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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

 

  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.   

Approval of Minutes –  

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to accept the Minutes from the previous 

meeting as presented.   Mr. Wysong seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

A. APPEAL #5976A – Application of Rachel E. Hoffman for a 4.6’ side 

 yard setback variance to 15.4’ 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. 



2 

 

 CHAIR:  Will the applicant please come up and state your name and 

address for the record? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:   Sanders Hoffman, 43 Hitchcock Road, Southington.  

You gentlemen know why I am here.  I am not going to bore you with a 

lot of the details because we’ve certainly gone through most of that. 

 I’m here to ask for what the board asked me to reconsider back at 

the prior meetings for a one car garage, 16 x 24.  The Minutes from 

the prior meetings contain all of the statements from my neighbors who 

had no objections.  They were submitted prior and I believe Rob has 

that. 

 I also submitted all of the photos indicating the properties in 

my neighborhood showing the consistent for or with what I am asking 

for.  And, those were also maintained in Rob’s file. 

 As far as any other questions, I am more than happy to answer 

them.  I think we’ve been through the facts.  They have not changed.   

 As far as I have a septic system on the back yard so the area 

that I am requesting is the only area possible where I can put that.   

 And, I also indicated some person issues with health issues in 

the past. 

 And, I have no garage at present.   So I am simply asking for a 

one car garage which is consistent with the property.  And, that is 

basically why I am here. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Questions? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, since the last meeting, you said nothing has 

changed?  How about the side yards? 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Well, the variance, yah, the variance has changed.  

What I am asking for.  Yah.  I’ve dropped it from the original which 

was 20 and then 18 and then you asked me to consider 16.  And, that is 

what I am here doing. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, it really tapers to the back.  About a foot and 

a half with this variance?  So, it really is not that much. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  No. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Variancey (sic) you are asking for now. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  The variance now I believe is possibly 4 feet on 

the longest end, 4 and a half feet. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  It averages out about 3 feet something. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 
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 (No response) 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Just to let you know, I did do some measurements on 

my vehicle.  Mr. Wysong hit the nail right on the head the last time 

when he stated that we are no longer a Volkswagen type of society.    

 My SUV measures, with the doors open, measures almost 14 feet.  

Thirteen and half feet.  And, a 16 foot garage basically becomes a one 

car because you lose a foot and a half on either side with the 

construction process, with the foundation, framing, with the 

insulation.  And, you lose approximately a foot and a half one each 

side which renders the interior dimensions to about 13 feet as opposed 

to the 16 feet of the exterior dimension. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, thank you for coming back.  I know we had 

talked about, like you said, it was 24 and then we felt it was too 

big. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  It was 20 actually.  It was 24 as the depth. 

 THE CHAIR:  Sorry, 20.  And, then you know we had asked for 16 

and you came back with 18.  I think this was a compromise that I think 

we felt comfortable with.   

 I want to thank you for, you know, for coming back with that kind 

--- 

 MR. HOFFMAN: Well, thank you for allowing me to do this. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, I’d just like to say that you neighbor here, I 

think 99 percent of the people have garages up there. 

 MR. HOFFMAN:  Oh, they do. Absolutely.  I think I demonstrated 

that with the photos. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, thank you. 

 MR. HOFFMAN: Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anyone here speaking in favor of the 

application?   Anyone in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
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 Commissioner O’Keefe recused himself and Alternate Commissioner 

Lombardi was seated for the next two appeals. 

 

 A. APPEAL #5978A, Application of A. Milo Builders for a 10’ 

 front yard setback variance to 30’ where 40’ is required under 

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

 Court a/k/a Prosperity Avenue (Map 089 Parcel 036) property of 

 Milo Family LLC in an R-12 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant please come forward? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Mr. Chairman, are we doing one lot at a time? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes. 

 MS. MILO:  Good evening, my name is Sue Milo, A. Milo Builders, 

93 Berlin Avenue.   

 Um, basically what I am before you for is we have two residential 

homes we’d like to build on a nonconforming lot.  Those two lots 

there.  As of now, the setback is 40 feet which leaves the backyard to 

be very minimal. 

 What I’m asking for is 10 feet to make it a 30 foot setback so 

that the back yard which would at least be large enough so that kids 

can play if they want any type of baseball, any type of kickball or 

anything. 

