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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY MAY 13, 2014 

 

  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 Public Assembly Room at the Municipal Center at 

196-200 North Main Street, Southington, CT with the following members 

in attendance: 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Joseph LaPorte & Bryan Wysong          

   

 Others:   Christopher Magnoli, Alternate 

   Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

   

  Absent:  Matthew O’Keefe, Regular Member 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate 

    Patrick Saucier, Alternate 

   

 Others:   David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

   

 The Chair seated Mr. Bohigian for Mr. O’Keefe this evening.  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. Wysong made a motion to approve the Minutes from the previous 

meeting as submitted. 

 Mr. Lavallee noted a change to the Minutes:  There was a 

stipulation Number 2, on Page 24, about the Friday and Saturday 
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nights.  The amplified music between June 1
st
 and September 30

th
 and 

then only on Friday and Saturday nights, not more than ten times per 

calendar year. 

 Mr. Wysong included the correction in his motion for approval of 

the Minutes. 

   Mr. LaPorte seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice 

vote. 

 

6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. APPEAL #6049A, Application of Sebastian Z. & Magdalena 

Szczerbacki for a variance to allow an above ground pool in the side 

yard under Sections 2-01.A.A.6 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 68 

Old Mill Road, property of Sebastian Z & Magdalena Szczerbacki in an 

R-12 zone. 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:   Magdalena Szcerbacki at 68 Old Mill Road, 

Plantsville, 06479.   

  

 I’m here because I tried to get a permit for a pool that we are 

trying to put in --- above ground 21 feet diameter pool.  I realized 

that actually per the law, where we want to put it, is outside of the 

guideline because our house is placed kind of --- when you have a 

rectangle --- we have kind of a rectangular property, so the house is 

not, you know, facing, you know, evenly, the back is kind of crooked. 

  

 So, it limits us to where we can put the pool because where we 

want to put it we really consider our backyard. By the Town of 

Southington it is considered a rear yard. 

 

 So, we would like the opportunity to put it there.  It is in the 

middle of the yard, probably 55 feet off the property line from our 

neighbor. 

 

 I talked to all of my neighbors.  When I put out the sign, I 

wanted to explain why it was there.  I did not have any objections. 

 

 The reason it would be difficult for us to put the pool there is 

because we have kind of a shrub area and trees.  And, also with 

increased precipitation there is some runoff from the property above.  

So we think that the pool would not be in a stable spot because 

sometimes we do have a lot of rainfall in the fall or spring.  So that 

would be difficult. 

 

 I hope that you will consider it. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Questions of the applicant? 

 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Where the pool is situated, those are the backyards 

of the other people? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  Oh, well, we have a kind of of a --- well --- 

 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  This? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  Well, this is our neighbors here and the 

neighbors’ backyards.  And, where we want to put the pool is right 

here (indicating). 

  

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So, that is their backyard? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  That is.  And, it is like 55 feet from this 

line (indicating). 

 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Okay, thank you. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  Questions?   Joe? 

 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Yah, is there any reason why you couldn’t move it.  

Like, I see the deck that would be considered your backyard where the 

deck is? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI: Yes.  All that line behind the deck.  So it 

really limits to just that --- oh, it is not even that wide, you know, 

line that goes across the side. 

 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So there is nowhere you can move it? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  No.  And, I don’t have printed pictures.  I do 

have pictures I could show you on my cell phone that I took.  How it 

looks.  It has a few trees there and they’re big and really like I 

said, to remove them, it would really be first of all very expensive 

and second of all with that runoff that happens you know periodically 

with increased rain, I don’t think that would be really very stable 

for the pool construction.  You know? 

 

 So that’s a couple difficulties we are facing here. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, looking at the placement of the house, the 

corner of the house is 14 feet away from your property line and it is 

set - it is set on your property really in a strange way. 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  I know, but you see we bought the house almost 

three years ago and we had no control how the house was, you know.  

Someone at some point ---- 
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 THE CHAIR:  Well, the one thing I noticed is that on the um, on 

one side you’ve got some trees, correct? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  Right.  There’s a whole line of trees, yes. 

  

 THE CHAIR:  And, your property line, it looks like the trees may 

even hang over the property line a little bit.  Correct? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  They could, yah.  Yah. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  Is that what I am looking at? 

 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yes, that’s correct. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  And, the bottom line is to remove those trees I think 

that would affect the neighbors more than having a pool which is being 

covered a little by the trees from an observation standpoint. 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  Um-hum. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  And, it is 44 feet away from the other property line 

on the right-hand looking at your house from the back.  On the right-

hand side. 

 

 Personally, it is right in the center of your yard. 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI: Yes, it is.  Like I said, it would be much more 

convenient especially with the trees.  They would give a lot of shade. 

To put that pool right in the shade, that does not make much sense and 

also I believe having those trees there it makes --- first of all it 

makes it kind of convenient, you know what do I say, uh, privacy in 

the summer.  But you know, that is not even the major deal here. 

 

 It’s just that runoff with increased precipitation, you know, 

that would add to the instability of the construction. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s the hardship, the runoff and – 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  The runoff and then the hardship of removing --

- these are big trees. Some of them are really big. 

 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, this is the best spot for the pool? 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  Yes, it really is. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  I am looking at it and that’s where I would put it.  

I wouldn’t want to cut the trees down for the neighbors. 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  Yah. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Even if it did move it closer. 

 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Plus the other neighbors, it’s their backyard.  It 

looks like there is another pool in the other yard close to it. 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  And, like I said, I did approach my neighbors 

and I told them and I showed them the map and none of them had a 

problem. And, you know, they wished me good luck.  So --- and my kids.  

