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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY SEPTEMBER 24, 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, Joseph LaPorte, Matthew O’Keefe & Bryan Wysong    

          

 Others:  David Lavallee, Acting Town Planner 

 Absent:  Thomas Lombardi, Alternate 

    Dee Ahern, Alternate 

    Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate  

   

 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. O’Keefe made a motion to approve the 

Minutes as submitted and Mr. Wysong seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

 

6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6017A, Application of Timothy Sena for a 5’ 

variance to allow an above ground pool 5’ from the side property line 

in the rear yard under Section 2-01.A.6 of the Zoning Regulations, 14 

Jody Lane, property of Joseph A. & Dolores L. Faraone and Timothy M. & 

Deanna M. Sena in an R-20/25 zone. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant please state their name and 

address? 

 MR. SENA:  Timothy Sena, 14 Jody Lane. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you want to lift that microphone up so that --- 

thank you. 

 MR. SENA:  Okay, we submitted maps.  We have a corner plot on 

Jody Lane and Prospect.  So most of our usable property is considered 

frontage for Prospect and Jody Lane.   Our septic tank is on the – out 

on that side, too.  And, the leach fields are all on that side yard. 

 So what we want to do is put in an above ground pool in the 

backyard. So we’re looking for a 5’ variance on the front and the side 

yard in the back to put it in the corner.  And, what that would do is 

it would leave us space between the house and where the pool would be 

for usable space and a patio. Rather than the pool being right on top 

of the house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Anything else? 

 MR. SENA:  That’s it. 

 THE CHAIR:   Questions for the applicant? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So how much room are you looking for from the pool 

to the house?  The size of your pool is what? 

 MR. SENA:  It’s going to be either 15 or 18 once we see once --- 

we drew it out and the 18’ would be within probably 10’ of the house.  

So, it would give us, it would put it 15’ away if we had the variance. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Now, do you have a deck on the back of your house? 

 MR. SENA: Now we have a deck.  But that would come down and we’d 

put a cement patio. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, I mean, couldn’t you move it a little bit 

closer to the house?  I mean 5’ is --- basically almost in your 

neighbor’s yard. 

 MR. SENA:  Both neighbors signed the petition, signed the letter 

saying they are not opposed to it. 

 But there is a door off that back yard and if we built the patio 

it’s going to be 5’ just off stairs right there to come down. 
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 (Pause) 

 Our rear yard is only about 20’ from the house to the rear fence 

there.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, not from the part of the house where the deck 

is or where the patio would be. 

 MR. SENA:  Right now the pool would have to cut almost 5’ off of 

that corner.  It would cut --- it is going to cut some significant 

amount off the deck. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You’ve got about 37’ from the property line to that 

jog.  And, you’re telling me you are going to put an 18 --- 

 MR. SENA:  We’re looking between a 15 and an 18. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Between 15 and 18. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  If you had the house, if you had the pool 12’ from 

the house and you had a 15’ pool, you’d still be 10’ from the side 

yard.  From the back yard. 

 If I do the math. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because one of the concerns we have is once we grant 

this variance, it goes with the property which means if the --- if 

your neighbor next door or behind you sells their property, that pool 

stays there and that variance goes with the property so it’s there 

forever. 

 And, the neighbor that signed your application today may not be 

the same neighbor that’s going to have to live with it down the road. 

 I’m not saying they’re going to move, but --- 

 MR. SENA:  For the rear yard, the house behind us, that is all 

back yard.  The pool will be nowhere near their house.   

 And, for the side yard, that is their garage.  And, there is 

really no bedrooms.  Five feet isn’t going to make or break for noise.  

There’s no bedrooms over there. Above their garage is a great room. 

 I mean, we’re just looking for, there’s not much livable space in 

that back yard.  So if the extra 5’ gives us more where we spend most 

of our time, the patio and where the deck was, still have a set up 

there. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Well, how --- I’m sorry, go ahead. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Go ahead.  Mr. Chairman. 

 THE CHAIR:   Go ahead. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I defer to you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I am concerned about the patio.  You’re talking 

about a patio that is --- where is it on this drawing that we’re 

looking at? 

 MR. SENA:  Right, we haven’t – 

 THE CHAIR:  I don’t see --- okay. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. GWOREK:  Is it going to be the same size as the current deck?  

The patio? 

 MR. SENA: Most likely, yes. 

