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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 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 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, Matthew O’Keefe & Joseph Pugliese 

 Alternates: Jeremy Taylor 

 Others: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 Absent: Patrick Saucier, Ron Bohigian & Paul Bedard, 

Alternates 

  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. Pugliese seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6105A, Application of R.M. Bourgoin Building Co., 

for a 9’ side yard setback variance: proposing 21’ where 30’ is 

required under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 49 



Zoning Board of Appeals March 10, 2015 

2 

 

Thunderbird Drive, property of James C. & Paula Gorham in an R-80 

zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant please state their name and 

address for the record, please. 

 MR. GORHAM:  My name is James Gorham, property owner at 49 

Thunderbird Drive in Southington.  

 Just one correction on the read back, it was for a 9’ variance 

for a 21’ setback.  As opposed to what you had said, for a 9’ setback.  

I just want to make sure that is correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry.  Say that again?   He said 21’. 

 MR. GORHAM:  It was for 21’.  He said to get a 9’ setback and 

it is 21’ setback.  I just wanted to make sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, yup. 

 MR. GORHAM:  I do have and I am not quite sure what was submitted 

to you folks, I do have a new aerial which probably better illustrates 

– 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 (Passed around) 

 MR. GORHAM:  It’s all in color.   

 (Undertone comments) 

 I did not include one for you, sir.  I’m sorry.  I can get 

another one if that’s necessary. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It’s all right. 

 MR. GORHAM:  To the application, it is – I am not sure what the 

zone was when the property was or the house was built 40 years ago.  

1973.  The property, the house does exist at 21’ from the property 

line on the north side which is to the left side of the sheet that you 

are looking at.   

 Our proposal is to build an open-air pavilion off of the existing 

sun porch extending off the line of the existing structure 21 – 22’ to 

the east which is to the top of the drawing that you have in your 

hand. 
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 So we are not going any closer to the property line than the 

existing structure is, we are just extending the existing house line 

on that 21’.  Actually, it gets farther away from the property line as 

it moves farther to the east. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So this is open on all four sides?  No? 

 MR. GORHAM:  I believe you have a drawing?  Yes, three of the 

four sides are open.  The fourth side is against the existing porch so 

that step would be closed to all.  It is the current exterior wall. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  The lot has evergreens on what looks like a 

property line.  Are those yours or the neighbor’s? 

 MR. GORHAM:  Those are ours.  So the evergreens are there.  

They’re setback about a foot from the property line.  Directly behind 

the evergreens is a fence, which is ours.  It’s about 18 or 18.5’ from 

the fence. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And you would be building it in accordance with the 

sketch, is that correct? 

 MR. GORHAM:  Similar to that.  I mean that is the design.  We 

wanted to see if it would get approved or not before we went too far 

into the design.  But similar to that, 22’ section --- 22’ extension. 

 The number of columns may change depending upon – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But I am looking more to the dimensions.   It 

wouldn’t be more than 23’6” and it wouldn’t be higher than the 13’6” – 

 MR. GORHAM:  The existing roofline is off the existing roofline 

which is 20 --- its 13’, yah. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because what is important that if we approve your 

application that we go with these dimensions so we don’t, we’re not 

surprised with something that is much different than what we are 

looking at. 

 MR. GORHAM:  So, the application is for 22’.  He drew it at 23’.  

He is including a fireplace which based on conversations with the 

building department; it is probably going to sit off of the 

(inaudible) part of the structure.  It will be set back about a foot.  

So the structure itself will be 22’.  If we count the fireplace, it 
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will probably be 24’.  That would be a gap separated from the 

structure itself. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  And, if we were to put a stipulation in there 

that this would not be enclosed, that would be okay with you? 

 MR. GORHAM:  Nodding. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Where would the fireplace be?  What side of the 

structure? 

 MR. GORHAM:  The fireplace is going to be on the east side of the 

structure.  The top of your picture. 

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

 (No response.) 

 Okay.  Thank you very much. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you. 

 

7:08 pm. 
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NEW BUSINESS: 

 A. APPEAL #6105A, Application of R.M. Bourgoin Building Co., 

for a 9’ side yard setback variance: proposing 21’ where 30’ is 

required under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 49 

Thunderbird Drive, property of James C. & Paula Gorham in an R-80 

zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve #6105A with conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 - That the pavilion be open ended. 

 - It be built substantially in accordance with the plans. 

 - That the roofline not exceeds the 13’ 6” which is depicted 

on it. 