I wish I brought them here because they would really be a strong --- 

 

 (Chuckles) 

 

 --- support. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, questions? 

 

 (No response) 

 

 I guess not.   Thank you very much. 

 

 MS. SZCZERBACKI:  Thank you. 

 

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

application? 

 

 (No response) 

 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 

 Anyone opposing? 

 

 (No response) 

 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

 Thank you. 
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B. APPEAL #6050A, Application of Richard Angelo for a 4’ side 

yard setback variance to allow for pool construction within the side 

yard setback under Sections 2-01A.A.6 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 225 Pratt Street, property of Richard A. & KelliAnn 

Angelo in an R-40 zone. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Would the applicant step forward and state your name 

and address for the record, please? 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Good evening.  My name is Rick Angelo and I live at 

225 Pratt Street, Southington. 

 

The way our yard is situated, it’s kind of ironic that she was an 

engineer and she didn’t place the side yard as the side yard when the 

side yard is clearly if you looked at the house the backyard.  The 

front yard is listed as the side yard.  So, if you look at the land 

itself, it makes no sense how it could be labeled a side yard to begin 

with.  However, I didn’t know that until I tried to do anything with 

the backyard.   

 

I also talked to Rick Tanguay and when we first bought the house, 

there were a couple of things that he had done.  Apparently, 

underneath our deck you will see that he put his own pool that you 

guys made him take down, he previous owner.  And, I found that out 

because under the deck, if you look, there’s a shape of kind of where 

he kind of fenced in the pool, which I have cleaned up. 

 

But additionally, I asked for like, I believe it was three or 

four – certificate of occupancy.  He had to do some corrections.  He 

ran electric to one of the sheds.  There is an additional shed out 

there. So all of these thing when we bought the house we asked him to 

clear up and we’ve gotten --- what do I need?  When you do a closing 

and we needed, I forget what it was but we cleared it up prior to 

closing we asked for COs for everything just to make sure that I 

didn’t have to deal with it because I had an issue at my old house 

because we had a pool that I had an additional deck that I put on.  So 

we cleared that up. 

 

But other than that, if you look at the property, he reason I am 

asking for a variance is the same as I think the side yard is labeled 

improperly but more importantly is the way the property is situated 

and where the pool would naturally make sense is actually our leach 

fields.  We have an affluent pump that pumps up there because the 

septic is where what would be technically be labeled is the side yard 

but is our front yard. 

 

So on one side I have leech fields and on the other side I have 

my well.  Rick Tanguay and I have been working together and it’s all 
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on that diagram.  We’re working to make sure that we fit the proper 

measurements and whatnot.  The pool obviously isn’t ideal at 14 x 24 

but that’s the biggest pool we could fit within reason and make sure 

we have a buffer around the entire area without breaking any codes or 

whatnot. 

 

MR. LAPORTE:  Now your property is where you have the sign on the 

tree? 

 

MR. ANGELO: Yah. 

 

MR. LAPORTE:  It’s to the left? 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Look straight back from that tree; you’ll see the 

side of a tan house.  Right through the trees. 

 

MR. LAPORTE: Oh, through the trees. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Yah, through the trees is the side of a tan house.  

So it is a side yard and there are obviously wetlands so there is no 

way that could be the front of your house.  I mean, if you even look 

at the way the driveway is, it is impossible.    The fact that they’re 

an engineer and they did that is just laughable. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  With all due respect, the front yard is defined by 

code as being parallel to the street. 

 

MR. ANGELO: But my entrance is --- 

 

MR. WYSONG:  Excuse me. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Okay. 

 

MR. WYSONG:    The street.  And, the nearest corner of the house. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Okay. 

 

MR. WYSONG: So, clearly the front yard is where your swamp is. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Yes, I guess if that is code. 

 

MR. WYSONG: And, the backyard is defined the same way at the 

back. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Okay. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  And, the remaining territory is side yards.  Even 

though your front door opens on the side yard. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Okay. 
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MR. WYSONG:  So it’s not the engineer’s fault. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  It seems kind of ironic, right? 

 

MR. WYSONG: It is ironic. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Now where is your driveway then if it doesn’t – 

 

MR. ANGELO: Do you have a picture?  I’ll show you. 

 

THE CHAIR:  We have the global view here. 

 

(Approached the bench) 

 

It shows it coming out here. Where does it go? 

 

MR. ANGELO:  It goes out here and then in front of this house. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Oh, gees. 

 

(Discussion) 

 

So this is all wetlands and trees in here? 

 

MR. ANGELO: Completely wetlands.  On this, this is actually a 

pond that you can’t see which is right here so there is no way 

through. 

 

All right? 

 

THE CHAIR:  All right. And, you are asking for a 4 foot side yard 

variance? 

 

MR. ANGELO: Yah, and we tried to make it --- but because of the 

leech fields and because of the well, we couldn’t ---and giving a 

little bit of a buffer around it, we couldn’t really wiggle any more.  

So it is 4 feet.    Dave and I had talked about trying to get it more 

in what is considered the backyard but because of the leech fields and 

the measurements that you have to be away from the leech fields, you 

can’t do it. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Now, this proposed – the 12 by 24 and you are asking 

for a 4 foot variance, 25 feet.  Is that the extreme of your pool 

including the decking and all of that and the pump or is that just the 

pool itself. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  No.  That will allow for a 4 foot patio around it 

within code.  All the way around.  That’s why we did that, too.  Just 



Zoning Board of Appeals  May 13 , 2014 

9 

 

to make sure there are no additional variances or any codes we would 

break. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Now just one other thing.  You are showing one shed.  