 MR. GWOREK: Do you know how far out that deck extends currently 

from the house? 

 MR. SENA: Um, I don’t have a map. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Mr. Chairman, it looks like it is about 16’, it’s 

the same with that bump out that you see.  That’s on the drawing.  I’m 

just basing it on this. 

 MR. SENA:  It’s about the same width, yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Bryan, you had a question? 

 MR. WYSONG: It had more to do with this aerial photo which I gave 

Dave, you supplied to all of us.  But I don’t know whether, Tim, you 

have seen this particular photograph that we’re looking at. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  You can refer to it, if you’d like. 

 MR. WYSONG:  And, then maybe I can address some questions. 

 Your Prospect Street neighbor appears to have gardens and a 

greenhouse and a garage and two or three other auxiliary buildings on 

the other side of the fence from where you propose to put the pool? 

 (Pause) 
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 MR. SENA:  Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  So if you are 10’ from his property or 5’, um, he 

has supplied an affidavit that he doesn’t – he would be happy with 

that – 

 MR. SENA: Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  He would be agreeable to having that. 

 MR. SENA:  Yes. 

 MR.  WYSONG:  Within 5’ from his property line. 

 Your neighbor to the – must be the south – at 28 Jody Lane? 

 MR. SENA:  Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG: Has also provided you with their approval of having 

it 5’ from their property line as opposed to the 10’ that it would be 

if we did not grant this variance. 

 MR. SENA:  That is correct. 

 MR. WYSONG:  And, there is an 8’ fence there? 

 MR. SENA:  Uh, I think it’s a normal, I think its 6’. 

 MR. WYSONG:  You have a 4’ towards the front of the property line 

and then it goes up to at least 6, if not higher. 

 MR. SENA:  I believe it is 6. 

 MR. WYSONG:  And, then across the back of the property line what 

it is? 

 MR. SENA:  It’s a 6’ fence.  It’s elevated.  It was off of a, 

there was a mound when it was built, so it’s a little bit higher. It 

looks like its 8’, but it is really a 6’ panel. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, what are we talking, 15 or 18?  On the pool? 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, that, I mean, I don’t think Bryan is finished, 

yet. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I think I am just establishing whether having an 

above ground pool there is that big a detriment whether it’s 5’ from 

the fence or 10’ from the fence.  If you put it 10’, we wouldn’t need 

to be here. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, that’s maybe what it should be is 10’.  I 

mean given, if there is 37’ from the house to the back and you have a 

12’ patio and a 15’ pool, you don’t need a variance. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Well, 27 and 10 is 37.  That puts the pool right at 

the patio, though. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yes, it does. 

 And, 12’ from the house. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Now, as far as it being an above the ground pool, 

can we stipulate that that could be removed if he sold the house or 

whatever.  It’s not something that is – 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, basically, I mean, you can put any stipulation 

you want an approval.  But I am not sure that it would be valid if 

they were to challenge it.  Because again, it runs with the property. 

 You can’t say well, if the neighbors sold the property the pool 

has to come down. Once you grant this variance, it’s there. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Sounds like discussion. 

 THE CHAIR:  Huh?  Yah. 

 MR. SENA:  Well, we measured it out.  A 15’ pool, you know, we 

did a diameter and we kind of laid it out, it was cutting into the 

deck.  And, then if we want to have --- we were going to take down the 

deck and put a patio in, so off of the – behind the house, if we 

remove the deck, you have to bring the steps down to get off of that, 

so you really, there’s no, there wouldn’t be any patio.   It would be 

steps and the pool would be there. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Did you consider an oval pool?  And, keeping it 10’ 

from 28 Jody Lane and 5’ off of the back? That may solve your problem 

of having clearance between your deck and the pool itself and it would 

not impact your neighbor at 28 Jody as much.  It would be in 

compliance. 

 And, as far as the neighbor in back, you’re out in the garage and 

greenhouse area, anyway. 

 MR. SENA:  We could look into that.  The pool company we were 

looking at didn’t provide it but then, you know, my wife was still 

looking.  And, we did find some that had it.  So I mean, that would be 

a reasonable solution. 
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 MR. WYSONG:  It would still take a variance on the back line. 

 MR. SENA:  Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  The 5’.  From 10 to 5.  But it would certainly be 

less impactful as far as the zoning rules are concerned. 

