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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 13, 2015 

 

 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 Town Council Chambers at 75 Main Street, 

Southington, CT with the following members in attendance: 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Joseph LaPorte & Matthew O’Keefe 

 Alternates: Joseph Pugliese & Patrick Saucier  

 Others: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 Absent: Ron Bohigian & Paul Bedard, Alternates 

 The Chair seated Mr. Pugliese for the vacancy this evening and 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. 

  

5. Approval of Minutes   

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve the Minutes as submitted for 

the previous meeting.  Mr. LaPorte seconded. Motion passed unanimously 

on a voice vote. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6100A, Application of Wild Orchid Thai & Sushi 

Restaurant for special exception approval to grant a restaurant liquor 

license under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04.3 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 56 Center Street, property of SDB Properties LLC in a CB 

zone. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or their representative please 

step forward and state their name and address for the record, please? 

 SPEAKER:  Good evening ladies and gentlemen I am representing the 

Wild Orchid Thai & Sushi restaurant.  The address is 56 Center Street.  

Southington.   06489 

 And, we are or our appeal today is to apply, an application for a 

liquor license and one for the patio and outside seating. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, we’ll take the liquor license first.  We’ll 

complete that one and then we’ll just go into the second one. 

 Okay? 

 SPEAKER:  Okay, for the dining liquor license, we are going to 

have a full bar and beer and wine.  

 And, we have 85 seating inside.  And, we just opened about six 

weeks ago.  We’re looking to have a license to have it in place. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Questions of the applicant? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  In looking at your plan, I see that it looks like 

there are ten bar seats, so is that fair to say that you’d be looking 

for ten bar seats?  Your sushi bar? 

 SPEAKER:  Uh, sushi bar, we have six seats and we have four at 

the bar, yes sir. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  At the bar, okay. 

 That would be for a total of ten seats, correct? 

 SPEAKER:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 Are you going to have any live entertainment in there at all? 

 SPEAKER:  No, sir. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.    

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, it’s regular hours, right? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, the hours we’ll get into more with the 

outdoor. 
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 Basically, if we were to approve it some of the conditions we’d 

have would be:  

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

 - Limitation of the bar seats to ten.   

 - No live entertainment.   

 - Any significant change in the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer would require a new application.   

 - And, any changes in management or the permittee would 

require a new application. 

 They are fairly straight forward.  Is that acceptable to you? 

 SPEAKER:  Yes, sir. 

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

 (No response) 

 Thank you.   You can stay right there. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 C. APPEAL #6102A, Application of Wild Orchid Thai & Sushi 

Restaurant for special exception approval to grant a patio liquor 

permit under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04.3 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 56 center Street, property of SDB Properties LLC in a CB 

zone. 

 SPEAKER:  And, for the outside seating, we have on the plans like 

four tables.  And, we are looking for or to use this in the summertime 

when the weather is nicer and the customers enjoy the summertime. 

 And, to make (inaudible) with downtown Southington like Anthony 

Jacks, The Fireplace.  We have a different kind of cuisine to make 

downtown Southington feel --- it is nice to bring a different kind of 

cuisine to the town. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do we have questions of the applicant? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  That walkway out there, is that four feet?  Enough 

for people to get by?  Is that --- I don’t have my glasses on. 

 THE CHAIR:  One of the things that we’d like to maybe stipulate 

is that it is approved by the planning & zoning because I think what 

is happening in front of that location is that there is a tree and 

they may have to put a jog.  So if we put a stipulation that it is 

based on the approval of planning & zoning --- I’m sorry?  

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, just that it receive review by the planning & 

zoning department.  They’ll ask for a zoning permit for the operation 

of that.  More specifically won’t need a site plan.  So we’ll make 

sure we review it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So we’ll put that as part of the motion.  That 

way there we don’t have to design it.  We’ll let the experts design 

it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What would the outdoor hours of operation be in 

terms of what hour – until what hour would you serve? 

 SPEAKER:  I’m serving just like regular hours. It’s 11:30 to 

10:00. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 SPEAKER:  Yes, sir. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, that is until 10:00 pm.   Is that seven days a 

week? 

 SPEAKER:  Seven days a week, yes, sir. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Will there be any music or entertainment outside? 

 SPEAKER:  No, sir. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, no amplification or loudspeakers outside? 

