form is any detriment to the neighbors or the 

neighborhood.  I don’t know who much, you know, how much clearer I can 

be from my standpoint. 

 And, once again, I am trying to work with the body by reducing it 

to 18’.  And, I don’t think that that 2’ difference from 16’ to 18’, I 

mean, to me, it’s a lot. Maybe to you guys it doesn’t mean that much 

but I am trying to work with you also here to make this work. 

 I’ve been a citizen here for over 30 years and I’m just trying to 

do what is right for my property and for my home and not doing 

anything, again, that I think is a detriment to anybody or the land. 

 THE CHAIR:  Maybe we could hear from the builder? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, just get is input. Just to clarify, you know, 

he’s done a lot of building in Southington.  Let’s get a perspective 

on, you know, what is a 12’, 14’ garage or two car garage. 

 NICK SARRO:  Yes, how’re you doing?  Nick Sarro with (Inaudible).  

We do a lot of building.  We’re a fairly large company.  Just to give 

you an idea of what we are, we are about a $50 million company.  We do 

a lot of work in Southington.  We’re actually doing some work on one 

of your bigger places here, Rex Forge; we’re bringing them back from 

the fire. 
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 Typically, now a days, we don’t build any kind of 12 or 24 foot 

garages anymore because they are just too small for what people are 

trying to accomplish like Mr. Hoffman. 

 We typically start at 16 x 24 and then go from there up.  A 16 x 

24 is typically a one car garage with minimal space for some storage.   

 We try to go to the 18 or 20 so they could at least get two cars 

in with some storage in the back.  That is pretty much what we are 

trying to accomplish for Mr. Hoffman. 

 With the setbacks the way they are now, if we take it down from 

20 to 18, we’re going to give ourselves about 17’ from the property 

line in the back portion and about 13.5’ in front. 

 So it is about a 3’ variance in the back and I think it’s a 7.5’ 

in the front. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Are you a civil engineer? 

 MR. SARRO:  I am not. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Do you do residential construction typically? 

 MR. SARRO:  Yes, I do. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So when you say you do residential construction, 

you start at 16 x 24 for a single car garage for residential 

construction? 

 MR. SARRO:  For residential construction, we don’t start --- we 

can start at anything anybody wants.  But typically, now days, what we 

are currently building, it usually starts at 16 x 24. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What is a typical two car garage? 

 MR. SARRO:  A typical two car garage starts at 18’. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So, you are saying 9 x 24 would be a one car 

garage. 

 MR. SARRO:  No.  No, I am not saying that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, two starts at 18.  One would be half of that, 

wouldn’t it? 

 MR. SARRO:  For the accomplishment of what Mr. Hoffman is trying 

to accomplish, you can’t, like you are saying a 12’, it is very narrow 

and you aren’t going to get anything in there but one car.  That’s it. 

 Sixteen feet, you will have minimal storage with one car, as 

well. 

 MR. LAPORTE: So, 16’ is what we’re working on right now? 
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 MR. SARRO:  Sandy is asking for 18’.  You guys are currently; I 

believe you are trying to offer him 16’?  He’s asking to go 18. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, one of the things I think is important here is 

that the applicant came in with 20.  We thought that was too large.  

We talked about 16, et cetera. 

 The applicant came back with 18.  That’s what we have before us.  

I don’t want to get into again negotiating --- 

 MR. HOFFMAN: That wasn’t my intention. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s correct.  I understand that. 

 So, what we have before us is an application that has been 

modified to 18’. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: That’s correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  That is what we have before us and that’s what we 

should be discussing and not could you live with 16 because that’s a 

moot point at this juncture. 

 So, what I’d like to do is we have further questions, let’s 

continue with the discussion.  If not, we’ll ask for anyone speaking 

in favor of. 

 But let’s see if there are any other questions of the board. 

 (Pause) 

 Okay, thank you very much. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application?   

 Please come up and state your name and address for the record, 

please. 