 Right now with the backyard, if I put a deck in, we’d be lucky if 

we have 10 feet or anybody to do anything. 

 So, with the street being where it is, I feel it is a safer 

environment for children and anyone that is living in the home to be 

able to live in their backyard instead of their front yard.  

 So, I am asking to give a little leeway so that there can be some 

backyard due to the fact this is a nonconforming lot. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  And, what is the hardship?  Is there a 

hardship for – I mean --- 

 MS. MILO:  The hardship is basically it is nonconforming; there 

is no backyard with a 40 foot setback.  Most of the homes in that area 

are closer to the road where I would be conforming in the area.  It 

isn’t like I’m going to be sticking out. 

 And, the kids.  I mean, they’re going to be in the front yard and 

they’re going to be playing bally.  And, they’re going to be playing 

ball.  And, they’re going to be playing whatever, kickball, baseball, 
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whatever because they can’t go in the backyard.  There is not going to 

be room.  I’m going to be on somebody else’s property. 

 And, I hate to have them near the road.  That’s all. 

 It’s really a hardship for a backyard. There isn’t any.  You are 

talking almost a 10 foot backyard but a 40 foot front yard.  That’s 

all. 

 You know, I mean, I just feel that for the comortability (sic) of 

the children and the vehicles coming in on Prosperity Court with the 

condos there, I would hate to see any problems.  That’s all. 

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

 MR. WYSONG:  The map that has been provided shows the lot under 

question, it shows the buildable area and the proposed house and the 

proposed garage are within the buildable area with a 20 foot rear 

setback and a 40 foot setback. 

 MS. MILO:  What is that? 

 MR. WYSONG:  Your proposal is to move the whole building forward 

about 10 feet? 

 MS. MILO:  Yah. 

 MR. WYSONG:  From where it is shown on the drawing? 

 MS. MILO:  Right.  It is at 42 right now.  He’s got it at 42. 

 MR. WYSONG:  It’s 42.4. 

 MS. MILO:  Yah, he’s got it past the garage.  The garage comes 

forward 2 feet right there but give or take.  I mean, I could go off 

the 42 and push it 10 feet and forward is fine.  I mean, anything at 

this point would help for the back yard. 

 I came to this board first before I do this because we plan on 

breaking ground ---right now it is a little difficult because the snow 

kind of hit us --- but this is something that I am going to move 

forward with and I would like to get it --- get it up and running.  

 A lot of guys don’t have work right now and I’m just trying to do 

whatever I can to help them out, too.  Everybody needs to do something 

here. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, you have reasonable use of your property right 

now? 

 MS. MILO:  No.  Right now it is just vacant land. 

 MR. LAPORTE: No. You have reasonable use of it. 
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 MS.MILO:  I can still put my dwellings on it, yes.  

 What I’m just trying to do is make it safety (sic) for people and 

children and utilize their backyard. 

 That’s all. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, the bottom line is, what, I mean, as was just 

stated, you have reasonable use of the property, number one.   

 Number two is, if we allow or grant this variance, quite 

honestly, what we’re doing is we’re adding value to your property 

because that is going to open it up and more people are going to be 

able to um --- it is going to be more attractive to more people. 

 And, I think that this board is not necessarily here to add value 

to your property. 

 MS. MILO:  I’m not saying that this is value.  I’m not looking 

for a value added.  I’m looking for safety. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, but that’s what you get. 

 MS. MILO:  Okay. 

 (Laughter) 

 THE CHAIR:  If we move it 10 foot forward, you’re going to get 

the backyard. 

 MS. MILO:  So kids safety now is considered value to your 

property. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Marketing.   What you are doing is --- you want to 

market the property. 

 MS.MILO:  You know guys. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I’m just telling you what it is. 

 MS. MILO:  Okay. 

 MR.LAPORTE:  We’re here for --- we have to have a, first of all, 

a hardship.  And, a financial hardship, which you’re – 

 MS.MILO:  This is not a financial hardship. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Not to you it isn’t.  What it is is you are 

marketing the property.  You want to market the property.  Okay, so 

now instead of us having 20 feet in the backyard, now we’ve got 30 

feet in the backyard. 

 MS. MILO:  If you call the safety of the kids, marketing, that’s 

fine. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  How do you know there is someone with kids buying 

this? 