 MR. SENA:  Okay. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Just a suggestion.  I guess it was a question:  Had 

you considered? 

 MR. SENA:  We did consider it.  Oval pools are more costly, I 

mean.   

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  My concern is 28 Jody Lane, not so much the home on 

Prospect.  I would think that Chairman (sic) Wysong is saying is that 

if you stay 10’ from the 28 Jody Lane, and he 5’ from the back fence 

and you put an oval, you know, I think that’s a good compromise from -

-- I think I am a little concerned with that 10’ next to that fence to 

28 Jody. That’s my concern even though he’s --- they’ve said, you 

know, go ahead with it, its okay with them.  I’m a little concerned 

with that kind of a variance, putting that close to the house. 

 The other property is pretty vacant in the back, if you will, 

from a living standpoint. 

 MR. SENA:  Okay, so can I change the request to 5’ off the rear? 

 THE CHAIR:  You can always go smaller.  You can’t go larger than 

what has been posted.  But you can   revise your application for 10’ 

from your side yard and 5’ from the back if you wanted to revise that. 

 I’m not saying the rest of the board would go with it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, he really wouldn’t be revising it on the 

side.  He would be withdrawing.  He doesn’t need a variance. 

 THE CHAIR:   Correct. Yes. 

 Or we can do another option which is to continue the public 

hearing and check with your, with the pool company and then come back.  

You don’t have to reapply.  It’s just that we would continue the 

public hearing; you would come back with a revised plan.  Or we can 

vote on it tonight. That’s an option you have. 
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 MR. WYSONG:  The Chairman is saying that we can vote on it 

tonight, exactly what is in front of us. 

 If you want to consider other options, an oval pool, a round 

pool, just moving it down 10’ away, then we would continue the hearing 

tonight to the next meeting and you’d come back after working with 

Dave for the revised application. 

 Correct, Mr. Chairman? 

 THE CHAIR:  Absolutely, right. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. SENA:  Well, I don’t – if you --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Are you talking about putting in a pool, not for this 

season, right?  I mean, you may put it in but it’s not going to be 

used this year. 

 MR. SENA:  It won’t be used this year, but we are trying to plan 

on getting it in so it is usable in the spring. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So a couple of more weeks would not affect 

that part.   

 It’s up to you what you’d like to do. 

 We’ll leave it up to you.  We can vote it up or down tonight.  Or 

you can come back with a revised plan in two weeks. 

 Based on the recommendation and the feeling of the board. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think if he is going to come back with a revised 

plan, I’d rather see something measured than what looks like a circle 

and a number and what size the pool is. 

 THE CHAIR:  From the side, from the patio. I’d like to see a 

drawing of the patio. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’d want a measurement from the house to the back. 

 THE CHAIR: Yes, yup.  Yup. 

 MR. SENA:  All right. So, I can continue this to the next 

meeting? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes. 
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 MR. WYSONG:  We’d move for that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is that what you would like to do? 

 MR. SENA:  Well, it sounds like it is not going to pass unless I 

do that, so, that’s what I’d like to do. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s probably a good choice. 

 MR. WYSONG: Our recommendation is, as Commissioner O’Keefe 

suggested, a nice scale drawing.  We don’t need the whole lot.  Just 

scale up this corner and hopefully in two weeks you’ll have made a 

decision about what kind of pool. Oval, round 12’ 16’, whatever.  

Scale that in.  Scale in the concrete where the steps will be if there 

is a step or some steps.  Then we can get a good look at this corner 

if you have everything scaled that’s inside that circle, I think we 

can make an informed decision on that basis. 

 MR. SENA:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Can I have a motion to continue this public hearing? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Move to continue the public hearing. 

 THE CHAIR:  Second? 

 MR. WYSONG:  I’ll second that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Discussion? 

 (No response) 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 Thank you. 
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 B.  APPEAL #6018A, Application of Donny Wirt for a variance to 

allow a 53 sf wall sign where 30 sf is allowed under Section 13-07.A.1 

of the Zoning Regulations, 750 Queen Street, property of 

Southington/Route 10 Associates Limited partnership c/o Cornerstone, 

in a B zone. 

 MR. WIRT:  Good evening, gentlemen. My name is Donny Wirt and I’m 

with Site Enhanced Services.  My address is 6001 Nims Parkway, South 

Bend, Indiana.  