 SPEAKER:  I set up the speaker but after reading the regulation 

that requires no --- and then I decided better not. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That’s probably a good idea. 

 (Chuckles) 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s the right answer. 

 Okay, does that conclude your presentation? 

 SPEAKER:  Yes, sir. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, is there anyone here speaking in favor of this 

application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you.  We’ll be voting more than likely on your application, 

so if you want to stay around. 

 SPEAKER:  Yes, sir.  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 
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 B. APPEAL #6101A, Application of Beecher Street Associates LLC 

for a variance of the minimum required lot size for multi-family 

development of 6,300 square feet: a variance of the minimum land 

area/dwelling unto of 5,560 square feet for each unit, a variance to 

waive 400 square foot play area/unit, a variance to waive landscape 

buffer along the northerly boundary & southern boundary, a variance of 

7’ side yard setback, a variance of 8.5’ for front yard setback & 

seeking approval for location of Units 1-7 under Sections 3-04.2.B.1, 

3-04.2.B.2, 3-04.2.B.9, 3-04.2.B.10, 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 49 Beecher Street, property of Town of Southington in an 

R-12 zone. 

  THE CHAIR:  Let the record show Mr. O’Keefe recused himself from 

this appeal.  And, that Patrick Saucier will be seated in his place. 

 (Mr. O’Keefe left the dais and sat in the audience.) 

 Okay.  Will the applicant or his representative please step 

forward and state your name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. FLORIAN:  My name is Mat Florian.  I live at 506 Mount Vernon 

Road, Plantsville, Connecticut. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do you want to go through this with us? 

 MR. FLORIAN:  So, uh, I’m requesting the variances because of a 

couple of things.  One, the property is kind of sandwiched in the RHD 

zone, so it’s within 2,000 feet of Academy Street and it’s next to the 

Ideal Forge building where the HD zone applies.  We possibly could 

have asked for a zone change because I think we qualify within that 

area.  We’re within 2,000 feet.  But that probably would’ve looked 

like spot zoning, so we decided to go this way. 

 The other thing is the unique structure of the Beecher Street 

School.  We want to try to preserve the historical nature of the 

school.  

 So between the residential condominiums and the condominiums in 

the building, we just feel that it fits the neighborhood.   So that is 

our request. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   Do we have questions of the applicant? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  On the 400 square feet, the play area, okay?   

Each? 

 MR. FLORIAN:  So each of the units --- each of the townhouse 

style condos are going to have more of their own private space behind 

the unit.  So, I wanted to use the land for more privacy for each unit 

as opposed to restricting an area where it would be a common.  I’m 

trying to keep a little flexibility.  There’s going to be some 

additional land left directly behind the Beecher Street School that 

will be an additional common area.  I’m just trying to keep some 

flexibility as to how it gets used.  

 So the idea was that the common area  would be directly behind 

the units and it wouldn’t be a common play area. It would be for each 

unit individually. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave, do you have a comment? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, I just did a little background on that just 

for your help.  It’s over a half acre that would be left for open 

space.  And, typically when the commission would look to waive 

something like that, it’s for an elderly use.  But in this case, 

they’d look at how close recreational areas are.   The rail-trail is 

within 800 feet.  The dog park is about a quarter mile or 1300 feet.  

Greenway Commons common area is about 35 feet.  So it is pretty close. 

 THE CHAIR:  So there are some options available. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 The question, when you talk about the rear, in the case of units 

8 thru 12, the rear is really what is facing Beecher Street is that 

correct?  I’m sorry --- yah.  The cars are parked to the rear so the 

way the condos are faced is my question. 

 MR.FLORIAN:  The condos will face --- along Beecher Street, they 

will face Beecher Street. The rear of those will be – 

 THE CHAIR:  Reversed.  Okay. 

 MR.FLORIAN:  Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:   Got it. 
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 Do we have any other questions? 

 What is going to be the sequence of your build?  I know I had one 

concern that one of the concerns of the town when this whole thing was 

transpiring was retaining the look and feel of the Beecher Street 

School. 

 MR. FLORIAN:  Yup. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, is that going to be the first thing that is 

going to happen?  Or are you going to be putting the condos first and 

then the Beecher School renovation second? 

 MR. FLORIAN:  Realistically, it’s, if I had to predict, I’d say 

that the Beecher Street condos will probably go first.  The 

townhouses, the school, probably go second.  Water Street would 

probably go third. 