 - That the actual structure itself, excluding the chimney not 

be more than 22’ long. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. LaPorte noted he doesn’t have a hardship because they changed 

the dimensions.  It used to be 40, so it’s 30 now?   For the variance. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said it was probably 20 in the past and the house is 

over the 20’. And, the neighbor’s house is even closer. 

 The Chair added it is really in harmony with the neighborhood. 

 Mr. O’Keefe pointed out there is one next door just like it.    

Everybody has pools. 

 Mr. Pugliese said some houses are closer.  He is not going closer 

to the property line with his house, anyway. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS/OLD BUSINESS/NEW BUSINESS 

 A. Determination of use conformity, 1231 Marion Avenue. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:   Mr. Chairman, we have a determination of use 

conformity for a site in town off Marion Avenue.  You have a little 
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description there that I drafted up for you.  I believe the proponent 

is here. 

 Pretty much, if you remember Petruzzi’s Market.  You are all 

familiar with that.  It was still active when I started here and I’ve 

been here about 15 years and probably closer for seven or eight. 

 But they propose to do a modification to the building, possibly 

adding a loft.  It is a flat roof building now and they want to put a 

peak to it.  And, what they are here for tonight is a favorable 

determination to say that the proposed use is not more nonconforming 

than what is there now or what was there as a commercial use.  So, 

pretty much they sold groceries and drinks and what have you.  

 So the applicant is here and if he or she wants to come up and 

discuss it with you, we can king of go through their proposal and if 

you have specific questions. 

 If it does move forward, there are a few variances that would be 

needed if it is to remain as proposed now in terms of size and lot of 

coverage. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, if this is not a public hearing, um, so 

basically they’re just going to give us, they’re just going to provide 

us some input and would they have to come back to us? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah.  It’s pretty much just a business plan right 

now.  Hey, here’s what we are proposing.  Do you take this as in line 

with the regulations or do they have to modify to scale it back?  You 

know, it will in terms of expansion which is covered by planning & 

zoning through special permit as that is their purview, but for the 

use itself is what we are here for. 

 THE CHAIR:  Just typically when you’ve got a commercial business 

in a – this is a residential zone, correct? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  So what you are looking for is something that’s in 

harmony and basically is less conforming than --- I think I got that 

backwards. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  Like the bottom line is we want it to be less 

objectionable --- that’s the word I was looking for --- than what was 

there in the past. 



Zoning Board of Appeals March 10, 2015 

7 

 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because the ultimate goal would be to obviously 

convert this to residential over some --- probably not in my lifetime 

but at some point. 

 Okay, why don’t we just listen then and we’ll see what they’re 

talking about and what their plans are. 

 DAVID (Inaudile):  My name is David (Inaudible).  The owners, Ned 

and Brenda Delahunty, had asked me to do some preliminary --- take a 

look at it preliminarily as far as design and what could be done with 

the building. 

 I live right down the road on 1391 Marion Avenue.  I’m a builder 

in town. 

 So, I took a look at the building to see what type of shape it 

was in as it was sitting three years already.  It’s a flat roof.  And, 

that’s my side of this.  Basically the structure, the design of 

whatever they could do. 

 I know roughly what they want to do as far as use.  And, it was a 

general store for years.  I grew up in that general store since I was 

this (indicating) big. 

 I think that’s her general idea of what she wants to be with 

modern influences. 

 So the, I guess her biggest thing with the change of what is 

there is she had hoped to increase the area inside the building a 

little bit more.  Not changing the footprint. But add a loft on the 

backside of the building which is a slab on grade.  The front half of 

the building has a crawl space.   

 And, that is when I had approached Dave regarding this.  He said 

well with adding that second floor loft, we should probably discuss it 

first before I get further into the design of anything because it will 

involve engineering and all just to get to that point rather than to 

waste money on design.   

 So that’s why I’m here.  To see what we can do with the building.  

If adding this extra area is going to be objectionable or is going to 

be okay with her plan and then go from there. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  When you said you’re selling --- it is going to be 

a retail store like?  Right? 

 SPEAKER:  Yah. It could be a convenience store/general store. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You’ve got wine on here.  Is that --- 

 SPEAKER:  Yah, I assume she is just looking for like a grocery 

type of beer permit. I’m not --- if you want to ask specific 

questions, I’m sure Brenda could come up and discuss them.  But it is 

not --- her goal is not a package store type of permit. 

 I can say that the building, something needs to be done to it, 

soon before it is gone. 

 And, the plan, when I looked at it, the framework is still pretty 

good. It can be salvaged and we’ll keep it in the same footprint at 

this point right now.  As far as I know, it made it through the winter 

pretty well. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I think some structural enhancement a temporary 

design? 