You mentioned you have two. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Yah.  If you’ve been to the property you’ll see it. 

 

THE CHAIR: Okay, you are only authorized one. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  No.  I know.  We asked for a CO for that one when we 

did the closing.  I checked into it and my attorney did all of that 

prior to us closing because he also had electric running to it. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Both of them? 

 

MR. ANGELO: No, just to what is I guess technically the second 

shed.   So um, it raised a red flag to me.  Why would you have --- I 

saw conduit pipe.  Is he running conduit pipe off of this outlet out 

here? So we had the cleared up prior to closing.  This was a nightmare 

for me to close if I should sell the property. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Dave? 

 

MR. LAVALLEE: Yes? 

 

THE CHAIR: Can we make a --- can we approve a variance when there 

is an existing violation on his property?   

 

There is a violation on your property. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  But if you have a CO, would that be a violation? 

 

THE CHAIR:  That’s why I am asking Dave. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE: I don’t know how we got a CO.  Unless he called it 

a pool house because he could have accessory structures.  One shed and 

one pool house. 

 

THE CHAIR:  That’s a stretch. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  That, I don’t know. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay, well I just want to make you aware that right 

now it’s ---even though it was approved, okay?  It probably shouldn’t 

have been.  But it sort of a done deal if you’ve got --- how long ago 

was the CO? 

 

MR. ANGELO:  We closed --- it will be in this month, four years. 
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THE CHAIR:  Four years.  Okay. 

 

Any other questions? 

 

(No response) 

 

Thank you, sir. 

 

MR. ANGELO:  Thank you. 

 

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

application? 

 

Anyone in favor? 

 

(No response) 

 

Anyone opposing the application? 

 

(No response) 

 

Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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C. APPEAL #6051A, Application of Connecticut Appliance & 

Fireplace Distributors, LLC for a 172.5 sf variance to allow an 

attached sign on the rear of the building under Sections 13-07.A.1 & 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulation’s, 50 Graham Place, property of 50 

Graham Place Inc. c/o Joyce Scalzo in an I-1 zone. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant please step forward and state your 

name and address for the record? 

 

MR. DUPONT:  Good evening.   Douglas Dupont, 105 Meeker Road, 

Southington.  The property is our business which operates at 50 Graham 

Place in Southington. 

 

We are asking for a variance to erect a company sign to the back 

of the building that faces directly on the westbound lanes of I-84. 

 

We just recently got permission from the state to clear an area 

so that the sign would obviously be able to be seen from the highway.   

 

So, it has been many years that we have had this in the planning 

stages though we had issues with tree coverage which wouldn’t have 

made any sense, number one. 

 

And, number two, we had issues with the recession and now we’re 

in a position that we believe this would be a great asset to the 

company for us to be able to get the eyes of tens of thousands of 

potential motorists that are actually commuting every day, 

particularly westbound from Southington thru the Cheshire and 

Waterbury area. 

 

So we are asking for your approval for this variance because we 

believe it is something that will actually help our business 

tremendously and put more eyes on our building, our company and also 

help us as a company help our staff, the employees and maybe also 

increase some tax benefits to the town. 

 

That’s what we are proposing for your consideration. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Questions of the applicant? 

 

MR. BOHIGIAN:  I have a question.  You say it is directly – 

variance to allow sign --- that is going to be right on the building 

itself? 

 

MR. DUPONT: Yes, yes.  I’m not sure --- do you have a photo?  

Yes.  That is the sign. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  What is the square footage that your sign is going 

to be? 
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MR. DUPONT: Uh, I believe – I think --- 

 

MR. WYSONG:  I didn’t see numbers in the application. 

 

THE CHAIR:  It is on the picture that you have here.  It is 37 

feet long in total and 4.6 feet high. 

 

MR. DUPONT:  Yes. 

 

MR. WYSONG: Is it to the public, the CAFD.com included? 

 

MR. DUPONT: I believe that --- I am not exactly certain.  I’m 

sure if they are treating this as one sign or if they’re treating the 

company logo as one sign and then the additional open to the public, 

CAFD.com as another.    

 

I’m sorry. I don’t know the answer to that. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Well, I think the way our regulation is, it would be 

the total sign, wouldn’t it, Dave? 

 

MR. LAVALLEE: Yah.  Mr. Chairman, we discussed with the applicant 

or his representative.  Just to be --- the CAFD logo would be one 

sign.  Open to the public would be the second sign and CAFD would be 

the third.  In discussions, if I recall, it would just be the CAFD 

sign.  And, it wouldn’t include the other two because you would have 

to do a very big rectangle which would increase the variance. 

 

THE CHAIR:  So, basically we have four --- you are counting it a 

four signs? 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, the one attached to the front and then these 

would be three separate, if it were to be as this, but when they did 

the diagram just to show the length and the width, it just included 

the CAFD, Connecticut Appliance and Fireplace Distributors on the 

bottom line.  Mr. Chairman, it is not the bottom line that you see. 

 

MR. BOHIGIAN:  Not the open to the public or – 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  Right. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  Well, I am unclear. We’re asking for a variance of 

172.5 square foot variance. I believe you are allowed 150 square foot. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  They have a sign in the front. 

 

MR. DUPONT:  It is similar. 
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MR. LAVALLEE:  The difference is the sign from the street, from 

Graham Place, looking at it; this would be the back of the building.  

This is an additional sign over and above. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  So the variance is the total of the square foot of 

the sign in the back. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  For the new sign. 

 

MR.WYSONG:  Okay, so it is 172 square foot variance. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE: If everything, it looks like if everything was 

included as the biggest rectangle to enclose --- the smallest 

rectangle to enclose the words they proposed would be the one sign. 