 The property in question is 750 Queen Street.  Party City has 

merged with I Party and is looking to change out the signs at their 

existing locations. 

 At this time, could I approach the --- excuse me, approach the 

board and hand out some articles that I have to aid in my 

presentation? 

 MR. WYSONG:  Certainly.  Would you like it entered into the 

record? 

 MR. WIRT: Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  In other words, this copy we keep. 

 MR. WIRT:  Yes. 

 (Pause) 

 Quickly on the front page is just simply the proposed sign that 

Party City is seeking approval for. 

 On the second page is an aerial view of the shopping center.  I 

wanted to show that this location sits back about 250’ from the 

roadway.  This shopping center does have two free standing signs.  

Party City has already installed and been approved for a panel on that 

sign. They just simply replaced the I Party sign like for like.  It’s 

the same size panel. 

 On pages 3, 4, and 5, I wanted to show --- 3, 4, 5 and 6, I 

wanted to show just some quick overlays of what is existing compared 

to what is proposed.  The current I Party sign is calculated out at 

51.47 square feet.  The proposed Party City sign is 53 square feet in 

sign area.  This sign is just going to 1.5 square feet larger than 

what is currently on the site. 
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 I just have a couple of different views.  Page 3 and Page 4 are 

straight on shots of what it would look like if you were in the 

parking lot looking at the sign. 

 Page 5 and Page 6.  Page 5 demonstrates what a motorist would see 

as they are looking towards the site, as they approach the entrance.  

Page 5 shows the existing sign as it is with the I Party. It does 

utilize the purple background against the façade with their yellow 

letters.  Part of it actually does overhang that façade a little bit. 

 So, if you want to go to Page 6, what Party City is proposing is 

to move to channel letters. They won’t use any background.  They will 

just be installed on the stone finish elevation.  This’ll match more 

with the existing signage that is within the shopping center.  It is 

also is cleaner and is more aesthetically pleasing. 

 As you approach the site, the sign is more visible than what the 

I Party was.  It kind of clashed with the background a little bit.  I 

was able to speak with the management team here and they do have 

customers on a weekly basis that call and either neither need 

directions to the site or can’t locate the sign itself to know what 

part of the shopping center it is in.  

 So, I think by allowing this request, you create enough 

visibility for customers who are approaching the site to have enough 

time to adequately make a safe traffic maneuver, access the site and 

then access the correct parking corridor.  You won’t have to have 

customers look for the sign.  It is very easy and recognizable. 

 Also, too, I had mentioned that I Party utilized a purple 

background.  Party City won’t utilize anything like that.  Again, it 

is just going to be on that stone elevation.   

 By the way that the code calculates the sign area, it’s just the 

smallest rectangle around the sign.  So Party City actually has a lot 

of dead space by using this calculation.  So, I don’t want to say 

utilized, but um, with their purple background, this small rectangle 

didn’t hurt them at all because that was their sign which is a 

rectangle. 

 But due to Party City just using the channel letter set on Page 7 

and 8, I want to kind of show how if some of this dead space is 

removed, this sign is actually below the code allotment. 

 On Page 7, as you can see in the kind of darker shaded area, you 

can see all the dead space that is behind the Party City sign.  
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 If you go to 8, just by removing some of the dead space below the 

Party City and then not just including the discount party super store 

by itself, you are able to get down to 36 square feet. 

 If you were actually just to take the surface area of the sign 

itself, you’d be down around 20 square feet.  

 Just by looking at the square footage from a different point that 

is more realistic for the sign, the true square footage is actually 

less than what is code allowed. 

 I also wanted to, if I could quickly, just a real quick hand out 

that I have.  I want to show the sign as it sits now.  They actually 

have a temporary sign which was approved in the meantime before they 

were able to gain approval for this request or to have a new sign 

installed. 

 And, the way the square footage is calculated within the shopping 

center in this district is one square foot per one linear foot of 

frontage.  And, this location has actually has as far as store 

frontage goes,  approximately 56 feet 8 inches of store frontage which 

would give them 56 square feet of sign area. 

 I believe where the 38 square feet is coming from is where the 

architectural feature is, kind of the point, I believe Party City 

wasn’t allowed to include that area in that calculation.  So they had 

to stick with the 38 square feet.  But truly their frontage is um, 

just slightly above 56 square feet.  So they would technically be 

allowed 56 --- I’m sorry. Their frontage is 56 linear feet, so they 

would be allowed 56 square feet.  They’re still requesting less than 

what that is. 