 DIANE GAVVITT:  I live directly next door to Mr. Hoffman.  I’m at 

49 Hitchcock Road.  My house – 

 THE CHAIR:  Just to clarify, are you on the left or the right? 

 MS. GAVVITT:  As you face his house, on the left.  The side where 

the garage would be going up. 

 Um, if anybody is going to be adversely affected by this garage, 

it would be and my husband.  We have absolutely no complaints to him 

putting the garage up. 

 And, if you know, he asked for 20 and now he’s come back for 18, 

you know, you’re talking 16.  What?  Another 2 feet?  That doesn’t 

make a big difference.  And, it certainly doesn’t make a difference to 

us.  We are perfectly fine with him putting on 18’. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone else speaking in favor of this application? 

 BILL SHARMUT:  My name is Bill Sharmut and I live at 37 Hitchcock 

Road, to the right side of the Hoffman’s’. 

 I’ve lived there for 42 years.  I’m not planning on moving any 

time soon. 

 Over the years, I’ve watched the Hoffman’s increase their 

property, make changes to it and everything looks very good. 

 And, I don’t see any reason why they shouldn’t be able to get 

their garage put up. It doesn’t affect too many people around.  Where 

the garage is going to be won’t be an eyesore, either. 

 So, I think my idea would be to put it up.  It’ll look good and 

bring more taxes to the town. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Anyone else speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 What I would like to do is to close the public hearing and then 

bring this application up for a vote.  This way here we can speed it 

along a little bit. 

 

 A. APPEAL #5963A, Application of Sanders & Rachel Hoffman for 

a 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 LE. Hoffman in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 5963A. 

 Mr. Librandi asked what the dimensions are that we are voting on. 

 The Chair indicated 18’ was submitted. 

 Mr. Gworek seconded. 
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 Mr. O’Keefe commented for discussion purposes, as previously 

stated, I don’t think the applicant has demonstrated an unusual 

hardship.  First of all, we have a property that is nonconforming on    

the other side. If you were to put in a 12’ garage, it would require 

potentially a small variance. 

 A 16’ garage which is considered by most to be an oversized 

garage would still require a variance of about 6’. 

 And, 18’ is just going more into the side yard.  I don’t think 

the applicant has made a case for hardship. 

 Mr.  Wysong stated he would have a hard time living with a 

garage, a single car garage of 9’ or 12’ to be honest.  Most garage 

doors are 9’ wide. Most doors open a couple of feet on each side.   

 I don’t know what size my garage is personally, but if you had 

both doors open and any kind of storage along the side, you’ve got a 

problem if you much less than 16’.  So, we may call it an oversized 

garage, I think the contractor hits it right on the head.  People are 

not driving Volkswagens and other small cars, Falcons, any longer.  

They’re driving SUVs and SUVs can be a little bit wider and the doors 

can be fairly wide. 

 The Chair reminded everyone that what we are voting on here is 

18’. 

 Mr.  Wysong said he understood we were voting on 18’.  It’s just 

that some of the discussion I am hearing is well 18’ is an oversized 

garage.  I guess by definition it is oversized. 

 I tend to like large garages, myself.  So, 18’ strikes me as a 

generous garage.   

 Mr.  Gworek added based on the GIS map, it appears that between 

49 and 59 Hitchcock is a much smaller gap between those two properties 

to where the houses are. Approximately 17.5’. 

 If we approve this with the variance, we are talking between the 

new garage and the existing house at 49, we’re talking about 26’.  So, 

it is consistent with the neighborhood. You actually have more spaces 

between the two structures, 43 and 49, compared to other places in the 

neighborhood, so I don’t see any big reason to say well, let’s do 16’ 

or 14’.  It’s a variance if you want 16’ -- it’s not much less of a 

variance.  I don’t see a reason why 18 is a problem. 

 I do understand your concern with the hardship and it is an 

oversized garage, yes, 18’ or even 16’.  I don’t have a problem with 

it. 