 

THE CHAIR:  That is normally the way we would look at it, 

correct? 

 

MR. LAVALLEE: Yah, but again, it increases the size of the 

variance. 

 

THE CHAIR:  I know, I know. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  So we kind of looked at it two ways. Is it a 

variance to have over the amount of the signage and to have four 

attached signs or is it just to have another additional attached over 

and above the sign. 

 

THE CHAIR: The point is, from Graham Place, you’ve got a large 

building. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  Scale wise, I think this fits. 

 

THE CHAIR:  I do, too.  I mean it is a fairly large building and 

I am looking at a 100 foot frontage.  That’s the frontage from I-84. 

 

MR. DUPONT:  No. That’s the frontage from Graham Place into the 

parking lot. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  The building’s even longer on the other side. 

 

MR. DUPONT:  From the I-84 side, it is 260 feet. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Because I thought it would be bigger, okay.  

And, how far is the side view that we’re looking at here from I-84? 

 

MR. DUPONT:  I’d be guessing, but 50 or 60 feet from --- 

 

FROM THE AUDIENCE:  No, it’s more than that. 
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MR. DUPONT:  Is it more than that? 

 

THE CHAIR: It has to be more than that.  I think your parking lot 

is that big. 

 

MR. DUPONT: I am not sure where the properties begin and end.  We 

are directly on the westbound lane of I-84 as you pass Pilgrim 

Furniture. 

 

THE CHAIR: Now, is this going to be backlit?  How is it --- is 

this going to be a lit sign? 

 

MR. DUPONT:  We haven’t determined that. We didn’t know that that 

was going to be a question tonight.  We haven’t determined it.   This 

sign will not be lit as it is.  As it is proposed, no.  The lighting 

would be a separate request and separate lighting that would be done. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Now, this building, you are right next door to 

Pilgrim Furniture? 

 

MR. DUPONT:  Yes. 

 

THE CHAIR:  And, they’ve got a fairly large sign.  Is that the 

one that is red and white? 

 

MR. DUPONT: Yes. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 

FROM THE AUDIENCE:  There is a few up there now along the 

highway. 

 

THE CHAIR: Yah, yah.  No, I think it looks --- it is well laid 

out.  It’s far enough away.  And, he’s got a huge --- I call it back 

for that building.  And, I agree in that I think it will be great for 

business. 

 

And, I don’t think it is anything that would stand out to be 

inappropriate.  For that location. 

 

MR. BOHIGIAN:  Not since there is one right next to him with the 

same type of thing, same venue. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Right. 

 

MR. LAPORTE:  Theirs isn’t lit. 

 

MR. BOHIGIAN:  I think theirs is lit. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Which one, Pilgrim? 
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MR. DUPONT: It’s pretty big. 

 

THE CHAIR: I think when we make the motion we should basically, 

if we decide to approve, we should make a motion that it is not lit 

and if it was you would have to come back. 

 

Dave is that appropriate? 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  That’s what the request was --- to not have it 

lit. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So I think that is what we should approve and 

make sure we stipulate that. 

 

Okay, thank you very much. 

 

MR. DUPONT: Thank you very much.  Appreciate it. 

 

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

application? 

 

Anyone in favor? 

 

(No response) 

 

Anyone opposing this application? 

 

(No response) 

 

Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

 

 



Zoning Board of Appeals  May 13 , 2014 

16 

 

 

 

D. APPEAL #6052A, Application of Car-Sue Realty LLC for a 16’ 

rear yard variance to allow a building addition within the 30’ rear 

yard setback under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 

44 Robert Porter road, property of Car-Sue Realty LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:   Mr. Chairman and commission members, for the 

record, my name is Stephen Giudice and I am with the office of Harry 

Cole & Son at 876 South Main Street in Plantsville. I’m here tonight 

on behalf of the applicant. 

 

With all the rain we had last week, we did have a problem with 

our sign. It came down sometime Thursday, we believe. We did go back 

and replace it yesterday, but there was a period of time when our sign 

was not posted for the ten days before the meeting. 

 

So I am going to request that this application be tabled tonight.  

We have picked up a new sign and we will maintain that sign until the 

next meeting so there will be ample notice for the abutting property 

owners to come and speak. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Can I have a motion to table? 

 

MR. LAPORTE: Motion to table. 

  

THE CHAIR:  Second? 

 

MR. WYSONG:  Second. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Discussion? 

 

(No response) 

 

Hearing none, Dave call the roll, please. 

 

(Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote.) 
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E. APPEAL #6053A, Application of Arlene Paige for a variance 

to allow a family flock of chickens within a C zone & a variance to 

locate a chicken coop 20’ from a property line under Sections 3-01.31B 

& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 868 South Main Street, property of 

Arlene Paige in a CB zone. 

 

MR.GIUDICE:   Again, Mr. Chairman and commission members, Stephen 

Giudice with the office of Harry Cole & Son at 876 South Main Street.  

I’m here tonight on behalf of the applicant, Arlene Paige.  Address 

868 South Main Street. 

 

I’m here representing Ms. Paige and I am also an abutting 

property owner.  I do own the property to the south at 876 South Main 

Street.  So, technically, I am also speaking in favor of the 

application. 

 

Ms. Paige has lived in this house for quite some time along with 

her grandchildren who are here with her.  She is the primary care 

provider for her grandchildren.   

 

And, she does have a chicken coop and ten chickens on the site.  

This property is a residential use located in the CB zone which kind 

of creates some technicalities for us when applying to this 

commission. 

 

We are requesting to permit --- we have two applications. We have 

two variances we are proposing and also a special exception that we’re 

requesting.   