 Um, I probably would do them in phases like that so that we don’t 

get in too deep all at once and have too much of the site open. 

 I did bring a folder with several of the projects I did --- the 

before and after.  Um, just it might give you some assurance that it 

is important to me that I continue to maintain the quality that we 

have done in the past.  So, I share your concern about making sure the 

school retains its historical look. 

 THE CHAIR:  That was paramount when you talk about the 

neighborhood and the support you were getting from the neighborhood. 

 MR. FLORIAN:  Yup. 

 THE CHAIR:  It was that we retain the Beecher Street School look 

and feel.  I want to make sure that happens. 

 MR.FLORIAN:  Yah, I agree with you and I am putting my reputation 

on that that that’s --- that was my initial motive and goal in bidding 

on the property was so that the school wouldn’t be knocked down.  So I 

am very, very committed to that. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  You are showing two different conceptual drawings 

here and the only difference that I see is the way the individual 

units are laid out.  You’ve got seven on one drawing and six on the 

other on Beecher Street. 
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 If you go with the second version that is six condos on Beecher 

Street, it doesn’t seem like you need as much variation on the side 

yard. Why would you even consider the first option? 

 MR. FLORIAN:  I don’t, I’m sorry; I don’t have that in front of 

me.  The first option, the option with the six on Beecher, was there 

still a total of twelve? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes. 

 MR. FLORIAN:  Um, I was trying to keep the flexibility.  The 

reason I need a little more of a side yard is it’s just the corner of 

one of the units.  It is encroaching more on the side yard.  But I was 

trying to pull the condos away from the parking lot next to the 

Beecher Street building.  So in the final design we are going to try 

to pick the best happy medium between all three buildings.  So the 

variance allows us a little flexibility to consider the back yard of 

the neighbor --- is that what you are talking about? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Um-hum. 

 MR. FLORIAN:  That corner, as it gets closer to the side yard, it 

is in --- it’s towards the back of their yard and it is less 

intrusive.  We’re just trying to keep a little flexibility when we get 

into the final design. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Now, these are separate buildings?  Are these 

separate buildings?  These? 

 MR. FLORIAN:  Each --- the row of buildings on Beecher Street 

will be attached kind of like a townhouse style. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Like a condo. 

 MR. FLORIAN:  Condos, yup.  And, then the ones on Water Street 

will be attached, also.  So there will be two separate blocks and then 

of course the school itself will be a third. 

 MR.  SAUCIER:  So on Water Street, you are bringing, you are 

going to remove that excellent retention wall and bring that down 

then? 

 MR. FLORIAN:  The wall is going to be either lowered or removed 

all together.  Most likely a combination of both. 

 MR. SAUCIER:  It would need to be removed in front of the units, 

though. 
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 MR.FLORIAN:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Say that again? 

 MR. SAUCIER:  So, the retention wall on Water Street --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Yup. 

 MR. SAUCIER:  That is going to be brought down to grade or at 

least to a lower --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, so it will be tapered down to grade at the back 

of the condos? 

 MR. FLORIAN:   Yah, the plan you have in front of you shows the 

condos coming in at street level.  So where those condos are, the wall 

will be virtually removed. 

 And, behind the school, it will either maybe a stone veneer and 

maybe stay or be tapered. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 I think this is a great use of this particular piece of property.   

Of what you’ve laid out here in trying o retain the school; I think 

that is critical to the neighbor.  And, I think the end result from 

what I can see there is really going to be a great looking parcel. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I would just like to say he is upgrading the 

neighborhood immensely. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Is there anything else, sir? 

 MR.FLORIAN: No, that’s all. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Just if you want to broach the landscape 

screening.  I didn’t know if there was any request for any 

supplemental screening like a fence or something like that that’ll 

likely be asked for at site plan.  But since there is, it looks like, 

a complete waiver, landscaping.  It looks like they are going to 

supplement some that’s there. So, typically, just for your comfort 

they’ll likely ask for a fence during the site plan. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Well, what is the --- is there going to be --- 

what are you going to do for the fencing and/or the plantings and 

stuff?  Not necessarily what’s out there. 
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 MR. FLORIAN: Yah, along the property lines to the north I would 

anticipate either a --- you know, large arborvitaes or um, maybe one 

of the more modern white style fences.  You know, whether you want to 

address it here or at planning & zoning.  I will have a landscape 

architect as we get further into the plans. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’d rather leave that to planning & zoning. 

