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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY JUNE 10, 2014 

 

  Chairman Robert Salka called the Public Hearing and Regular 

meeting of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:05 

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: 

   Bryan Wysong, Joseph LaPorte & Matthew O’Keefe (Regular 

Members)          

   

  Absent:  Jeffrey Gworek, Regular Member 

    Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

    Patrick  Saucier, Alternate 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate 

      

 Others:   David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

   

 A quorum was determined. 

  The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

  

   

 Mr. Wysong 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. O’Keefe made a motion to approve the Minutes from the 

previous meeting as submitted.  Mr. LaPorte seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 
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Public Hearing Items: 

 A. APPEAL #6060A, Application of Nancy D. Wasley for a 15’ 

rear yard variance to allow a new deck and to bring an existing 

portion of a bathroom into compliance under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 94 Quail Hollow Drive, property of Nancy D. 

Wasley in an R-80 zone. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant please come forward and state 

their name and address for the record, please. 

 MR. CARLONE:   Good evening, my name is Tom Carlone.  I am the 

architect for Mr. and Mrs. Wasley at 94 Quail Hollow Road, 

representing their interest in the design and renovation of their home 

and the new configuration of the deck David spoke about. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do you want to go through what you want to do? 

 MR. CARLONE:  Essentially, Mr. and Mrs. Wasley made a number of 

improvements to their  house to promote accessibility.   A new 

elevator, hydrotherapy room which included an addition to the back of 

the home. 

 The home as I understand it, used to be in an R-40 zone.  It was 

rezoned at some point in time and I don’t believe the homeowner is 

aware of when but at sometime in the last ten years the zoning was 

changed so the rear yard setback went from a 40 foot setback to a 50 

foot setback which has caused the reason for us to be here this 

evening. 

 So we are looking to create a space that’s conducive to Mr. 

Wasley’s mobility issues and is consistent with the improvements he’s 

made to the home which are substantial in nature.   

 He has done a good job with the stewardship of the property, 

improving the neighborhood in a general sense and we look to the board 

to gain favor to create a deck that is an appropriate size. Currently, 

the rear setback, actually the new setback, cuts through part of the   

home that’s been constructed for over 30 years.   

 Kind of an odd situation. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay, do you have a drawing or something of what it 

is going to look like?  We have a layout.  Do you have more than that? 

 MR. CARLONE:  I do not. I brought the site plan which I provided 

to Mr. Lavallee and it showed the plan which I think depicts the area 

of interest, mostly the footprint is what we’re looking for. 

 But, I will say, as an architect, we’ve improved the aesthetics 

of the back of the home and you probably have to work on the golf 

course to appreciate it.  But we have introduced new gables, a lot 

more windows.  It is quite a beautiful vista and the proposed deck 

would enhance that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do we have questions of the applicant? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  How high off the ground would the deck be? 

 MR. CARLONE:  It varies from about 2 feet on the south side of 

the house to about 5 feet on the north side of the house because the 

grade, as you travel from 98 Quail Hollow towards the --- I’m not sure 

what the neighbor’s address is on the far side. 

 MR. WASLEY:  Eighty-four. 

 MR. CARLONE:   its 84, the topography dips down. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Is there a deck there already? 

 MR. CARLONE:   There was before the addition was added. 

 MR. WYSONG:  What is the --- I’m looking at an aerial shot and 

there appears to be deck. 

 MR. CARLONE: What is shown on here as a deck has become the 

elevator and hydrotherapy room.  To some extent with the building 

addition that was done.  So basically, we pushed the back of the home 

outward I want to say 12 feet and now we’re looking to create a deck 

beyond that. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Okay, then in the plot plan, is it correct to say 

this was the old – 

 MR. CARLONE:  Essentially, yes. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Essentially.  There is a little jog here. 

 MR. CARLONE:  Yes. 
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 MR. WASLEY : If I could just – 

 THE CHAIR:  Just state your name and address for the record? 

 MR. WASLEY:  Yah.  I’m  Alan Wasley.  And, I just wanted to 

mention that the way the deck would be proposed is we have a neighbor 

on one side but they’re down in the valley, so there’s trees and 

stuff. So it doesn’t stick out --- both neighbors are way away from 

the deck.  In fact, neither neighbor would see the deck.   

 The only approach to the deck, to look out on to the golf course, 

I mean, you could just, there is nothing behind us or just to let you 

know, no neighbors that would be upset. 