 

Can we kind of combine them all into one public hearing or should 

we do them separately?  Is it acceptable to handle them together? 

 

THE CHAIR:  Let’s take one at a time.  So we have it. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  So, from a variance perspective, we’re proposing to 

locate the coop approximately 20 feet from the property line. Your 

regulations require 30 feet from the property line. Unfortunately, Ms. 

Paige’s property is only 60 feet wide which doesn’t leave us 30 feet 

and we don’t have any room for the coop. 

 

So we did propose the chicken coop 20 feet from my property line, 

it is a 10 foot coop, and that would maintain a 30 feet separation to 

the property to the north.   

 

Again, her hardship would be with the width of the property to 

permit us to meet the regulations. 

 

This is an acceptable size property for the zone.  And, it is 

common with houses of this age and when it was constructed to have 50, 
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60 or 70 feet of frontage.  It isn’t unusual to see this type of 

situation.  But the regulations create a hardship for us just with the 

frontage we have on the property. 

 

I believe that’s the variance portion of the application. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman? 

 

THE CHAIR:  Yes. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  Just to clarify it is also to have the family 

flock within the CB zone.  Typically, they are within the residential 

zone. 

 

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

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  Typically they are allowed in a residential zone 

and then you get the special exception, but since this is in a CB 

zone, it’s a residential use, so you just have to vary the regulation 

to allow that use in the CB zone. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Got it. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  I apologize.  That is correct.  We are, it is a 

residential use and it has been a residential use since the home was 

constructed and it predates zoning.  There is a residential use to the 

north and my office is a business use to the south. However, 

everything is located in a business zone, so part of that variance 

request would be to allow a flock of chickens in a CB zone, as well. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Any questions for me regarding this? 

 

THE CHAIR:  Do we have any questions of the applicant? 

 

(Pause) 

 

I visited the site.  I happened to be stopping in, Steve, but I 

visited the site.  And, um, it’s already well laid out.  There are 

chicken coops there and I believe she has already had chickens there 

at one point. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Yes. 

 

THE CHAIR:  And, if you look at the west back of the property, it 

is basically all wooded and as Steve said, he is putting it closer to 

his property line, the property that he already owns in the CB zone.  

So she’s had it at one time.  But with the normal stipulations as far 
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as the coop size and the rooster-type thing, I don’t have a problem 

with it. 

 

Any questions of the applicant? 

 

MR. WYSONG:  There is a very nice new – 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Yes. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  -- handsome chicken coop. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Yes. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  And, there are two older --- appears to be chicken 

coops at one time. 

 

MR. GIUDICE: Yes.   

 

MR. WYSONG:  And, they are not being used. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  That’s correct. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  And they’re going to be – 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Those are not used as chicken coops. Those were 

previously chicken coops and the new coop was purchased to replace the 

old coops.   

 

MR. WYSONG:  So those are going to disappear. 

 

MS. PAIGE:  They need to be taken off the property. I just --- 

 

THE CHAIR:  Before you do that, could you just come up and state 

your name and address for the record? 

 

Thank you. 

 

MS. PAIGE:   Hi, my name is Arlene Paige, 868 South Main Street.   

 

The other two coops that are there are both empty.  They’re not 

being used.  They just need to be carried out to the front yard and 

they need to be put up for sale.  I can’t do it myself physically.  I 

need somebody to help me do it. 

 

THE CHAIR: So, if we stipulated those coops at some point in time 

will be removed? 

 

MS. PAIGE:  Yes. 
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THE CHAIR:  And, you’ll fit within the stipulations of the normal 

coop size and – 

 

MS. PAIGE:  Yes.  The only coop that is going to be there is the 

new one. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 

MS. PAIGE:  That’s it. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  May I ask another question?  Within the regulations 

the chickens should be “confined to an enclosure”.  Your chickens are 

free range? 

 

MS.PAIGE:  Yes, but the yard is all fenced off. 

 

MR. WYSONG: Yes, I watched the chickens fly over the fence. 

 

MS. PAIGE:  You did? 

 

(Chuckles) 

 

MR. WYSONG:  You have a compost heap working down towards the 

river? 

 

MS. PAIGE:  Yah, they sometimes go down in the woods. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  Oh, yah. 

 

I’m kind of asking— 

 

THE CHAIR:  I think we need to stipulate that.  What you’re 

getting at. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  If you read further into the section dealing with 

chickens it is an enclosure of some maximum number of square feet. 

 

MS. PAIGE:  Okay. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  I don’t know whether to ask you to ask for a 

variance to allow the chickens more space or whether we should request 

that you comply to the regulations. 

 

MS. PAIGE:   Well, they come when I call them.  So – 

 

MR. WYSONG:  They are very well behaved chickens. 

 

MS. PAIGE:  So you want them fenced. 
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MR. WYSONG:  You won’t find a more sympathetic chicken person on 

this board than myself.  I was raised with chickens.  They seem to be 

very well behaved chickens. 

 

MS. PAIGE:  They are.  They come when they’re called. 

 

THE CHAIR:  I think we will have to stipulate, only because of 

the regulations, they can’t be free range, and especially we’re making 

an exception in a CB zone. 

 

I think what we need to do is stipulate that you will follow the 

regulations.  I mean, that is my feeling on it. 

 

MR. GIUDICE: Mr. Chairman, if I may, we would agree to that 

stipulation.  We felt if there was a request at some future point --- 

I don’t think it would be appropriate to ask for another variance 

tonight for something like that. So, if we fence it off and it didn’t 

work we would back at some other point and ask for you to consider a 

different variance. 

 

But at this time we would accept following the regulations as it 

stands. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 

MR. GIUDICE: If that’s okay. 