 MS.MILO:  I have people I’m talking to.  They’re three bedroom 

houses. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Well, you know --- 

 MS.MILO:  And, they do have kids.  I just, you know, all I’m 

doing is asking for it to be looked into.  If you don’t feel it is a 

hardship for kids and for a    backyard, I understand.  

 I do not like the fact that they’re that close to the road. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think you are twisting what we’re saying.  We’re 

not saying it is not a hardship for kids.  That is not a hardship this 

board can address. 

 MS.MILO:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  If you have a building lot that has a huge rock pile 

or a huge wall behind your or a huge hill behind you and you want to 

move forward because you’ve got drainage issues, you can’t --- that’s 

a different story. 

 What you have got is a buildable lot. 

 MS.MILO:  Um-hum. 

 THE CHAIR:  You want to build a certain sized house on that lot 

and you want us to grant you a variance to move the house forward 

which will increase the market value for that property.  There is no 

question about it. 

 And, I don’t really see the hardship here.  I understand what 

you’re saying.  But --- so you have to sell the kids that don’t --- to 

families that don’t have children.  I don’t know. 

 MS.MILO:  No. There’ll still be kids moving in.  They’ll just 

play in the front yard.  The ball goes in the road, it goes in the 

road. What’re you going to do?  They’ll run and chase it.  And, when 

the people drive down Prosperity Court, hopefully, they’ll see them. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  This application isn’t about kids.  This 

application is about the land. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right, exactly. 

 MS.MILO:  It’s use of the backyard.  Because there’s 40 feet in 

the front and 20 feet in the back.  All I am asking is to balance it 

off.  So that the back and the front are close to the same. 

 It is a nonconforming lot and it’s not like we’re working with 

half acre lots.  You have a 20/25 R zone here.   
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 This happens to be --- that’s just the way the lots are.  They’re 

nonconforming. 

 THE CHAIR:  Quite honestly, you --- you developed this whole 

property. 

 MS. MILO:  No, I did not.  I didn’t develop any of this property, 

honestly.  All these houses were old, very old and had been there.  I 

didn’t --- 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m talking --- 

 MS.MILO:  I didn’t even get involved with Prosperity Court.  I 

didn’t even develop Prosperity Court.  I stayed away from that whole 

subdivision. 

 THE CHAIR: Please!   What is Milo Family, LLC, lot #21, what is 

that? 

 MS.MILO:  Those are all existing.  Lot 21 and – 

 THE CHAIR:  I know. 

 MS.MILO:  No, Lot 21 is not and the lot next door and I don’t see 

a lot number on it, is not existing. Those are two lots that were 

already existing lots within the family.  Basically. 

 I mean, there’s a few homes within this area.  My family lived 

here. 

 THE CHAIR:  so you own most of this property all the way around? 

 MS.MILO:  Yes.  There is 1,2,3 houses and then these are the last 

two of our family’s estate, if you want to say. 

 Basically, my grandparents lived here.  My parents lived here.  I 

mean, it’s just what it is. 

 MR.LIBRANDI:  What is the square footage of that lot? 

 MS.MILO:  It’s 50 by uh, 100.  I believe.  It says 252 over here, 

but, I thought they were 50 by 100.  Maybe 50 by 200. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Did you just --- within reason, did you just buy 

these lots within reason? 

 MS.MILO:  Uh, my aunt passed away.  So, it was – 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So you acquired these lots. 

 MS.MILO:  Yah, it was us. 

 THE CHAIR:  You bought these two lots and you subdivided them? 

 MS.MILO:  No, they were already subdivided. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MS.MILO:  Basically, my aunt lived in the house and   she just 

had passed. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 Go ahead. 

 MR. GWOREK:  The corner of Berlin Street and Prosperity Court, 

that existing house that has access from Berlin Street? 

 MS. MILO:  No, it’s on Prosperity Court where it says that 

driveway there?  It goes on through Prosperity Court. 

 MR. GWOREK : And, there is no access from Berlin Street to that 

house? 

 MS. MILO:  There is.  There is a shared driveway with the two 

parcels.  If they wanted to share it. It could go either way. 

 MR. GWOREK: So, that house is considered on Prosperity Court? 

 MS.MILO:  No.  The house is considered on Berlin Street because 

Prosperity Court was not there before. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Okay.   