 Mr. Wysong asked the Chair what form the amendment to this came 

in reducing the garage from 20’ to 18’.  The Chair said it was his 

understanding that the applicant can reduce the size of the 
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application and when he came in, his opening remarks basically said 

that he was going to modify it to 18’.  It is a verbal modification 

noted Mr. Wysong.  Mr. Librandi added you can reduce it but you can’t 

expand it. 

 Mr. Wysong asked if the motion should read that it’s for a garage 

with a setback of 13 point --- for a variance to 13.4’.  Mr. Librandi 

agreed that the more detailed you make it the better it would be.  Mr. 

Wysong said the paperwork documentation say we are granting a variance 

of ---- Mr.  Librandi interrupted saying you can stipulate it. 

 The Chair then asked for Mr. LaPorte to retract his motion and 

then resubmit it outlining the 18’?  The new motion would be to 

approve this appeal with 18’.  With a side yard setback of 6.6’. 

 Mr.  Gworek seconded. 

 Roll call:  O’Keefe:  No 

    LaPorte:  No 

    Wysong:  Yes 

    Gworek:  Yes 

    Salka :  No 

 

 Motion denied. 

 This appeal is closed. 

 The Chair reopened the public hearing items. 
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7. Public Hearing Items 

 A. APPEAL #5967A, Application of Grampy LlC d/b/a Bufalo Wild 

Wings for special exception approval to apply to the State of 

Connecticut for a restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A, 

11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 774 Queen Street a/k/a 750 

Queen Street, property of Southington / Route 10 Associates Limited 

Partnership c/o Cornerstone in a B zone. 

 MR. MATHESON:  Marty Matheson.  734 Queen Street.  Franchisee of 

Buffalo Wild Wings and my partner is here, too.   

 We are looking for a restaurant full liquor license for 7500 sf 

at the old Bernie’s space.  We are currently operating Buffalo Wild 

Wings at the Brass Mill Commons in Waterbury.  We have a full 

restaurant liquor license there. 

 I am new to this process. I didn’t have any prepared statements.  

We have submitted whatever documentation you require for the floor 

plan and site plans there are. 

 I look forward to any questions you may have. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  On your map here, on the bar, you have 135 

bar/dining seats.  The bar/dining seats, that is just not the bar, 

right?  Are the dining seats away from the bar? 

 MR. MATHESON:  There is a dividing wall on the --- that separates 

the bar and the dining, yes. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So you are including that as dining, the 135? 

 MR. MATHESON:  No.  Total is going to be over 260 total. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  That’s seats. What you are calling dining, you say 

135.  And, then the bar and then some seats away from the bar? 

 MR. MATHESON:  Yes.  Correct. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  How many bar seats do you have? 

 MR. MATHESON:  Well, we took a few away, actually, today.  We 

were going over some of the seats that are on the plan. I don’t have 

it in front of me. If you have it right there, it’s probably about 

160.  There’s more – 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Around the bar, itself? 

 MR. MATHESON: Oh, the bar? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Yah, itself. 

 MR. MATHESON:  The bar itself – 
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 MR. LIBRANDI:  It looks like it was 19. 

 MR. MATHESON:  Eighteen or 19.  Yah, the bar count, yes.  The bar 

room total seating with the bar counter total seating I believe is 

135.  We actually decreased that amount by 10 seats today, 12 seats. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  One twenty-three? 

 MR. MATHESON:  Yes. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  What are your hours of operation? 

 MR. MATHESON:  Our typical hours of operation are 11:00 am to 

11:00 pm Sunday thru Thursday.  But we prefer to try to stay open 

until midnight.  It would be 11:00 am to midnight.  And, then on the 

weekends, 11:00 am to 1:00 am.  Friday and Saturday. 

 MR. GWOREK:  You don’t plan on any outdoor dining? 

 MR. MATHESON:   No. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Are you going to have entertainment? 

 MR. MATHESON:  No.  Just sports. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  It’s a sports bar? 

 MR. MATHESON:  It’s a sports themed restaurant.  We sell about 80 

percent of our sales with food.  We don’t say sports bar. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  This is in a business zone. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  I think it is a good location for it. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  I have a question for the applicant.  So you are a 

franchisee of two of these? 