 

THE CHAIR:  That’d be great. 

 

Any other questions? 

 

Bryan, anything? 

 

MR. WYSONG:  No, I don’t think so.  Good. 

 

MR. LAPORTE: I’m good. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay, thank you. 

 

MS. PAIGE:  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: Anyone here speaking in favor of the application? 

 

Anyone in favor? 

 

(No response) 

 

Anyone opposing this application? 
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MR. SERRA:  Hi, my name is Joe Serra, 862 South Main Street.  

Nothing wrong with chickens.  I had them when I was a kid.  They get 

in my yard is what they do.  And, she put the chicken coop --- is a 

chicken coop like a shed? 

 

THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry? 

 

MR. SERRA:  If I wanted to take out a permit for a shed, would I 

do it before or after? 

 

THE CHAIR:  You would do it before. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Is a chicken coop considered a shed? 

 

THE CHAIR: No.  It is considered a chicken coop. 

 

MR. SERRA:   Don’t they have to take out a permit for it? 

 

THE CHAIR:  What’s that? 

 

MR. SERRA:  You don’t have to take out a permit for it? 

 

THE CHAIR:  No, because our regulations, if in fact she wants to 

have chickens – 

 

MR. SERRA:  Right. 

 

THE CHAIR:  --  on her property – 

 

MR. SERRA:  Right. 

 

THE CHAIR:  -- then we would stipulate that she could have a shed 

of a number of square feet. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Okay, but do you have to take out a permit for that 

shed first or just put it up and then take out the permit? 

 

THE CHAIR:  We’re dealing with something that has been there for 

years. 

 

MR. SERRA:  No.  They had the chickens coop first.  And, then 

they went --- or they had a rabbit cage first.  I don’t know who it 

was --- Bob at the time --- had asked me if he could put up the 

chicken coop and I said sure, no problem. 

 

And, then the chickens came and they are constantly in my yard. 

 

MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, if it is an accessory structure less 

than 150 square feet, they don’t need a zoning permit. 
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MR. SERRA:  Okay, thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Okay.  And, one of the stipulations we will have is 

that they can’t be free range. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Like a 6 foot stockade fence. 

 

THE CHAIR:  They are going to have to be --- huh? 

 

MR. SERRA:  Like a 6 foot stockade fence. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Well, they can’t be free range.  They can’t come out 

of that --- 

 

MR. SERRA:  Well, they’re coming in my yard now. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Well, that is because we haven’t stipulated it, yet.  

We are only approving it now. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Oh, sorry. 

 

THE CHAIR:  So, in the past perhaps they were getting out. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Okay. 

 

THE CHAIR:  All over the yard, you know roaming in the yard. 

 

MR. SERRA:  So not being responsible, at all, right? 

 

THE CHAIR:  With the stipulations that we’ll put in place, we 

have not had a problem in the past.  We’ve done a number of chicken 

applications that we’ve had. So hopefully, that should solve it. 

 

MR. SERRA:  I would like to see a fence installed.  Like a 

stockade fence.  It may minimize the noise, too, you know, the 

clucking and people like sleeping at my house.  We like to sleep on 

weekends, you know?  Seven in the morning you hear them, puck, puck, 

puck and it’s --- it gets old. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Well, we can’t --- you know, chickens are chickens. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Yah, I know. Well, if we had a fence it might muzzle 

the sound. 

 

THE CHAIR:  We can stipulate ---- 

 

MR. SERRA:  Is what I’m getting at.  A 6 foot stockade fence. 

 

THE CHAIR: No. I don’t think that’s what we would stipulate. 
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MR. SERRA:  That’s not what --- 

 

THE CHAIR: I mean, we have in residential areas, I have not, in 

the number we’ve approved, I have never heard of a problem. I mean, 

unless there was a rooster.  Then we have a problem. 

 

MR. SERRA:  They have a rooster.   

 

THE CHAIR:  Then we stipulate, I’m sorry? 

 

MR. SERRA:  They had a rooster and it took a while before we got, 

somebody got rid of that. 

 

THE CHAIR: Well, we’ll stipulate no roosters and if you hear a 

rooster then you would go to the zoning enforcement officer and they 

would --- 

 

MR. SERRA: Then they say they want to hear it and I get the 

police and they say we don’t want to hear it.  Then they get there and 

whatever, it doesn’t do anything. 

 

But I would like to see a fence, a good fence.  That’s all I’m 

asking for is a good fence. 

 

THE CHAIR: Well, we’ll stipulate that it – 

 

MR. SERRA:  Muzzling the sound, too. 

 

THE CHAIR:  -- will have to be whatever they size.  Right. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Well, we do have a problem with the chickens.  I’m 

sticking up for four families here.  It’s not me.  Okay? 

 

THE CHAIR:  And what we are going to do is keep them in a 

confined area. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Yah, that’d be nice. 

 

THE CHAIR:  But I can’t stipulate that it is going to be a 

plastic 6 foot fence with a --- 

 

MR. SERRA: Not plastic.  Wood would be nice. 

 

THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry? 

 

MR. SERRA: Wood would be nice.   It’ll like absorb the sounds.  

Plastic won’t work. 

 

MR. BOHIGIAN:  Do we stipulate in the fencing of the chicken coop 

a top to it?  So they don’t fly out? 
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THE CHAIR: No.  We have not in the past. 

 

But we’ve never had a problem with them. 

 

MR. BOHIGIAN:  It has to be so high, I think? 

 

THE CHAIR:  Basically, it’s a square footage and they can’t get 

outside that square footage.  So if they fly over it, then it’s up to 

the applicant to deal with that. 