 Just to sum up the presentation again, the I Party sign is 51.47 

square feet.  Party City is only requesting a 53.  It actually will be 

improving the visibility of the sign which will help customers locate 

it and as I just previously mentioned, due to the calculation of the 

sign area, if you were to get a truer definition and actually just 

show what the sign actually is itself, that’s also much below what is 

code allowed. 

 Thank you very much for your time and at this time I would like 

to answer any questions. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave, do you have some comments, first? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:   Yah, a couple of things, Mr. Chairman.  That 

certainly is new information on how the frontage is calculated. 
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 If it was truly the 38 linear feet, they’re actually allowed 1.5 

times because you are more than 80 feet from the street.  So our 

regulations if you’re more than 80, it’s 1.5 and not just one. 

 So that would give you 57 square feet for the sign above which is 

53.  But also the blade sign that is under there is 10 square feet.  

So if you have the 53 plus the 10, that’s 63 which would put you 6 

square feet over the allowed 57 if you were using the 38.  I don’t 

know where that determination came from. 

 But if you used your linear frontage that you just mentioned, 

you’d be allowed 84 square feet which could break up into three 

separate signs which cover you if you considered the one sign 

inclusive of the long rectangle as opposed to breaking it up.  Because 

technically, if you broke it up, you’d have too many signs. 

 MR. WIRT:  Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  You’d have five signs where three are allowed.  So 

if you have the one long linear, that’s the 53 and then 10 for the 

blade sign which would give you 63 and if you credit – I guess that 

determination needs to be made on the frontage.  The unit is the unit.  

That’s how I base it.  I don’t know what that was determined by, the 

38.  You know, it’s aesthetics that really doesn’t come into play.  

Whatever the leased space is for the interior unit, that’s what we 

use. 

 MR. WIRT:  Yah, okay.  I believe what happened here is when the 

sign company went in for the temporary sign, they had actually I 

believe it may have been an error on their part because that’s when I 

was reading the code, um, I had tried to figure out and I saw that 

regarding the --- since they were 80 feet back that it should be 1.5.  

But when I spoke with and I wish I could recall the lady that I spoke 

with regarding this, I was actually told that it was one foot.  I 

didn’t want to say 1.5 because I was told it was one foot.  That’s 

what I thought it was.  I thought they – 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  That’s my interpretation. 

 MR. WIRT:  Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  So, you would be covered if it was based on what 

you’re saying, 58 or 57 linear feet. 

 MR. WIRT:  Correct, yah. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  That would bring it to 84. 
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 MR. WIRT:  And, that would be for the blade sign and for the big 

sign. Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Do you follow that?  There is a lot going on. It 

makes sense. 

 THE CHAIR:  Bottom line is he doesn’t need a variance. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, right, based on that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Based on the 1.5. 

 Now, let me ask you a question.  Does that also include the sign 

underneath the walkway? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes, that’s the blade sign. 

 THE CHAIR:  That included that in your calculation. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes, that’d bring it to 63.  And, he’s allowed 84 

if he uses the linear frontage. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, so --- yah.   

 MR. WYSONG:  Mr. Chairman?   What do you do?  Do you want a 

motion to – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  He doesn’t need a variance. 

 THE CHAIR:  He doesn’t need a variance, he can just withdraw the 

application and he’s --- we don’t need to do anything. 

 We don’t need a motion. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Thank you for the presentation. 

 THE CHAIR:  All this work.  You could’ve stayed home. 

 MR. WIRT:  Well, I always try to be safe than sorry and I wanted 

to be sure that – 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s for sure. 

 MR. WIRT:  -- if something was not what I understood, then I 

would have to come. I wanted to be sure that was the case.  I didn’t 

think there would be any issue and it would be fine.  

 THE CHAIR:  You are getting it from the resident expert. 

 (Chuckles) 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Just for the record, I think the application ought 

to be withdrawn because there are rules about if we don’t act on a 

variance. 

 THE CHAIR:  No, I agree.  I think he has got to withdraw the 

application from a formal standpoint.  We have an application before 

us, if you withdraw it, then obviously there is nothing that we have 

to do. 

 Basically – 

 MR. WIRT:  At this time, I’d like to withdraw the application. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, thank you. 