 MR. MATHESON:  We have three now.  We just opened one in New 

Hampshire, as well, two weeks ago.  So this will be our fourth 

restaurant. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  Can you just talk a little bit about the rules and 

about the layout that the franchisor gives you guys that might be 

beneficial for us to hear? 

 MR. MATHESON:  They give us pretty strict architectural 

guidelines.  We conform to the state’s guidelines as far as bathrooms 

and liquor.  The bar room separation is the height of the doors. 

 We also, you know, they gave us operational guidelines.  More or 

less, every piece of equipment is a spec equipment.  Our staffing is 

to a certain degree given by them.  We go through our own responsible 
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alcohol service training which is above and beyond what the state 

requires. 

 It’s a battleship. We put a lot of money into it, a lot of 

systems, a lot of controls, cameras everywhere. 

 It’s a very family friendly environment.  You know, there is 870 

of these restaurants in this country now including five or six in 

Canada.  They know what they’re doing. It started as a college bar 

back in Ohio in the early 80’s and now it is evolved into a family 

restaurant. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Can I just go over the stipulations that I’d like to 

be on there just to see if you agree to them? 

 - Not exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 - Number of bar seats around the bar shall not exceed 19.  Is 

that all right? 

 MR. MATHESON:  Yah, I would say.  What’s on the plan? If it’s 19 

– 

 MR. GWOREK:  It’s 19 on the plan.  The full bar area.  Inside. 

 - No live entertainment. 

 - Any significant change in the floor plan shall require a 

new application. 

 - Any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 MR. MATHESON:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Okay.  Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 Thank you. 
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 B. APPEAL #5968A, Application of Nancy E. Tegge for a 3/7’ 

side yard setback variance to 16.3’ where 20’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 55 Partridge Drive, 

property of Nancy E. Tegge in an R-20/25 zone. 

 MS. TEGGE:  Nancy Tegge, 55 Partridge Drive, Southington. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do you want to explain to the board what you would 

like us to do for you? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Well, I’d like very much to gain this variance so 

that I can add an additional garage to my home. 

 I’d like to add part of that would be a laundry room.  I need to 

bring my laundry room upstairs.  Primarily, because I need to avoid 

steps as much as possible.  My right foot tends to have a mind of its 

own and throw me.  Since December, 19 – or rather 2012, it threw me 

into the garage.  Six months later it threw me down the basement steps 

of which I had at least 25 stitches in my forehead. 

 The other reason is that both my partner and I are senior 

citizens.  We plan to marry.  We’re both working full time.  And, 

would like very much to have the attached garage so that we don’t have 

to clean the snow off of our cars before we go to work. 

 And, that is basically it. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  This is sort of a minor variance. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Discussion?  Questions for the applicant? 

 MR. WYSONG:  The left hand side, the side where the garage is 

going, on the property line or in the proximity of the property line, 

you have a rather large buffer of evergreen trees? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Are you going to have to remove the trees for this 

addition or – 

 MS. TEGGE:  I don’t think so. I don’t think that would be a 

problem. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I don’t know if it is a problem, it’s just a 

question. 

 MS. TEGGE:  I don’t believe we have to remove any of these trees, 

do we?  No. 

 MR. WYSONG:  And, you have discussed this with your neighbor? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Oh, absolutely.  We have signed documents from the 

neighbor on both sides. 
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 MR. WYSONG: Okay.  Did the question come up about the buffer of 

trees with your neighbor? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Um, actually, what my neighbor said was:  if the 

trees have to come down, please take them down.   (Laughter)  So, they 

would like very much to be rid of them. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Thank you. 

 (Laughter) 

 THE CHAIR:  No, I notice, I am looking at the plans and it shows 

here you have an existing garage. 

 MS. TEGGE: Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  It’s 22’ deep.  Um, and I guess it looks like 12’ 

wide?  It’s about the same width as the other one.  Now, you are 

talking about um, you are adding a garage.  What are you adding there?  