 

MR. SERRA: Is that like game?  Get a bow and arrow? 

 

THE CHAIR:  I would hope not. 

 

MR.LAVALLEE:  Perhaps if you could ask one of the board members 

if he’s familiar with chickens if they need a running start?  Is that 

why the enclosure is small enough?   So if it’s a smaller pen, 20 by 

20. 

 

MR. BOHIGIAN:  They couldn’t get airborne. 

 

MR. WYSONG:  No, chickens don’t need a running start.  They jump.  

They jump and are air born. 

 

I think the square footage, if I recall is 400 square feet.  I 

couldn’t find it.   

 

THE CHAIR:  It is 400 square feet which would be the enclosure.  

That’s what we would stipulate.  The enclosure can be no more than 400 

square feet.  The chickens would have to be confined to that area.   

And, no roosters. 

 

MR. SERRA:  And I can’t get a fence on my side?  Even if I get 

the rough side, I don’t care. I would just like to muzzle it so I 

don’t hear --- 

 

THE CHAIR:  We can’t dictate that. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Well, you have I other places. 

 

THE CHAIR: No.  We have never stipulated in the Town of 

Southington. 

 

MR. SERRA:   People at the home that’s got the problem brewing, 

they’ll do it, to you know, make the person happy.  You know what I’m 

saying?  It’d be great. 

 

THE CHAIR:  That is really up to the applicant. 
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MR. SERRA: Yah, I realize that. 

 

THE CHAIR:  To deal with that. 

 

MR. SERRA: It’d be great if they could do that. 

 

THE CHAIR: I would ask Mr. Giudice to respond to it.  He has a 

chance to rebut.  And, we’ll see what they have to offer. 

 

But we will stipulate the size of the enclosure, et cetera. 

 

MR. SERRA:  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Thank you.   

 

Anyone else opposing? 

 

(No response.) 

 

Hearing none, do you want to rebut, Steve? 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Mr. Chairman, as mentioned, we would follow the 

regulations of the enclosure per the regulations.  I can’t agree to a 

stockade fence, though.  Chickens don’t need that big of a fence.  We 

would agree to keep the enclosure on my side of the property and it 

would keep the chickens further away from the northerly property. 

 

I can tell you that typically the fence along my property line is 

barely a fence.  And, the chickens don’t typically come to my side.  

They go to the west towards the mulch, the compost pile.  They go to 

the north occasionally.  I can’t speak to that. But typically they do 

not cross the fence in my area. 

 

But we would agree to keep the fenced area towards my side of the 

property line and keep the chickens further away from the northerly 

property line. 

 

THE CHAIR: I think what we would ask is that we’ll stipulate the 

400 square feet enclosure that it would be confining enough that they 

don’t --- 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Absolutely, they don’t fly out. 

 

THE CHAIR:  --- get out, fly out and go into another --- this 

would be the first time we’ve had that problem. Hopefully, you’ll deal 

with that and the applicant will deal with that, as well. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Yes, absolutely. 

 

THE CHAIR: Okay.  Any questions? 



Zoning Board of Appeals  May 13 , 2014 

27 

 

 

Anything else, Steve? 

 

Okay, thank you very much. 

 

This appeal is closed. 
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F. APPEAL #6054A, Application of Arlene Paige for special 

exception approval to allow a family flock of chickens in a CB zone at 

a residence under Sections 3-01.31B & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulation’s, 868 South Main Street, property of Arlene Paige in a CB 

zone. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Again, Mr.  Chairman and commissioners, Stephen 

Giudice with Harry Cole & Son.  I’m here on behalf of the applicant. 

 

As everyone has heard, we are requesting a variance to allow 

chickens, a flock of chickens.  The special exception is what 

typically residential home owners would come before this commission to 

request to have chickens on their property. 

 

If the previous variance is accepted, we would ask this 

commission to consider allowing a chicken flock on this property.   

 

I don’t know what else to add to the exception portion of this 

application. 

 

If you have any questions for me or for the applicant, we’d be 

happy to answer them.   

 

THE CHAIR:  That house was up there prior to zoning as it was and 

I think we’ve had chickens there for years now. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  Yes. 

 

THE CHAIR:  So, it’s --- 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  I can tell you that they’re very respectful 

neighbors.  The kids go out and take care of the chickens in the 

morning and they’re in the coop at night, early. 

 

I get eggs.  I couldn’t be a happier neighbor.  It’s very ---I 

love it.  I think it is a great thing to have and I’m there all hours 

of the day and night, weekends, working and I like having chickens 

next door. 

 

I am strongly in favor of this. 

 

THE CHAIR: Okay, so be aware though, when we put the stipulations 

in it goes outside those stipulations and the chickens start getting 

out and anyone reports to the zoning enforcement officer then we end 

up having to deal with it again. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  I understand. 

 

THE CHAIR:  Deal with it right up front. 
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MR. GIUDICE: I will and I’m sure she will. 

 

THE CHAIR: Okay, thank you very much. 

 

Any other questions? 

 

MR. MAGNOLI:  So the chickens are currently there, correct? 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  There are.  There are ten chickens. 

 

MR. MAGNOLI:  And, it was brought to the board because of 

complaints in the past? 

 

MR. GIUDICE: No.  Well, there was a complaint a long time ago 

about a rooster.  The rooster has been --- moved off to greener 

pastures. 

 

THE CHAIR:  I think the zoning enforcement officer was made aware 

that there were chickens and there was no formal approval to have 

them. 

 

MR. GIUDICE:  It was a matter of the zoning enforcement officer 

driving through the parking lot and he’s saying hey, what’re you doing 

here and calling Dave.  And, I said okay, let’s take a proactive 

approach and file the application and come before the board. 