 MR. WIRT:  Thank you very much. 
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 C. APPEAL #6019A, Application of Daniel & Marzena Grabowski 

for special exception approval to allow the keeping of a family flock 

of chickens under Section 3-01.31B of the Zoning Regulations, 560 

Burritt Street, property of Daniel J. & Marzena K. Grabowski in an R-

20/25 zone.  

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Good evening.  I’m Marzena Grabowski. 

 MR. GRABOWSKI:  And, I’m Daniel Grabowski. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, the address? 

 MR. GRABOWSKI:  560 Burritt Street. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay. 

 What would you like us to do for you? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Well, we had a violation. We have a flock of 

chickens.  We didn’t realize that we needed a permit for that, so we 

would like to apply --- we applied for that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LAPORTE: You don’t have any roosters there, do you? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  We did. 

 MR. GRABOWSKI: We did.   

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  We no longer do. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  They’re bad.  The roosters. 

 THE CHAIR:  They must’ve heard through the grapevine, huh? 

 MR. GRABOWSKI:   Well, there was one in there. 

 THE CHAIR: Well, we probably have some questions for you. 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Questions? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You have no roosters, am I right? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Correct.  No roosters.  Twelve chickens. 
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 THE CHAIR:  We want to make sure we add that as a stipulation. 

 Okay? 

 Other questions? 

 MR. WYSONG:  How long have you had the flock? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Springtime. 

 MR. GRABOWSKI:  Easter time. 

 MR. WYSONG: Easter.  You got them as small, yellow cute things? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I understand. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is this at least 100’ from the street? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI: Yes.  We have a back lot. So we are well over 150’ 

from the street. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And you are not more than 400’ in total area, is 

that correct? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Including the coop and the enclosure? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, at least 30’ from the property line? 

 MR. GRABOWSKI: Yes.  

 MS. GRABOWSKI: Yes, over 30’. 

 MR. GRABOWSKI:  Over 30’. 

 THE CHAIR:  It is basically in the center of their property.  

 MS. GRABOWSKI: Yes, the way our property is shaped, it’s kind of 

like a triangle so it kind of looks like it is in the middle. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Now, they are to be fenced in? 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  They are. 
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 We don’t want to feed the coyotes. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sure with all those trees you probably do have 

them. 

 MS. GRABOWSKI:  Oh, yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, any other questions? 

 We’ll make sure we’ll put the stipulation. 

 Okay.  Hearing no questions, thank you very much. 

 Anyone here supporting this application? 

 Anyone speaking for this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you. 
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 D. APPEAL #6020A, Application of Jennifer DiLungo for special 

exception approval to allow the issuance of a liquor permit under 

Sections 4-01.32 & 11-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 16 Eden Avenue, 

property of Eden Ave. LLC in a CB zone. 

 MS. DILUNGO:  Hello. 

 THE CHAIR:  Hello. 

 MS. DILUNGO: I’m Jennifer at 299 Farberry Road, East Haven, 

Connecticut. 

 I’m here to ask for approval for a liquor license at 16 Eden 

Avenue.  There was one there.  It was Spice Bar & Grill.  I have owned 

the property for almost two years.  They’ve been evicted.  And, I’m 

looking to start a completely different restaurant with a liquor 

license. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Did you change the floor plan? 

 MS. DILUNGO:  No, not at all. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  It’s staying the same?  

 MS. DILUNGO: Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, you are familiar with the conditions of the 

previous one? 

 MS. DILUNGO:  The last liquor permit? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The last --- yes. 

 MS. DILUNGO:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR: We’ll read those into the record when we make the – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Um-hum. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other discussion?   

 It’s pretty straight forward.  You are just transferring a liquor 

permit from one – 

 MS. DILUNGO:  Well, it is not a transfer. It’s a whole new 

license. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   

 No discussion? 
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 (No response) 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you. 

 MS. DILUNGO:  Thank you. 

 

7:34 o’clock, p.m. 
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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY SEPTEMBER 24, 2013 

 

  Chairman Robert Salka called the regular meeting of the 

Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:34 o’clock, p.m. in 

the Municipal Center Assembly Room with the following members in 

attendance: 

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

          

 Others:  David Lavallee, Acting Town Planner 

 Absent:  Thomas Lombardi, Alternate 

    Dee Ahern,  Alternate 

    Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate  

   

 A quorum was determined.  