 MR. SAUCIER:  Right.  So we don’t want to do a complete waiver 

but what we want to do is because there is a requirement, we can just 

leave it up to planning & zoning’s discretion during site plan. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. I think we can put that as part of the motion 

that that is what we are going to do. 

 Okay, Jeff? 

 MR.GWOREK:  Yup. 

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

 (No response) 

 Thank you, sir. 

 MR. FLORIAN: Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR: Is there anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 ARTHUR CYR:  103 Berlin Avenue.  I’d like to specifically talk 

about a couple of things on this application that I am in favor of.  I 

spent 20+ years leaving in condominiums and managing condominiums and 

I can tell you that the proposal to ask for the waiver of the 400 

square feet of play area into a common area and doing it for 

individual units is much preferred. 

 I can tell you there are many condominium owners that the 20 or 

30 feet behind their unit in common area is their backyard.  

 This is an excellent proposal and I strongly agree with Mr. 

Florian on that. 

 I’ve also had the opportunity to  walk that property a couple of 

years ago and I made a  couple of visits inside that property and I 

can tell you that um, they used to yell at me all the time at planning 

& zoning when I say this but, this developer has  great reputation in 

this town.  And, if this commission doesn’t consider the excellent job 

he did across the street at 98 Main Street, taking one of the ugliest 
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buildings in town and turning it into an absolute castle or what he 

did to the old Oxley blue aluminum sided building, um, we’re missing 

what this town stands for. 

 The reputation of this developer should precede  him and anytime 

you’ve got a question of whether we should give him a  foot or a yard, 

um,we have to know that he is going to put his reputation  into 

whatever the finished product is and so I wholeheartedly agree that 

and support every variance that he has asked for tonight. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you, Art. 

 Anyone else here speaking in favor of this application? 

 DEAN ZEPKO:  68 Beecher Street.  Southington, Connecticut.  I’ve 

been working with Mat and the neighborhood trying to put this project 

together the right way.  I voiced my opinion previously when they were 

at the sale of the property and I was able to get the neighborhood 

together and talk about what exactly was going to go on for the future 

of Beecher Street. 

 I think that Mat is on the right track and what he is proposing 

is very nice in a traditional colonial style house or town homes that 

fit in the neighborhood and will increase the beauty of the 

neighborhood.  Upscale the neighborhood if you want to say. 

 I think that keeping the Beecher Street School is also one of the 

best ideas I’ve heard because I’m in the architectural business.  I am 

an architectural designer for twenty years.  You can’t replace a 

building like that no matter --- in today’s standards.  People don’t 

build to the style or to the cost of doing a building such as a brick 

building that big with tall ceilings and arched windows and cornice 

work that is done from a century ago – or not a century ago – or a 

hundred years ago. 

 It is something that the neighborhood wants and is really pro 

keeping that building and beautifying it. 

 And, there’s not much to beautify it.  It’s maybe getting rid of 

the wall units, the heater and air conditioner units, replace the 

glazing.  Obviously, the mechanicals will have to be updated and 

probably some rooftop units that because of the size of the building 

we really won’t be out of sight.   
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 All in all, I don’t feel that it is going to impact our 

neighborhood any more or any less than it has since I’ve been there.  

I live across the street from the parking lot which these houses will 

be built. 

 The Board of Ed has been there since I’ve been there and with an 

operation working seven or five days a week, eight hours a day, I 

hardly even knew they were there.  So with a business there and not a 

business going into the building, I feel that it is going to be even 

more comfortable with not a lot of cars going in and out. 

 So I just want to wish Mat, you know – 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I want to thank you and your neighbors because 

I think that  goes along with the board and I know you have worked 

with Mat on this whole thing and it is much appreciated and thanks to 

the neighbors --- 

 MR.ZEBKO:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  For taking that kind of interest. 

 MR.ZEBKO:   Yah, I wish every neighborhood got together. 

 THE CHAIR:   Absolutely. 

 Thank you very much. 

 Is there anyone else here speaking in favor of this application? 

 JUSTIN FRENCH:  156 West Center Street.  Just wanted to come up 

on the second part and I actually grew up in Milldale.  Been here for 

mostly twenty-eight years.  And, uh, I made a conscious decision to 

pick Southington when I purchased my own home. 