 

THE CHAIR: Okay? 

 

This appeal is closed. 

 

7:50 o’clock, p.m. 
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REGULAR MEETING 

 

A. APPEAL #6049A, Application of Sebastian Z. & Magdalena 

Szczerbacki for a variance to allow an above ground pool in the side 

yard under Sections 2-01.A.A.6 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 68 

Old Mill Road, property of Sebastian Z & Magdalena Szczerbacki in an 

R-12 zone. 

 

Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6049A with the 

following stipulation: 

 

- Construction of the pool be in the location depicted in the 

supplied drawing by the applicant. 

 

Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 

Mr. Wysong commented he was very supportive of this appeal. The 

applicant is faced with an unusual situation where the back lot has an 

oddly defined front yard/back yard/ side yard.  If you were to go to 

the house and look at a logical place for the pool, you’d put it 

exactly where the applicant wants it.  And, that happens to be by 

regulation in a side yard.   So a variance allowing a pool in the side 

yard when our regulations require it in the backyard is totally 

logical from my point of view. 

 

Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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B. APPEAL #6050A, Application of Richard Angelo for a 4’ side 

yard setback variance to allow for pool construction within the side 

yard setback under Sections 2-01A.A.6 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 225 Pratt Street, property of Richard A. & KelliAnn 

Angelo in an R-40 zone. 

 

Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6050A with the 

stipulation being: 

 

- Construction of the pool be in the location depicted in the 

supplied drawing by the applicant. 

 

Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 

Mr. Wysong added the same kind of comment.  This applicant is 

also dealing with an unusual lot configuration and orientation of 

house on the lot.  Again, if you were to pick a pool location when you 

visited the house, you would probably put it exactly where the 

applicant has it.  The variance on the property line is diminimus, 4 

feet, I believe out of the 25 required and it is into a wooded area.  

The neighbors won’t know that it is 21 feet from the lot line as 

opposed to the 25 feet.  I would strongly support approval of this 

appeal. 

 

The Chair added with the well and the leechfields and the 

wetlands behind the hosue, I think as you said, this is probably the 

most appropriate place for it on the piece of property. 

 

Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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C. APPEAL #6051A, Application of Connecticut Appliance & 

Fireplace Distributors, LLC for a 172.5 sf variance to allow an 

attached sign on the rear of the building under Sections 13-07.A.1 & 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulation’s, 50 Graham Place, property of 50 

Graham Place Inc. c/o Joyce Scalzo in an I-1 zone. 

 

Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6051A with the 

stipulation being: 

 

- the sign built as proposed with no lighting. 

 

Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 

Mr. Bohigian felt it was in harmony with the area.  Business zone 

there with the highway plus the next door neighbor has a much bigger 

sign. I think it is in harmony. 

 

Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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D. APPEAL #6052A, Application of Car-Sue Realty LLC for a 16’ 

rear yard variance to allow a building addition within the 30’ rear 

yard setback under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 

44 Robert Porter road, property of Car-Sue Realty LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 

Tabled the public hearing to the next meeting. 
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E. APPEAL #6053A, Application of Arlene Paige for a variance 

to allow a family flock of chickens within a C zone & a variance to 

locate a chicken coop 20’ from a property line under Sections 3-01.31B 

& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 868 South Main Street, property of 

Arlene Paige in a CB zone. 

 

Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6053A with the 

following stipulations: 

 

1. The new coop be located as depicted on the supplied site 

layout map. 

 

2. The old chicken coops be removed from the property. 

 

3. The use shall be confined to an enclosure having a total 

area of not more than 400 square feet. 

 

4. No roosters. 

 

5. No more than 12 chickens. 

 

Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 

Mr. Wysong said his advice would be in dealing with the enclosure 

of 400 square feet, I would probably make a run from the chicken coop 

towards the back, the southwest corner of the lot.  And, that will 

ameliorate the clucking chicken noise with the neighbor to the north.  

It will also give the chickens access to that compost heap.  I presume 

you throw vegetable scraps into that.  Three of the nine chickens were 

really interested in whatever was in that compost heap this afternoon. 

Worms.  Try to incorporate that in your enclosure. 

 

And, if you clip the primary flight feathers on one wing of the 

chickens, that’ll keep them from flying over the modest height fence.  

That is not hard to do.  Your grandchildren will think that is great 

fun to grab chicken and while he’s squawking cut off a couple of the 

primary flight feathers.  Just don’t cut them too short. 

 

This is what I would do and you may do what you want. 

 

Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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F. APPEAL #6054A, Application of Arlene Paige for special 

exception approval to allow a family flock of chickens in a CB zone at 

a residence under Sections 3-01.31B & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulation’s, 868 South Main Street, property of Arlene Paige in a CB 

zone. 

 

Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6054A with all the 

same stipulations as Appeal #6053A. 

 

1. The new coop be located as depicted on the supplied site 

layout map. 

 

2. The old chicken coops be removed from the property. 

 

3. The use shall be confined to an enclosure having a total 

area of not more than 400 square feet. 

 

4. No roosters. 

 

5. No more than 12 chickens. 

 

Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 

Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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MISCELLANEOUS/OLD BUSINESS/NEW BUSINESS 

 

 Mr.LaPorte asked about moving the summer meeting time to 6:30 for 

the summer.   Mr. Lavallee advised it is noticed for 7:00 pm, already. 

The Chair pointed out in the summer we only have one meeting for 

month.  It follows the PZC.   It was decided to leave them the way 

they are. 

 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

    Robert Salka, Chairman 

    Zoning Board of Appeals 