 MR. LIBRANDI:  So, it’s 50 by --- 

 MS.MILO:  So, it’s a side yard. That’s why they got away with 

putting the road so close to it. My aunt was not happy at the time.  

She was not happy.  She was, you know, because they basically cut the 

road at the top of her yard. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Do you know the approximate distance from the street 

that that house is? 

 MS.MILO:  The 54? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Yes. 

 MS.MILO: It’s 15 feet, I believe, from the sidewalk. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Fifteen feet?  And, yours would be about 25 from the 

sidewalk? 

 MS.MILO:  Mine would be 25. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Okay. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  So, if it is 50 by 100, its 10,000 square feet, 

right?  The lot size? 

 MS.MILO:  Yup. 
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 MR. LIBRANDI:  And, this is R-12 zone where the minimum lot size 

is 12,000 square feet? 

 MR. WYSONG:   Fifty by 100? 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Fifty by 100?   

 MR. WYSONG:   Fifty fee by 100.  It would be about --- 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  Five thousand.  I’m sorry, 5,000 square feet.  

And, the minimum lot size for R-12 is 12,000 square feet.  So that is 

a drastic drop in the total amount of square footage for that lot. 

 THE CHAIR:  Say that again, Rob?  I’m sorry. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  If the lot is 100 by 50, that’s 5,000 square feet. 

 THE CHAIR:  Correct. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  In an R-12 zone today, the minimum lot size is 

12,000 square feet.  So that’s less than half, a quarter of what is 

allowed. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  But they are going to build the house either way. 

 MR. LIBRANDI:  They definitely have, they have the plans. 

 MS.MILO:  The square footage is smaller.  We have a small 

envelope to work with. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  That’s a different situation than what we are 

hearing here, right?  We’re just concerned with the 10 feet, moving 

the house forward. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  That’s right. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  Not the square footage. 

 THE CHAIR: No, no. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  Can I just ask a couple of questions of the 

applicant? 

 Can you just describe --- it says you have a fence in the 

backyard.  How close is that existing raised ranch or the house, the 

raised ranch that’s going to be built? 

 MS. MILO:  That’s proposed.  That’s not there, yet.  I don’t own 

that property. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  So, would it --- would it be fair to assume that 

the raised ranch would be in favor of this moving the house forward? 

 MS.MILO:  I really don’t know. I didn’t speak to the people that 

own the property. I actually didn’t even get into it with them. 
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 Um, the only thing that I know that’s changed in this since I’ve 

wanted to do this is the allowing of moving the driveway so that was 

closer to my lots than it was in Prosperity Courts where they had 

originally planned it.  It was on the cul de sac. 

 So that driveway now is much closer to my houses than it was 

before, which I did state in the letter --- I did write a letter 

saying that that was fine.  I understand you want ---you know people 

don’t want people driving into their homes practically to get to those 

two back lots.   

 I felt in this case, to have it where they were moving it, I 

supported them in that.   

 You know, as far as what they’re doing with these back to lots, I 

don’t know.  And, I don’t even believe that applicant was the one that 

in for that removal --- to move that driveway over.  It just was 

brought to my attention and asked if I would support it.  But I 

believe that was the owners of the complex of Prosperity Court that 

actually moved that driveway over.  

 So as far as what anybody else is doing, you guys may know before 

me because I don’t know.  

 MR.GWOREK:  Do you plan on keeping a buffer between the two 

proposed ones and the raised ranch behind it, the tree buffer? 

 MS. MILO: Whatever is there, yah.  No, I don’t want to cut it 

down.  I am not going to cut anything down.  That was my main concern 

with moving that driveway because I was going to lose the whole buffer 

to the complex for the other people which I don’t want to destroy 

their property, either.  I want to maintain the area just as they do.  

 MR.GWOREK:  Moving the house forward will allow you to keep a 

larger buffer from them. 

 MS.MILO:  Yah, and it would keep the kids and everybody else in 

the backyard and not in the front. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Refresh my memory on what is directly across the 

street --- across Prosperity Court from these? 

 MS.MILO:  It’s uh – a --- 

 MR. WYSONG:  My sense it is a driveway. 

 MS.MILO:  AMS?  Yah, it’s a sheet metal company with a garage. 