I don’t see where it’ laid out in the drawing anywhere. 

 MS. TEGGE:  The reason for the projection in the front is that we 

would put the laundry room to the back of the garage so I could walk 

right out of the kitchen without falling down and go to the laundry 

room. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So it’s going to be in the back? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MS. TEGGE:  That is the reason for that projection in the front. 

 THE CHAIR:  I am not understanding that. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  It is going to be in the back of the existing 

garage right now? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Right across both of them. 

 MR. LOMBARDI: Oh, both of them.  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  It’s going to go across the whole back – 

 MS. TEGGE: Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  -- and that is why it is tilted or slanted the way it 

is. 

 MS. TEGGE:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 
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 So we are looking at the nearest point which is 16.3’, so it is a 

3.7’ variance. 

 Okay. 

 Any other questions of the applicant? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Mr. Chairman, if I could just read the letters 

that we received? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes, please. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:   Dated November 5, 2012 to the Zoning Board of 

Appeals:  We have no objection to Nancy Tegge adding an additional 

garage to 55 Partridge Drive in Southington, Connecticut.  This will 

not present any hardship to us. Cheryl and James Kalamajaka residing 

at 65 Partridge Drive, Southington, Connecticut. 

 Next one is dated November 5, 2012.  To Whom It May Concern:  

This letter serves to inform the Town of Southington for our approval 

for our next door neighbor Nancy Tegge to build a garage addition on 

to her home. 

 My family was given the opportunity to build a garage addition on 

our property back in 2003 with a variance approval.  I certainly would 

love for my neighbor, Nancy, to have the same consideration. 

 I hope you approve Nancy Tegge’s request.  Best regards, Danielle 

Cassarella. 

 THE CHAIR: Just a question:  Is this a single story garage? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, it is in line with the existing garage that you 

have? 

 MS. TEGGE:  Absolutely. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because one of the things I  think we ought to make 

sure of when we get plans is that we get a site elevation so somebody 

doesn’t come in all of a sudden, he asked for an approval of a small 

variance, but we’ve got something that is 40’ tall.  You know, right  

now she’s saying and it’s part of the Minutes that is the same height 

as the existing garage but we ought to get a height elevation if we 

can, at least get a drawing of what it is going to look like, the 

pitch, et cetera. 

 MR. LIBRANDI: Would you like the applicant, if they don’t have a 

contractor or have them draw it themselves? 

 THE CHAIR: Well, the problem is, if they do that and they submit 

it as part of the record, that’s what they’re going to have to build. 
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 MR. LIBRANDI:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, you know – 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  We can stipulate, too, the same elevation as the 

existing. 

 THE CHAIR:  When they come in, we’d have to be very judicious in 

our stipulations when it comes to that. 

 And, the same thing here, when we make a motion, we stipulate it 

that the roofline is the existing garage. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Just a question for the applicant:  Do you have a 

plan at this point?  Have you hired a builder?  Or talked to a 

builder? 

 MS. TEGGE:  We’ve had a preliminary discussion with a builder. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Have they drawn a picture of it for you? 

 MS. TEGGE:  No.  I only have this plot plan that I submitted to 

you but there would be no reason to make it taller.  It would look 

hideous. 

 THE CHAIR: It would what? 

 MS. TEGGE:  It would look hideous if it was taller than the rest 

of the house. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No. What people do is you do a tear down on part of 

the house and just add to it and you don’t need a variance to do the 

tear down but you just get a building permit.  So I think that is what 

our concern is. 

 MS. TEGGE: No.  We need the space that we have plus that garage. 

 THE CHAIR: It was more for future, but if you had it, that would 

be helpful.  As long as it is going to match the existing roofline, 

that’s fine for this one. 

 Okay.  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of the application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 
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 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you. 