 SPEAKER:  Yah, there is a beam that had broken last winter I 

believe or maybe even the winter before with the heavy snows.  That 

was the roofing. It’s a flat roof now.  Something needs to be done 

with the roof.  Brenda had requested that I try to make it look 

something similar to the firehouse which is next door.   

 There would be changes.  The sketches that you have were done a 

couple of months ago already.  Looking at it, I think the best bet, 

hope, mostly for accessibility would be not to have a full basement 

under it.  That is shown on the sketches.  And, bring it down to 

ground level again where it is now which would drop the whole building 

down a few feet.  So you’d have a full first floor and then the loft 

area in the back.  So it wouldn’t be as tall as shown on the original 

sketches as we would not have a full basement. It would be a crawl 

space.  Just because of the lay of the land and handicap accessibility 

and all of that.  It is not practical to raise that first floor up. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Questions? 

 Jeremy, if you have anything? 

 MR. TAYLOR:  I don’t. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  Basically, it’s a coffee shop with --- 

 SPEAKER:  Coffee shop.  Modern day coffee shop I would say. 

 THE CHAIR: Well, the only concern I have with the whole project 

is that it doesn’t become more than what it was before from a density 

of traffic. You know, because I don’t want to keep building on it 

because I know --- did they sell beer before?  I don’t remember.  The 

last owner? 

 SPEAKER:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  They had a beer license? 

 SPEAKER:  Yah, I am pretty sure they did. 

 THE CHAIR:  I see a cooler showing. 

 SPEAKER: Yah, I couldn’t buy back then but I’m sure they did. 

 (Chuckles) 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Beer and wine I would say. 

 SPEAKER: Yah, beer and wine under the same permit.  License. 

 MR. PUGLIESE: I’ve just never seen wine at a convenience store 

before so I thought it was not allowed. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, what is the desire of the board? 

 MR. GWOREK:  My concern is we just don’t have any finalized 

drawings so it is hard to visualize what --- we know what their 

intention is to do but it is just hard to put it in perspective to 

have any idea of yah, we like it or no. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because I am --- I know as I am sure you do that the 

Marion Association, if you will, has some concerns about that.  They 

take care of that whole route and because this is not a public hearing 

obviously they are not here so we are not getting their feedback.   

 If we say go ahead with your plans as far as --- obviously, 

you’ve got to come back and present them but you don’t want to waste a 

lot of money, either. 

 SPEAKER: Right. 
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 THE CHAIR: Um, it puts us in a --- sort of in a position of 

saying go ahead and spend the money and then all of a sudden we get --

- we take a look at what the final drawings are and we don’t like what 

we see. It is much more than what we anticipated. I guess that’s the 

gray area that we’re at. 

 SPEAKER:  The drawings don’t have to change at all other than the 

building is going to be a little shorter.  I think the biggest issue 

is if the use --- continuing the use the way it was is not the issue.  

You know we can work within what’s here. 

 THE CHAIR:  My feeling --- my feeling, personal, is that if that 

it is going to remain pretty much what it was as far as selling the 

same kinds of products, little general store or market, and you’re 

going to add a roof on it to make it not a flat roof, I guess if that 

is the extent of it, then I, my opinion would be, let’s take it the 

next step. 

 If it is going to be something much more grandiose than that --- 

 SPEAKER:  Well, it is going to be taller because right now it’s 

just one story with a flat roof. 

 THE CHAIR:  You said a roof, that’s fine. I think it would look a 

lot nicer in the neighborhood than a flat roof.  But again, how tall 

is this thing going to be?  If it is going to be as tall as the fire 

house, than probably not. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, the use would be the people around there.  If 

we said go ahead and do it --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, we’re not saying --- all we’re saying is let’s 

take the next step.  We are giving them permission to lay out the 

drawings and spend the money. But we’ve still got to hold a public 

hearing  and hear what the neighbors --- this is why this is the gray 

area right now which is you know, do we say go ahead and they spend 

the money then all the neighbors come in and they’re up in arms and 

totally against it.  Again, the whole point is you want something that 

is less objectionable than what was there before because it’s 

nonconforming. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So I think if you are building or you are proposing 

something that’s less intrusive, it’s probably something that we 

wouldn’t have a problem with. 

 If it is going to be more intrusive, then it may be a problem. 
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 So if you’re doubling the square footage, for example, that’s a 

much more intense use. 