 THE CHAIR:  Commercial property. 

 MS.MILO:  Yah, commercial.  

 THE CHAIR:  He’s got two or three trucks there. 
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 MR. WYSONG:  In this area. 

 MS.MILO:  Right across the street. 

 THE CHAIR: Yes. 

 MS.MILO: Yah, basically that’s – 

 THE CHAIR:  And, they are set quite a ways back. 

 MS.MILO:  That’s a big area there. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay? 

 Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Bryan? 

 MR. WYSONG:  I don’t think I have any other questions.  I have 

some discussion but I don’t have any other questions of the applicant. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 Okay, thank you. 

 You can just stand right up there.  I don’t think there is 

anybody to speak in favor or against it, is there? 

 MS.MILO: No. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, this appeal, this appeal is closed.  We’ll go 

into the second one, Rob? 
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 B. APPEAL #5979A, Application of A. Milo Builders for a 10’ 

 front yard setback variance to 30’ where 40’ is required under 

 Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 21 Prosperity 

 Court a/k/a Prosperity Avenue (Map 089 Parcel 037) property of 

 Milo Family LLC in an R-12 zone. 

 MS.MILO: Sue Milo, A Milo Builders, 93 Berlin Avenue.  I’d like 

to build a residential home and I’m asking for 10 feet.  Where it is a 

40 foot setback I’d like to make it a 30 foot setback. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. Same conditions as before? 

 MS.MILO:  Yes,sir. 

 THE CHAIR:  Same conversation? 

 MS.MILO:  Yes, sir. 

 They’re identical.  Identical in size, shape, everything. 

 THE CHAIR:  What is the square footage of the homes going to be? 

 MS.MILO:  The blocks are 30 by 30.  I don’t know what the square 

footage would be.  I was working with the lot size.  I wasn’t going to 

even; I was just trying to make it work on the lot. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Thirty by 30 is 900 and you’ve got a porch and an 

apron on the garage. 

 MS.MILO:  Yah, we tried to get a one car garage in there because 

it’s --- we tried fitting a garage and it’s very difficult to fit a 

two car garage.  So – 

 MR. WYSONG:  They are small houses. 

 MS.MILO:  Yes. They are going to be very similar to what is in 

the neighborhood.  The capes.  They are going to be two story, 

colonial.  But they’re small enough where if anything it will support 

the homes that, if they get built in back of them. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay, any other questions on this application? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The only thing I can say is I just didn’t hear a 

hardship here. And, they have reasonable use of their property. 

 As far as, I can see that it’s a marketing value for this 

applicant. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Bring that up during discussion. 

 Okay, thank you very much. 

 MS.MILO:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR: Anyone speaking in favor of this application? 
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 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Mr. O’Keefe re-entered the room and was reseated. 

 

7:22 pm. 
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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

 

  Chairman Robert Salka called the Regular meeting of the 

Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:22 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. 

 

NEW BUSINESS: 

 A. APPEAL #5976A – Application of Rachel E. Hoffman for a 4.6’ 

side yard setback variance to 15.4’ 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. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion on 5976A.  Mr. Wysong seconded.  

 Mr. LaPorte added that he thought the applicant has worked with 

the board and it is a very minor variancy(sic) he is asking for. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 Let the record show Mr. O’Keefe will recuse himself on the next 

two items and Mr. Lombardi will be seated. 

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #5979A, Application of A. Milo Builders for a 10’ 

front yard setback variance to 30’ where 40’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 15 Prosperity Court 
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a/k/a Prosperity Avenue (Map 089 Parcel 036) property of Milo Family 

LLC in an R-12 zone. 

  Mr. Wysong made a motion to approve Appeal 5978A as stated.  Mr. 

Gworek seconded. 

 Mr.Wysong said it would be the same.  The Chair echoed it would 

be the same discussion and comments as in Appeal 5979A. 

 Motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. LaPorte opposed. 

   

 B. APPEAL #5979A, Application of A. Milo Builders for a 10’ 

front yard setback variance to 30’ where 40’ is required under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 21 Prosperity Court 

a/k/a Prosperity Avenue (Map 089 Parcel 037) property of Milo Family 

LLC in an R-12 zone. 

 r. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 5978A.  Mr. Wysong 

seconded. 