 And, I’ve talked to our neighbors and in fact we have a neighbor 

here this evening.  I’ve talked to our neighbors about it to make sure 

there would be nobody that would be unhappy with what we’re trying to 

do. 

 My sole purpose was to be able to --- I have some serious 

orthopedic issues that I’m struggling with and I wanted to be able to 

have a deck big enough so I could take my scooter out and we had the 

house designed so I could take the scooter out on the deck it needs to 

be big enough so that I could get around.   

 And, that’s why we put the elevator in the house, as well. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. WASLEY:  I don’t know Bob, are you here? 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, we’ll ask if anyone wants to speak in favor. 

 MR. WASLEY:  Okay, sorry. 

 THE CHAIR:  It’s okay. 

 Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 MR. CARLONE:  Thank you. 

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

application? 
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 MR. VOJTILA:  My name is Robert (inaudible) and I am a business 

owner and a resident of Southington.  Directly, I guess south, right 

next door at 98 Quail Hollow Drive. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is that to the right or to the left? 

 MR. VOJTILA:  If you are looking at the property, from the end of 

the cul de sac, from the street side, it would be on the left-hand 

side. 

 I’m here to speak in favor of it.  I know that you gentlemen are 

a board of appeals but, a quick little antidote to this is that about 

3 years ago, Nancy and Alan called me up and asked me if I was 

interested in expanding my three-acre parcel.  They had bought a lot 

in Plainville and they were going to build a house that was more 

adaptable to their lifestyle for the next, hopefully, 10, 15, 30 

years. 

 Anyways, to make a long story longer, they decided that they 

loved the Town of Southington.  They loved the area. They built that 

house, I believe, new in 70-71. 

 We moved in there in 97.  So we’ve been there about 16,17 years.  

So with that being said, they, you know, they’ve done everything by 

the book.  Hiring an architect, going to town hall and getting the 

proper permits, et cetera.  You know licensed contractors.  

 And, they’re going to stay there.  They want to stay there.  So 

with everything said, they’re asking for this change.  And, I see no 

problem with it at all from my perspective.  The house is going to be 

aesthetically enhancing the neighborhood.  They’re doing a great job. 

 I think they’re just, I believe, going in 10 or 15 feet or maybe 

more they want to go into the variance, to the set back.  There is 

nothing there but a golf course.  And, it’s up on a hill.  And, 

there’s trees there.  You know, any errant golf balls that are going 

to come off there, they’re shielded.  Like my property, from the 

trees. 

 This is a mature development.  I think it is going to help Alan 

enjoy the investment that he’s making into the house, you know, and to 

the town here.   

 And,um, I just think it’s a good idea.  I have no issues or 

problems with it whatsoever. Actually, I hope he gets it. I am looking 

forward to it if he gets it. 



Zoning Board of Appeals June 10, 2014 

6 

 

 So – thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Is there anyone else speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6062A, Application of Michael Fortuna for a 40’ 

front yard setback variance for an encroachment of a proposed 

recreational hard surface court under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 510 Mount Vernon Road, property of Curtis D. 

Robinson, in an R-80 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant please come forward and state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Mike Fortuna, 40 Tuttle Road, Woodbury, CT.  I’m 

one of the contractors.  So I am here for Curtis Robinson. 

 His house is situated up on the hill and when you’re looking at 

what he thought was the front yard, it goes down, and that’s where 

he’s building the court. 

 The way it stands is the court will be pretty much right on the 

property line of his neighbor.  His neighbor does have a letter that 

gives him the right to build on the line, over the line, whatever he 

wants.  I guess he’s calling it a revocable license to build on the 

property.   

 And, then he’s got his other neighbor with another letter saying 

we’re all in favor  of the court.  So --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you like those submitted as part of the 

permanent record? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Why don’t you give them to the secretary and he’ll 

read them into the record and then we’ll post it. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. FORTUNA:  And, there was a question when we were down going 

through the permits, if it could be moved, I guess, around the corner.  

It’s not really a feasible solution.  

 Number one its, the access would be ridiculous.  And, to put it 

down in the other area with all the trees and the court just wouldn’t 

be enjoyable and wouldn’t last nearly as long as it wouldn’t get the 

sunlight over there.  So, it would be kind of a waste of time and 

money to put it in that location. 

 MR. WYSONG:  For the record: 
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 “May 17, 2014.  Andrew and Nancy Florian, 512 Mount Vernon Road, 

Plantsville, Connecticut  06479. 

 TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:  We are neighbors to the west side of 

Curtis and Sheila Robinson of 510 Mount Vernon Road, Plantsville, 

Connecticut and are in full support of the pickle court being proposed 

in its location on the Robinson property. 