 SPEAKER:  Well, the footprint ---that’s the thing.  The footprint 

isn’t going to change.  Her desire would be to increase the interior 

square footage by adding a loft in the back portion. 

 Aesthetically, it is going to be a great improvement on the 

building, just putting a roof on it.  So adding the second floor is 

not going to be --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Would the loft be, would the second floor be 

residential or would it be --- 

 SPEAKER:  No.  She wants it just be part of the general store.  

She wants to have an internet café type seating area with couches 

where people can go and buy their coffee, sit down, read the paper, 

you know, that type of thing.  Almost like a gathering room. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, that’s adding more --- before you --- I’m 

sorry. Dave, go ahead. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Jus through what I put together, there are certain 

numbers that are out there for the regulations for guidelines on what 

we accept for expansion without a variance.  So, it says up to 25 

percent can be requested through the special permit and that’s for the 

expansion of a nonconforming use.  So they realize there is some 

leeway there but you have to have twice the lot area of that zone.  

That’s all things you should take into consideration.  Right now it’s 

roughly less than, well, its .64 acres.  It would be over an acre in 

size.  So a variance would be needed for that. 

 If they go beyond the 25 percent, it is something they could 

shoot for.  If it is just a loft it is within the 25 percent and it’s 

not the whole story that is occupied. 

 SPEAKER:  Well, that’s not the plan.  There would be no second 

story on probably two-thirds of the building.  Just the back portion 

of it. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  That would be the expansion.  And, then the side 

setbacks, if they go up, it still counts as setback.  So it’s roughly 

12’ from the side line now and its 20’ side line.  Even if they went 

up, they need a variance for that, as well.   

 THE CHAIR: But if you are adding an internet café, that is taking 

it one step beyond what it was which was a market.  In and out.  Not 
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parking, people sitting there with coffee, gathering place.  Probably 

much more traffic, I would think.  I guess that --- huh? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  You’d have to take that into consideration. 

 THE CHAIR:  That is the concern that I have.  It is not going to 

be where you run in for a loaf of bread.  It is where you could, you 

know, if it turns in to be a real gathering place where you get the 

same crowd going all the time, it could get much more intrusive than 

what it is right now. I guess that’s the concern. 

 If you’re just adding a loft for storage or whatever, that’s a 

whole different story. 

 But if you are going to add an internet café, that’s, to me, that 

is taking it one step beyond. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  In this drawing you are showing an end view that 

doesn’t have a door.  Does that imply that an entrance is going to be 

on the side or something? 

 SPEAKER:  Uh, it would be on the side.  On the parking lot side. 

 These were just preliminary sketches, so --- 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I understand that.  Okay.  My thought process is 

what the traffic pattern would be like.  Where the parking is.  How 

much impact to the road. 

 SPEAKER:  Parking would be, if you are looking from the street, 

on the right side of the building where the doorway is, as well.  

Right now they have a walk way in front of the building and the doors 

are front and center. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Right, right. I saw that. 

 SPEAKER:  And, that necessarily doesn’t have to change.  It 

changed with these original sketches because they wanted to try to get 

a full basement and that would not happen. We had to raise the first 

floor, so those doors would no longer work.  So that’s why we moved 

them over to the side.  With bringing it back down to ground level, 

they could be back in the front. 

 I guess, the biggest thing for her is she’s trying to increase 

the appeal of the store a little bit more.  Because people have come 

and gone since Mr. Petruzzi died.  Because our times are changing.  So 

I know people have tried making it a deli and it’s hard to make money 
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on a deli.  So that’s why I think she’s trying to make it so she can 

have a viable store and that’s why the additional use. That’s why I 

said she’s trying to bring it up to date with the times.  

 The people, you know, I’ve lived in Marion all my life.  You 

know, they like to talk to each other and this I don’t see necessarily 

as a one hundred percent bad thing to have a place for them to gather, 

if it is done properly. 

 But obviously, you know, traffic and all of that has to be 

considered.  Parking. 

 THE CHAIR:  What is the desire of the Board? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think we can just basically give our impressions.  

Then deal with it. 

 I think having a full basement; a first floor and a loft would 

not be viable.  So I think it’s good that you are not going to do the 

full basement. 

 SPEAKER:  Right. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the things you want to consider are how many 

square feet are you using and what would your parking be, what it 

would be.   Because you can design a beautiful building but if you 

have only four parking spaces that would be a concern. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Because we don’t have a plot plan that shows the 

building in relationship to parking, what I would be concerned about 

is can people --- and I applaud you for putting the door on the side 

that makes sense.  We don’t want to park off of the road and back into 

traffic to get out of there. 