 Part of that reason is I’ve seen the town progress over the last 

twenty years and I think this project is taking that next step, 

continuing the progress that has, you know, happened in the last 

twenty years. 

 I think Mat has a good proven track  --- great proven track 

record and I’m kind of excited to see the project get going.  And, I 

hope it happens. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. FRENCH:   Thanks. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone else speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  Let the record show we’ll reseat Mat O’Keefe. 

 

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEM 

 A.  APPEAL #6099A, application of Peter Owen for a 10’ side 

yard setback variance for a structure (deck) under Sections 7A-00 & 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 105 Bruce Avenue, property of Peter 

Owen in an R-20/25 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Sorry about that. 

 MR. OWEN:  Okay, not a problem. Good evening and Happy New Year 

to everybody. 

 Last I was here it was the first time I ever came before an 

appeals board for any kind of zoning issue.  I didn’t have quite all 

the measurements I needed.   

 I did take some photographs to attach to show you exactly what we 

are doing.  I can pass them out here. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 The detailed drawings on the back of these here specifically. 

 Just to review kind of what we talked about last time was that 

the property itself is a corner lot with two front yards.  The house 

is positioned on the lot so I am 19 feet from the property line where 

my neighbor is. 
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 They have a garage on that same side of the property line that 

sits 10 feet from it. 

 The area between my house and the neighbor’s house is basically 

primarily for utilities.  It was an overgrown area.   

 I had a hot tub that was there for probably over 25 years.  What 

I did was replace the hot tub and I added a small portion to the deck 

to give access for me. 

 Between the two properties as well is a row of about 40 foot tall 

pine trees which provides --- you can see on the photos there – from 

the street you really can’t see where the particular area is where the 

hot tub is going to be when the hot tub is in place. 

 Again, the hot tub that was replaced is in the exact same spot 

that it was previous.  Upon hooking it up, the electrical for the hot 

tub, the way it faced, caused the step to actually face towards the 

other person’s property line so we had to extend the deck to be able 

to access the hot tub on that side. 

 So the deck from what it was is extended four and a half feet and 

the entire length of it is eighteen feet two inches facing the 

neighbor’s property. 

 It sits 7.5 feet.  I had estimated last time it was about ten 

feet.  The actual measurement with everything, it ends up being seven 

foot six off the property line there. 

 I did speak with the neighbors on this.  They did come to the 

last meeting. They said they were going to come tonight.   Obviously, 

I don’ know if they weren’t able to make it. They don’t contest it.  

Everything was fine. 

 There was a fence there prior that we took down. It was 

dilapidated.  The fence posts had been rotted out and the plan was --- 

they wanted to put the fence back up and that was the plan the whole 

time to put the fence back up after the deck was back.  Basically, 

everybody has their privacy that was there before. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Who is going to put the fence up? 

 MR. OWEN:   I’ll put the fence up.   

 MR. LAPORTE:  A six foot fence? 
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 MR. OWEN: Yah, just right by the property line.  And, basically 

looking from that street view, it would block the mechanicals from the 

street so you couldn’t see that and then the fence would run along the 

property line between the two houses.  Where there --- I believe there 

is a picture in there with where their garage is. It’s right on the 

property line.  That’s where the old fence was in place that we 

removed. 

 And, the reason for the hot tub and everything, I am, I do have a 

bad back.  I think I told you this last time.   I use the hot tub 

probably two to three times a week. When we purchased the house, the 

hot tub was one of the reasons.  The hot tub and the pool were two of 

the reasons we did purchase it.  It does provide me therapeutic relief 

from --- I have six bad disks in my back I deal with.   So ---  

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Now, looking at the picture, the deck itself is 

actually, if you looked at it from the front of it, the right-hand 

side, the property line side, is that facing actually running parallel 

with the garage on the abutting neighbor? 

 MR. OWEN: Yah – 

 THE CHAIR:  When I look at it, it looks like you see the garage 

from the patio. 

 MR. OWEN:  Yah.    I have some other pictures.  I didn’t want to 

inundate with pictures, but if I have something specifically, I can 

show where that is. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 Here, if you’d like to pass those three pictures?  It will give 

you a good, clear view of where their garage is. 

 Like I said, their garage sits ten feet from the line.  It is 

just kind of cluttered.  It is an area that neither one of us have 

really used previously.  Other than the utilities that you see there. 