 After discussion regarding whether it was 5978A or 5979A the 

motion was made, a check of the audio tape and the stenographer’s 

notes, it is Appeal #5978A this motion is for.  The motion and the 

discussion pertain to Appeal 5979A. 

 Mr. Lombardi did not see a problem with moving the house forward 

10 feet.  It makes the property a better value and I think it is a 

hardship that the safety and the usability of the land is better to 

move it forward.  Right there that’s enough to warrant the 

application. 

 Mr. Wysong said he would disagree a little bit with the argument 

that it increases the value.  If the builder were saying I have a 

buildable lot that is 35 x 35 and I’ve designed a 30 x 30 house, 900 

square feet, and I want to move the 900 square foot footprint forward 

but I am not planning to increase the size of the house to 1200 square 

feet in order to use the gained footprint, then I don’t know whether 

that is much of an economic thing. I think it is more a common sense 

thing. 

 Our current zoning requires 40 feet.  And, in old nonconforming 

lots, as we’ve seen in some other cases, when you apply all of the 

modern current setbacks: side, front and back, you end up with 

virtually an unbuildable piece of land.  And, we have I think 

reasonably granted some relief on those. 

 In this case, you move the house forward; you get a better back 

yard, which is a nice thing to have.  We’re moving it towards the 

street in and industrial site so your neighbor across the street isn’t 

seeing this house come forward.  The house is not a particularly large 



17 

 

house, anyway.  It’s very reminiscent of the first house I bought back 

in the late 60’s, which was 30 x 30. 

 It doesn’t appear that sight lines are going to be interfered 

with.  A person driving into Prosperity Court coming by existing small 

houses, 54 is about the same size and its 15 feet from the sidewalk.  

So I don’t think the impression would be gee, these new houses are 

really close to the street because you’ve just gone by a house that 

was closer to the street than these are going to be. 

 I think it is a reasonable improvement use of the nonconforming 

lots which are small by today’s standards for R-12. 

 Mr. Gworek agreed.  I thought the same thing.  The first house, 

#54, is 15 feet from the sidewalk and these are going to be 

approximately, if they are moved forward, approximately 25 feet.  So 

you are gaining a larger backyard and then you’re possibly also 

creating a larger buffer between these proposed houses and the 

proposed raised ranch in the back which would be even than having 

those  houses right on top of each other.  So, I agree. 

 Motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. LaPorte opposed. 

 Mr. O’Keefe re-entered the meeting and was reseated. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 Mr. Librandi reminded everyone about the Connecticut Federation 

of Planning and Zoning Agencies is having their 60
th
 Annual Conference 

at Aqua Turf if you are interested in going. It’s Thursday, March 14
th
, 

2013.  It is from 5:00 pm to 8:00 pm.  You all got the information. If 

you are planning on going, let me know and we’ll see what we can do. 

 The Chair said he would like everyone to go.  Every other time 

they have an interesting speaker on topics germane to what we have.  

The meal is good. Camaraderie is good.  I think it is good to get 

together outside of this room.  This is the only one we get. 

 Discussion. 

 

 

 The next meeting in February, the 24
th
 is cancelled.  No new 

application. 

 

 The next regularly scheduled meeting is March 12, 2013. 

 

 

 The Chair said he had turned in a bunch of addresses to Rob on 

those canvass garages which we have all over town.  Rob hasn’t had a 

chance as he is sort of the acting town planner now, as well, to go 

out.  
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 The Chair also brought up the We Buy Houses signs all over.  I 

took six down and seven more have gone up.  It’s like you can’t keep 

up with them.  They are so high now; you need a ladder to get to them.  

I can’t believe the police can’t do anything.  Can’t call that number, 

do a reverse number and find out who is doing it.  There has to be a 

penalty for it. 

 

 Mr. Librandi said he would email the Chief to see if they could 

do anything.   

 Discussion. 

 

 Mr. O’Keefe suggested a private citizen could make a trespass 

complaint if it were on private property.  The Chair said it is on 

private property but it is also on the public right of way. 

 Discussion. 

 

 Hearing no further discussion, Mr. LaPorte made a motion to 

adjourn which was seconded by Mr. Gworek. Motion passed unanimously on 

a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:36 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

     Robert Y. Salka, Chair 

     Zoning Board of Appeals 

   

 

   