7:43 
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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 27, 2012 

 

 Chairman Robert Salka called the Regular Meeting portion of the 

Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:43 o’clock, p.m. in 

the Town Council Chambers with the following members in attendance: 

  Jeffrey Gworek, Matthew O’Keefe, Bryan Wysong & Joseph LaPorte   

          

 Alternates: Thomas Lombardi 

 

 Absent:  Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

    Dee Ahern, Alternate 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

      

   

 A quorum was determined. 

   

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

New Business 

 A. APPEAL #5967A, Application of Grampy LlC d/b/a Bufalo Wild 

Wings for special exception approval to apply to the State of 

Connecticut for a restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A, 

11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 774 Queen Street a/k/a 750 

Queen Street, property of Southington / Route 10 Associates Limited 

Partnership c/o Cornerstone in a B zone. 

 Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve the application with the 

following stipulations: 

 - Not exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 - Number of bar seats around the bar shall not exceed 19 as 

stipulated on the plan.  Full bar onsite, inside. 

 - No live entertainment. 

 - Any significant change in the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

 - Any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 
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 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe noted this is in a business zone.  There is a lot of 

parking and this would be a good use from the traffic point of view.   

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 B. APPEAL #5968A, Application of Nancy E. Tegge for a 3/7’ 

side yard setback variance to 16.3’ where 20’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 55 Partridge Drive, 

property of Nancy E. Tegge in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 5968A for 3.7’ yard 

setback to 16.3’ where 20’ is required for the purposes of 

constructing a single story garage with a roofline not to exceed the 

existing roofline of the existing garage. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe stated given that we have two variance requests today 

for garage, it is almost important to point out the difference between 

the two of them.  In the first one it is nonconforming on one side 

already and looking to be nonconforming by 50 percent on the other 

side. 

 In this application you are not nonconforming in any way.  The 

request is basically for 3.5’ out of 20’ on one side.  I think it’s 

more of a diminimus encroachment and more in line with the harmony of 

the neighborhood and the harmony of the town.  For that reason, I 

would support it. 

 Mr. Wysong commented on the wording used for limiting the 

roofline.  It may not work out and I don’t know how we want to do it.  

I heard the elevation was not to exceed the current garage and 

depending on the way the roofline is, you may not be able to span the 

24’ with a slope consistent with the roofline of the house.  You may 

have a peak a little bit higher than the current roof.  I guess I 

would leave that to the architect.  When you have a roof over a single 

car garage and you put it over a two car garage, if you want to keep 

the standard architectural pitches, you have to have a higher peak on 

a two car garage. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said with that, he would amend the motion to say 

within plus or minus two feet as required by the architectural plan 

and that would give the builder some leeway. 

 The Chair felt that was acceptable.  But he did think and that’s 

why the comment before, I do believe that you’ve got to have something 

in front of us so we know what we’re voting on.  We know we’re voting 

on a variance on the side but we don’t know is what the project is 

going to look like when it is finished. We’ve been burned a number of 
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time.  We’ve approved a variance for a side yard variance, but the 

actual building constructed was not what we had envisioned. It was 

within the footprint, but it was not within the footprint.   

 What Commissioner O’Keefe put in I think is appropriate for the 

2’ but I think in the future we’ve got to make sure we’re aware of 

what we are really voting on. 

 Mr. Librandi said they’re just trying to test out to see if they 

get the variance.  Then they’ll go back to the builder for design.  So 

they don’t have design plans right now. If you would like I could have 

the applicant draw something. It may not be to scale but it would give 

some type of idea, unless you require them to get the design plans. 

 The Chair noted they could stated as part of their presentation, 

which would be part of the Minutes, they will maintain the existing 

roofline or not to exceed 2’. 

 Mr. Librandi said that could be added to the stipulations. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said he added that because he did not want to have a 

situation where we think it is a one story garage and then there is a 

bonus room over the garage which is 30’ off the ground.   

 The Chair observed the applicant is not doing that in this case.  

But for future. 

 Mr. Librandi said for a detached garage we require no higher than 

1.5 stories with no livable space upstairs. 