 The hot tub was in place but it was in that area because of the 

trees being overgrown, the dilapidated fence, it was difficult to 

access. It wasn’t maintained and by doing this we are opening it up to 

be able to get in there to maintain everything now and to utilize the 

hot tub, obviously. 

 THE CHAIR: Just give us a minute so we can look at the picture. 
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 MR. OWEN: Not a problem. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 MR. GWOREK:  I assume the post built up off the deck, privacy 

screen? 

 MR. OWEN:  Yah, again, they were left long. We don’t know exactly 

the height and it will be in compliance with whatever we decide.   But 

we wanted to leave it so we could have a little bit of privacy above 

what would be the fence that was there. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Now, that fence will go right to that buffer? The 

tree buffer? 

 MR. OWEN:  Yah.  It’ll run directly on the line where the 

property line is there.  And, then I wanted to --- it ended before the 

utilities.  You used to be able to see the generator from the road.  

I’d like to extend that just up to maybe where the chimney is with a 

vinyl fence facing the road to at least provide some privacy with the 

utilities and things. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So you are going to block it from the road. 

 MR. OWEN: Yah. 

 (Pause) 

 MR.PUGLIESE:  I’d like to thank you for all of this additional 

information. 

 MR. OWEN:  Not a problem. I apologize.  Last time when I had 

first come to the zoning, they just said fill in --- I thought it was 

a yes or no; we give you approval and hear you. 

 And, then there were specifics that I didn’t have the answers for 

and I apologize for not being prepared.   

 I wanted to make sure this time we had the answers we needed. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I have to say when I first drove by there, before 

the first meeting, my impression was that you were putting the deck 

almost right on the line.  Because of the trees and the way they’re 

overgrown I couldn’t tell where the line was. 

 MR. OWEN: Yah. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay, do we have additional questions of the 

applicant? 

 MR. OWEN:  Again, specifically about the neighbors, I spoke with 

them. There is no issue with it. Like I said, they did come to the 

last meeting and they must have not been able to make it tonight. 

 Um, they don’t have a problem with the deck being there.   The 

encroachment on the line. 

 They said the fence, which like I said, we were going to put up 

all along; it’ll restore the same privacy we had before.  And, then 

obviously, we will do some landscaping as well just to kind of clean 

everything up. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  The one thing, I’m sorry, do you have 

something? 

 MR.GWOREK: Nope. 

 THE CHAIR:  When you put in the privacy wall, if you wall, around 

your --- that it doesn’t go so high that it really becomes this 

monumental thing you’re looking at.    

 MR. OWEN:  No, I don’t want to detract. 

 THE CHAIR:  I know you are going to put a six foot fence but I 

would rather not see a ten foot wall there.   So just, you know. 

 MR. OWEN: No.  I don’t want it to detract from everything else, 

as well.   It’s just to provide us with a little bit of privacy just 

above where that is. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is it going to be solid? 

 MR. OWEN:  No, we’re probably going to --- its --- we haven’t 

really decided on the design.  Obviously, we want to leave it --- if 

there is wind blowing through, I don’t want to create a solid wall 

that is going to create a problem there.   

 It’s just a privacy screening.  We haven’t quite figured out what 

we are going to do, yet. 

 I’ll discuss it -- before we do anything -- with the building 

department. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, that’d be good. 
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 Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you very much. 

 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. 

 

7:40 o’clock, p.m. 
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REGULAR MEETING 

 

 

 A. APPEAL #6100A, Application of Wild Orchid Thai & Sushi 

Restaurant for special exception approval to grant a restaurant liquor 

license under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04.3 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 56 Center Street, property of SDB Properties LLC in a CB 

zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #6100A with 

stipulations. 

 Stipulations: 

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

 - Number of bar seats shall not exceed ten 

 - No live entertainment in the premises 

 - Any significant change to the floor plan was determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer would require a new application 

 - Any changes in the management or permittee would require a 

new application. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe commented it is rather straight forward.  It is a 

restaurant primarily and not a bar.  There is no entertainment.  I 

think it is appropriate with other things we have approved in the past 

in that area. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote.  
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 C. APPEAL #6102A, Application of Wild Orchid Thai & Sushi 

Restaurant for special exception approval to grant a patio liquor 

permit under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04.3 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 56 center Street, property of SDB Properties LLC in a CB 

zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #6102A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 - Limited to four tables 

 - Location of those tables be subject to review by the 

planning & zoning department 

 - The hours of operation for the outdoors be limited from 

11:30 am until 10:00 pm. 