 Should you have any questions or concerns, please don’t hesitate 

to contact us at 860-426-0156.  

 Thanks you.  Signed Andrew and Nancy Florian.” 

 “August 7, 2013.  Curtis Robinson, 510 Mount Vernon Road, 

Plantsville, Connecticut 05379. 

 Re: Andrew “Chick” Florian and Nancy Florian, 512 Mount Vernon 

Road, Plantsville, Connecticut. 

 Dear Mr. Robinson:  Please be advised that your neighbor, Chick 

Florian has retained Wisnioski & Sullivan, LLC concerning your use of 

their property and pond. 

 Mr. Florian informs me that he has spoken to you concerning this 

matter.  While the Florians have permitted your use of the property, 

it is necessary to clarify such use. 

 The Florians have permitted your use of their property by way of 

a revocable license.  This license provides you with permission to 

landscape, place furniture and install structures on the property and 

pond. However, it specifically reserves the right to terminate the 

license at their discretion for any reason including, but  not limited 

to, the sale of their property or your property. 

 In the event the license is terminated, any furniture or 

structures will have to be removed.   

 Following your review, please contact me with any questions. 

 Sincerely, Timothy Sullivan.”  
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 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Do you have any kind of a layout?  All we have is a bird’s eye 

plot plan of where you want to put it.  I’m trying – when you got a 

letter from the neighbor on the west, I was up there  on the ridge and 

I looked at the house and I saw where I think you want to put it. 

 Where that neighbor that wrote the letter that’s on the west side 

in relationship to the map that we’re looking at? 

 Is he across the street?  Is he across Mount Vernon?  I guess, 

it’s --- I am not sure what the road is because it’s called 510 Mount 

Vernon. 

 Where would it be in relation that he’s saying its okay with him? 

 (Approach the bench) 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Okay, that’s Chick’s house there.  That’s the pond 

they’re representing.  The court is going to be right down in this 

area  here pretty much on that property line.   It is far enough away 

from the pond so wetlands didn’t have to be involved. 

 THE CHAIR:  This is the gazebo, I think, down here somewhere. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Yah, right. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, so this is the west.  This is the back of the 

property.  This is the front yard, if I remember right. There is three 

entrances to that property. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Correct.  And, the confusion came because when I 

guess the parcels were laid out, they still considered this the front 

of the house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Considered what? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  The front of the house.  That’s where it all got 

confused. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  But yes, this is the front of the house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  And, that’s the drop off.  Right down in there. 

 THE CHAIR:   Yes.  It is quite a drop off. 



Zoning Board of Appeals June 10, 2014 

10 

 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Yah. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Which is the lot line?  Is it the one that’s 

labeled right here? 

 The 640-50 and the line that goes through it? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  I would guess that’s the one. 

 THE CHAIR: Dave, do you know? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yes.  The distance indicates it is 150.6 feet to 

the running distance of 640 feet. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay, so that would be the lot line.   So basically 

you are talking about not encroaching on the neighbor but being at 

least 20’ away from the neighbor in all places.  Is that correct? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Correct.  We’re off the property line but we are in 

the setback. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Correct.  But there was something that you said on 

the record that they have a revocable license to be on the land of the 

neighbor so I just wanted to clarify you weren’t actually going to be 

on the land, but you were going to be at least 20’ from the 

(inaudible). 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Right. 

 THE CHAIR:  Mr. Florian was giving you permission if you wanted 

to. 

 Okay, good. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Because for our purposes, if we were to grant it, 

we would want to quantify where the location was. 

 THE CHAIR:  Now, what --- can you explain to us what it is you’re 

building there?  I guess it’s a tennis a court? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  It’s a small tennis court.  They call it pickle 

ball.  Have you heard of pickle ball? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yup. 

 STENOGRAPHER:  Sorry. What do they call it? 
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 MR. FORTUNA:  Pickle ball.  It’s a small tennis court.  It’s a 30 

x 60 where a full size tennis court is 60 x 120.  So it is half the 

size of a regulation tennis court. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. Tell us a little bit about it.  You’re going to 

put a cement slab down? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Yes, a slab.  And, then he’s going to have a 

cushioned surface.  I know he’s going to have a fence around it.  I am 

not sure what the design is.  Probably a standard cedar fence type of 

installation. 

 MR. LAPORTE:   Are you going to have lighting out there? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Am I what? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Lighting. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  He hasn’t spoken to me about lighting. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I don’t know.  I think we are missing some 

information that we need. 