 The Chair stated the motion in front of us is acceptable for the 

applicant and it meets the spirit of what they want to do.  I am just 

saying going forward. 

 Amendment would be the roofline plus or minus 2’ to the existing 

garage.  Mr. Gworek seconded the amendment. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

8. Miscellaneous / Old Business / New Business 

 Mr. Librandi passed around the approval by the planning and 

zoning commission to allow to a certain degree restaurants in 

residential zones --- they eliminated the variance required for it.  

Usually restaurants in residential have come back to the ZBA in the 

past and they’ve been denied because there was an intensification of 

the use.  The PZC took that out and they are stating that all they 

would need to do now is come to the ZBA and get special exception 

approval to all  that where before they needed a variance and a 

special exception approval. These are for restaurants existing before 
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October 1, 2012.  There are three or four that you probably are aware 

of in residential zones.  They are nonconforming. 

 Be aware.  This is what the previous town planner wrote and you 

may want to review it to get the planning & zoning commission’s ideas. 

 Something may be coming up within the next few months. 

 They do have to come back for special exception approval and that 

means that the character of the area has to be considered and upheld.  

They are putting it in your hands and they are not taking it away but 

they’re taking one of the obstacles out of the way for the business. 

 The Chair said there are a number of issues and we won’t get into 

the discussion --- I want to make sure we are fully aware of what this 

means.  I think if you read the town planner’s letter, part of the 

discussion at the meeting was a beer & wine permit.  Well if the 

applicant asks for beer & wine and liquor, there is no way to stop 

him.  So a family restaurant, as I read this, they come in and ask for 

beer & wine, we cannot constrict it to beer & wine and if they decide 

next week they want to serve hard liquor, they can. 

 The questions I have are:  what happens if they now close at 

10:00 pm and because they are now serving liquor, they can be open 

until 1:00 am.  The discussion we would have is is it in harmony with 

the neighborhood.  Well, today it might be in harmony if they’re 

serving beer & wine.  What happens if they serve beer & wine and 

liquor and they’re open until 1:00 am?   

 I’m not sure about what if they add on? I’m not sure they can add 

on.  It’s already nonconforming. 

 I don’t know the answers to those questions and I think that we 

probably should do our own due diligence to see if we can come up with 

the answers to those so we have all of the information required to 

make a determination as to harmony with the neighborhood which is 

really about all we, under special exception, that we’ve got. 

 Mr. O’Keefe asked if the town attorney had been asked if you were 

to grant a special exception and we were to restrict the hours to 

10:00 pm, would that be legally permissible?  It is a harmony question 

for the neighborhood.  After 10:00 pm there should not be cars and 

traffic and noise.  Can we regulate the hours notwithstanding the 

liquor served. 

 Mr. LaPorte asked about the hard liquor.  The Chair said the 

liquor control commission determines that.  When you get beer & wine, 

liquor comes with it. 

 Mr. Librandi advised everyone to email their questions to him and 

he’ll get answers.  They are going to be coming in sooner than later. 
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 Mr. Librandi said the planning & zoning commission is reviewing 

the regulations for signage. As of right now A-frame signs and wire 

signs --- at the last meeting it was tabled for review.  They were 

discussing certain zones for the signage and the public had comments 

not in favor of regulating that.  It will be on the next agenda for 

the planning & zoning commission.  I would say to you to read the 

Minutes as it will down to affect us somehow. 

 December 4, 2012 is the next meeting. 

 The Chair advised a problem we have as members of this board, as 

pointed out to me when I went to the meeting concerning the change to 

the zoning regulations, was that if I said anything at the meeting, I 

would not be allowed to vote on any application coming forward.  You 

can go and gather information but you best not say much if you want to 

vote at this board. 

 

 Mr. Librandi pointed out the meeting for May 28
th
 our meeting was 

scheduled for here and it was changed to the Town Council Chambers due 

to a conflict.  All the rest of the meetings will be here (Municipal 

Center Assembly Room). 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:52 o’clock, p.m.) 

      

    Robert Salka, Chairman 

     