 - Any alcoholic beverages be served in glasses, cups but not 

in original containers in accordance with state law 

 - There be no music or entertainment 

 - There be no amplification or loudspeakers outside. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe commented it is consistent with the street.  You’ve 

got outdoor dining at The Fireplace, Machiavelli’s, Anthony Jack’s. It 

is just an extension. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 The Chair advised the record should show that Patrick Saucier 

will be sitting for Matthew O’Keefe on Appeal 6101A. 

 

 B. APPEAL #6101A, Application of Beecher Street Associates LLC 

for a variance of the minimum required lot size for multi-family 

development of 6,300 square feet: a variance of the minimum land 

area/dwelling unto of 5,560 square feet for each unit, a variance to 

waive 400 square foot play area/unit, a variance to waive landscape 

buffer along the northerly boundary & southern boundary, a variance of 

7’ side yard setback, a variance of 8.5’ for front yard setback & 

seeking approval for location of Units 1-7 under Sections 3-04.2.B.1, 

3-04.2.B.2, 3-04.2.B.9, 3-04.2.B.10, 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 49 Beecher Street, property of Town of Southington in an 

R-12 zone. 

 Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6101A with the 

following conditions: 

 Conditions: 

 - That any and all landscaped buffering for the site be 

reviewed and approved by the planning & zoning department. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. Saucier commented we want to make sure we are giving the 

planning & zoning commission flexibility to reduce that buffer.  We 

ought to make sure the verbiage says they can go down to a foot as 

long as we have that --- we want to give them discretion to go 

shorter.  I don’t know if that motion was clear enough. 

 Mr. Lavallee said if the variance is waivered.  It is a variance. 

The plans say that they’ll supplement as necessary.  But it is always 

standard that they review it through site plan.  It is going to need 

SPU, as well.  I’m pretty comfortable it will get the review.  I’ll be 

looking at it, myself. 

 The Chair confirmed the motion is fine.  We are not stipulating 

any size. 

 Mr. Saucier said he wanted to insure that we’ve given the 

variance but it is now up to planning & zoning for the fine-tuning of 

it. 
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 Mr. LaPorte stated the development is outstanding.  Simply 

outstanding. 

 Mr. Pugliese liked the presentation and what he has presented.  I 

think it is going to be a big asset to that area. 

 The Chair said the other important aspect was the neighborhood 

coming together and approving this, as well.  It could’ve gone any 

number of ways.  I want to thank them for that. 

 And, also, continued the Chair, I did like to hear that the 

building, the Beecher Street School, will not be the last thing to be 

done but it will be the second and I think that is what the applicant 

had mentioned.  I like that idea, as well. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEM 

 A.  APPEAL #6099A, application of Peter Owen for a 10’ side 

yard setback variance for a structure (deck) under Sections 7A-00 & 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 105 Bruce Avenue, property of Peter 

Owen in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve #6099A.   Mr. Gworek 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said for discussion purposes it was helpful to have 

the photographs and to see that there is a natural landscaped border.  

This isn’t something that is going to be right in the neighbors’ face.  

It is not going to impact the neighbor that much because of the trees.  

I think that is what makes it compatible with the neighborhood. 

 Mr. Gworek said the planned fence to be put back up as well as 

the privacy screen around the hot tub and looking right outside right 

across from the garage of the neighbors kind of limits the viewing and 

creates privacy.   It helps the whole situation. 

 The Chair commented, and this is a question and I have and it is 

certainly not against the applicant, but since the fence isn’t there, 

I am just wondering, should we be stipulating that there is a fence 

there.   I think we should stipulate it to protect ourselves if 

something were to happen. 

 Mr. Gworek withdrew his second.   Mr. LaPorte withdrew his 

motion. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 6099A with the 

stipulation it include the privacy fence and it be six feet. 

 Mr. Gworek seconded. 

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

 Mr. Lavallee advised there are no new applications for the next 

meeting. 

 

 The Chair reseated Mr. O’Keefe. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:46 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Robert Y. Salka, Chair        

    Zoning Board of Appeals 

  