 If we’re going to put that on the property --- 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Do you want me to go back over there? 

 THE CHAIR:  It’d be easier. 

 (Resumed the podium) 

 Thank you. 

 I mean, obviously we have a concern not so much with the slab but 

you know, how tall is the fence going to be?  The cedar fence he’s 

going to put around it or is it going to be a wire fence? 

 And, the lighting, obviously, um, I don’t want it to look like 

Mount Southington. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Right. 

   THE CHAIR:  He’s going to have lighting all over it, it will look 

like Mount Southington, the ski area. 

 And, there are limits to the size of the lighting and stuff. 

 I’d like to have that information before we --- before we approve 

this. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE: I’d also like to see the location.  A more exact 

location rather than just handwriting where you put two lines out to 

where it was.  Because then if you gave us an exact location and we 

were to approve it, we could approve it in a specific location but 

here, it would be impossible to know if it was put in the location 

that you said because we don’t have the dimensions. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Uh, there was a setback from the pond, right?  I 

mean, we spoke about it that we’re going to be at least that far away 

from the pond. 

 We did talk about at some point maybe putting in sport lighting 

in there.   And, I think I dropped off --- yah.  Just as I flipped 

through the file I remembered that he was thinking about putting 

lights in.  

 The lights are designed for outdoor courts.  They call them 

residentially friendly.  They have reflectors that cut the light off 

so if the light is here (indicating) the light doesn’t shine off the 

court.  It shines on the court.  They’re 20’ high and they shine --- 

 THE CHAIR:  How high? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Twenty foot.  And, they shine down on to the court 

itself. 

 Again, I know we’ve spoken to Chick about it and he doesn’t care 

if there are lights. 

 Realistically, they are on probably a couple of hours a week. 

 And, the fence is  -- right now we are talking about a cedar 

fence.  No more than 10’.  And, I’m trying to talk him into bringing 

that down a little bit.  Just for aesthetics and viewabilty from the 

house.  It wouldn’t be any more than 10’. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  As far as the noise level, no more than a swimming 

pool, right?  The noise level from that? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Oh, yah.  Just a couple of people knocking the ball 

around. Yes. 

 And, that’s you know, again, back in there, there is not a whole 

lot of them.  Probably Chick is the closest one.   So. 

 THE CHAIR:  Certainly up in the mountains, that’s for sure. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Yah. 
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 THE CHAIR:   Do you guys feel comfortable that we have enough 

information? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’d almost like to just --- I don’t have a problem 

with the concept you’re describing.  But I would like to see a better 

detail of it. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I think I would second the request for a little more 

detail.   

 The idea of a 10’ cedar fence, I think you’re going to run afoul 

of some zoning requirements.    Dave, you can comment on that if you 

want to. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, you can have in a rear lot um, up to 

7’ in the front.  Anything over that is a structure and he’d have to 

meet the minimum setback which this would be 3’ over. 

 MR. WYSONG:  So, I think --- 

 MR. FORTUNA:  So if we limit the fence to 7’? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  You’re okay. 

 MR. WYSONG:  I think I would like to see a plan of where the 

exact location of where the court is going to be.   

 What the fencing is intended to be. Whether it’s cedar 7’ high or 

chain link or something which I would have found more typical of a 

pickle court.  Like a tennis court to try to keep stray balls in play 

or at least not out in the pond. 

 And, more specifics on the lighting standards which we do have a 

spec on and the number of lights. 

 If I could further complicate it, I’d like a letter from Chick 

saying that he’s aware that for some period of time at night there 

will be a lit court.  I’m not doubting that you haven’t talked to 

Chick or the owner hasn’t talked to Chick, but I would like him to 

have acknowledged that when he looks out of his house he is going to 

be looking on to a lit surface in his neighbor’s back yard. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Okay. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, I would just add to that that I’d like to see 

the lights because I do think it makes a difference if the lights are 

on the boundary shooting towards the applicant’s house, that’s 

different than if they are on the applicant’s property shooting 
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towards the neighbor’s house in terms of what you would be doing for 

lighting. 

 Would there be lights on both sides of the court or just over on 

one side? 

 MR. FORTUNA:  They’re on both sides. But again, it’s not like it 

would be a headlight.  It’s, again --- 

 MR. WYSONG:  I am familiar with the lights, Matt.  I think it is 

a good choice for court lighting.  But it does put a glow out. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  It puts a glow out --- 

 MR. WYSONG: Chick will know the lights are on looking out his 

window. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Exactly.  Yah, but it’s not like you are sitting 

watching TV like that (indicating). 