   

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

 

 A. APPEAL #6017A, Application of Timothy Sena for a 5’ 

variance to allow an above ground pool 5’ from the side property line 

in the rear yard under Section 2-01.A.6 of the Zoning Regulations, 14 

Jody Lane, property of Joseph A. & Dolores L. Faraone and Timothy M. & 

Deanna M. Sena in an R-20/25 zone. 

 This continued during the public hearing. 

 

 

 B.  APPEAL #6018A, Application of Donny Wirt for a variance to 

allow a 53 sf wall sign where 30 sf is allowed under Section 13-07.A.1 

of the Zoning Regulations, 750 Queen Street, property of 

Southington/Route 10 Associates Limited partnership c/o Cornerstone, 

in a B zone. 

 Withdrawn. 
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 C. APPEAL #6019A, Application of Daniel & Marzena Grabowski 

for special exception approval to allow the keeping of a family flock 

of chickens under Section 3-01.31B of the Zoning Regulations, 560 

Burritt Street, property of Daniel J. & Marzena K. Grabowski in an R-

20/25 zone.  

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6019A with 

conditions: 

 - The family flock of chickens be limited to 12. 

 - The use be confined to an enclosure having the total area 

not more than 400 square feet. 

 - That any structure used for the purpose to be located not 

less than 30’ from any lot line, 100’ from the street line. 

 - There be no roosters. 

 Mr. Wysong seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe pointed out that looking at the property; this 

particular property fits the special exception rule and fits nicely in 

there.  I am pleased to see that they are not near the boundary and 

they’re in the middle of the property reasonably close to the house. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 

 D. APPEAL #6020A, Application of Jennifer DiLungo for special 

exception approval to allow the issuance of a liquor permit under 

Sections 4-01.32 & 11-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 16 Eden Avenue, 

property of Eden Ave. LLC in a CB zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 6020A.  With the 

following conditions: 

 - No exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 - The number of bar seats shall not exceed 12 seats. 

 - Live entertainment shall be limited to three musicians. 

 - Any significant change in the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 
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 - Any changes in management shall require a new application. 

 Mr. O’Keefe seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe commented that basically it is the same what was 

approved in the past.  There aren’t any changes. It worked. 

 No complaints filed on the prior permit in the record noted Mr. 

Wysong. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS/ NEW BUSINESS 

 Mr. LaPorte commented there are very few signs posted on 

telephone poles lately.  We’re doing a good job. 

 Mr. Lavallee advised a new zoning enforcement officer has been 

hired and he’ll be here the 30
th
.  He’ll start working on it. 

 Mr. Wysong asked the status of the wire stick in the ground signs 

like the political signs.  Mr. Lavallee said it is pretty much for 

home improvement.  You can have them up for the length of time you’re 

there.  There shouldn’t be any up advertising bus trips or mattresses. 

 Mr. Wysong informed the commissioners when driving around and 

seeing signs, it seemed like an explosion of signs and I’m sure 

partially they are political in nature.  On my way here, I started at 

Route 322 and drove up to Plainville on Route 10.  There are 97 signs.  

Some legal and some illegal.     

 Discussion. 

 The Chair said it is good we have a zoning enforcement officer 

starting on Monday. 

 Mr. LaPorte asked about house for sale signs advertising a house 

on another street.  Mr. Lavallee said that should come down.  You can 

have the sign on the property.      

 Discussion. 

 The Chair brought up the market on Berlin Street.   Mr. Lavallee 

noted that was included in the list of letters that went out for 

violations. 

 Mr. Wysong advised there is a banner at McDonald’s on Route 10.   
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 The Chair noted Verizon who has a lot.   

 Hopefully, the ZEO will get a handle on this.    He does have 

fining capability.  Mr. Lavallee said we typically send a letter 

giving them a chance to remedy it.  If they don’t, then it is up to 

$100/day. 

 Mr. LaPorte brought up the bars downtown continue to keep the 

doors open with the music blasting.  Friends and the Groggy Frog.  

 Discussion.  

 Mr. LaPorte brought up car lots that have the grass median in 

front of them; cars are not supposed to park there.  Mr. Lavallee 

pointed out that is a restriction put on them.  The one next to 

McDonald’s on Meriden Waterbury Road should be looked at. 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:44 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Robert Y. Salka, Chairman     

    Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

 