 MR. WYSONG:  So, I think the bottom line is, if we summed it all 

up, I would say a plot plan, an accurate plot plan with the lighting 

plan and – 

 THE CHAIR:  And, the fencing. 

 MR. WYSONG:  -- the fence would make it very useful for us. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  And, then what would the process be?  Coming back 

here again? 

 THE CHAIR: Yes, at the next meeting.  If you’re going to be 

ready. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Two weeks. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Two weeks? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Mr.  Chairman, this is an as-built.  So could he 

scale distance wise for the court or do you want some other reference?  

It looks like he has drawn it to scale on this.  On the as-built. 

 So, I think if you just provide a distance from the house – 

that’s easy.  You already have the front property line. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 But that is easy enough to do on the as-built because that is a 

set condition in the field. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean, as long as it was accurate and had the 

dimensions on it.  I would say it is “X” feet from the house to the 

court and “X” feet from the property line to the court.  So if the 

zoning enforcement officer were to go out there looking at the plot 

plan they’d know that he built it where he said he was going to build 

it. 

 MR. WYSONG:   On the plan that we have, something is not to 

scale.  Either the 20’ isn’t 20’. 

 (Everyone speaking at once.) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  We’d want that to be to scale, too, the 30 x 60. 

 MR. WYSONG:  So, I would like the 30 x 60 to be to scale and the 

location of the property line to be scale.  I don’t care whether it is 

an architectural drawing. 

 So,  do we move to continue this hearing? 

 (Undertone comments) 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave, are you all set? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes, I think so. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’ll take a motion to continue the public hearing. 

 MR. WYSONG:  So moved. 

 THE CHAIR:  Second? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’ll second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously in favor on a voice vote.) 

 THE CHAIR:  We’ll schedule it for the next meeting.  With that 

additional information. 

 Thank you, sir. 

 MR. FORTUNA:  Okay.  Thanks. 
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CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6056A,  Application of Matthew C. & Bonnie B. 

Plourde for a 4’ side yard setback variance for a home addition under 

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

property of Matthew C. & Bonnie B. Plourde in an R-12 zone. 

 This item has been withdrawn. 



Zoning Board of Appeals June 10, 2014 

17 

 

MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 A. Determination of use conformity, 1223 Mount Vernon Road 

 This item has been withdrawn. 
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REGULAR MEETING 

 

NEW BUSINESS: 

 A. APPEAL #6060A, Application of Nancy D. Wasley for a 15’ 

rear yard variance to allow a new deck and to bring an existing 

portion of a bathroom into compliance under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 94 Quail Hollow Drive, property of Nancy D. 

Wasley in an R-80 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6060A.  Mr. LaPorte 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe commented if you look at the prior zoning, the 

setback line was 40’. It’s the new zoning that keeps it at 50’. That 

really puts the deck into the area that would need a larger variance. 

 When I look at what we have to do in terms of giving a variance, 

we have to look at the general purpose and intent of the zoning 

regulations. And, property values.  It’s an improvement to the 

building.  It is not going to be seen by the neighbors in any event.  

You have a golf course behind it.   So, it is not the type of building 

that’s going to encroach on to a neighbor’s property. 

 All of that having been said, I wouldn’t have a problem with the 

variance. 

 The Chair noted on the size, we’ve some physical limitations, as 

well.  So it has to be big enough to support the situation with 

regards to the applicant. 

 Mr. O’Keefe agreed.  I just didn’t iterate that point because 

it’s not personal.  It’s the land.  It’s a hardship. 

 The Chair noted the hardship is required to grant a variance. 

 Mr. Wysong said there is definitely a hardship.  The only comment 

I would have is the 40 and now current 50 setback seems larger than we 

normally deal with.  Is there a special consideration because it is a 

golf course? 

 Mr. Lavallee said it is   standard for R-80.  But it appears a 

little different because originally the lot was R-40.  Otherwise, 

you’d be looking at a plan with a lot more distance between the side 

lines and the back.  It was an odd zone change.   
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 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 B. APPEAL #6062A, Application of Michael Fortuna for a 40’ 

front yard setback variance for an encroachment of a proposed 

recreational hard surface court under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 510 Mount Vernon Road, property of Curtis D. 

Robinson, in an R-80 zone. 

 Continued. 

 

ADJOURNMENT  -  

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:34 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Robert Salka, Chairman 

    Zoning Board of Appeals 

     

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  