 SPEAKER:  Right. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:    But they can they go around and turn around and 

go back out?  Will there be enough room for two lanes of traffic? 

 SPEAKER:  Well, there was a plot plan --- I don’t believe I have 

it with me --- there was a plot plan done before. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, isn’t there a number of required spaces, Dave, 

based on the square footage?  Do you know what that is? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I can give you a general idea. 
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 THE CHAIR:  And, then the question would be:  would there be 

enough room for the parking for the square footage they are talking 

about. 

 SPEAKER:  There was work done a few years ago when they first 

bought the property that I wasn’t involved with, but I know there was 

a site plan done.  Actually, I do have it here.  Let me take a quick 

look at it and see. 

 Dave, were you involved with this site plan, at all? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah. It was a wetlands application, I think.  They 

needed septic done. 

 It is one space for every 250 square feet of gross floor area. 

 You might have a parking table on there. 

 (Pause, pause, pause) 

 (Undertone comments) 

 (Pause, pause, pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  If it is not on there, instead of wasting a lot of 

time, why don’t we, if, I think you are hearing the desire of the 

board.  

 I am concerned if you are going to put an internet café in there.  

I have a problem with that because it’s taking it one --- and I 

understand you want to bring it into the 21
st
 Century and all that.  

The market may not be as viable as it was years ago.  

 I guess the question is, putting in an internet café, as you 

said, maybe a gathering place for Marion, I’m thinking of a couple of 

families that I know in Marion and they may go crazy with something 

like this.  I don’t know. 

 SPEAKER:  That will happen everywhere. 

 THE CHAIR:  How are they going to react to that? 

 But, I guess that is the concern that I have.  If they are going 

to put an internet café in there, I guess I have a problem with that 

because it is taking it one level, making it more objectionable than 

it was in the past.  That’s my feeling. 
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 MR. TAYLOR:  I share your concerns about that.  Just double the 

parking and the amount of traffic might be totally different than what 

it used to and that’s a tough area, anyways.  I like the idea but I 

don’t know if that is the perfect --- 

 THE CHAIR:  You’ve got neighbors that don’t even want you to 

repave the road.  Which is what has happened in the past there. 

 So, I guess – 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Yah, but I think the concept is a good concept. I 

think the problem is the zone and the size of the lot.  It’s R-20/25.  

That’s a small lot. 

 THE CHAIR:  I do agree improving it.  You know, if you want to 

put the pitched roof on there, that’s fine.  That’s my opinion. 

 But an internet café, I am not sure I would be in favor of that. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  My concern is the traffic and parking. 

 THE CHAIR:  That way, they would have to submit --- I think Dave 

you are raising a concern that I think they need to take into 

consideration. 

 You are probably more confused now than you were before. 

 SPEAKER:  Well, no.  I just, I mean, they asked me to help them 

so I am going to ask a few more questions to try to not do this more 

than we have to. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would it be worth   talking with the neighbors to 

explain what you are trying to do?  There is an association in Marion.  

Just tell them what you want to do and see what --- they may be 

totally supportive of it. 

 SPEAKER: I mean, I know they’ve spent a lot of money on the 

property.  They had wetland issues.  They had septic issues and that 

was all recently.   A few, four or five years ago. 

 It’s been sitting since then.  But I know they need to get 

something back out of it.  So what ---you had said that your most 

desirable situation would be to return it to residential.   

 I mean, what other, what else would you want to see? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Less objectionable.  Yes. 
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 SPEAKER:  There is a post office there and there’s a firehouse.  

Those, the firehouse is now a theater sometimes.  But um, I guess they 

need to start looking financially at what they can do to at least get 

some of their money back. 

 THE CHAIR: Sure.  Thoroughly understand that. 

 Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I think I would be comfortable with just as staff 

working with them instead of having you as a commission come up with 

suggestions. 

 THE CHAIR:  Exactly. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Certainly, have us talk about it.  Talk about 

square footage, parking and where it leads to the site and they could 

come back.  Just regular. 

 THE CHAIR:  I agree. 

 MR. GWOREK:  I would recommend talking with the neighbors and 

hearing their thoughts and that tends to go a long way especially with 

this board.  You know, just having letters or anything in support 

saying they are all for it.  Especially, the neighbors right next door 

and in that area. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Like someone said, they have an organization there. 

 THE CHAIR:  They have an association. 

 Okay? 

 SPEAKER:  Okay. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Dave, do we have anything for the next meeting? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes, we have four new applications. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  

 Anything else to come before the board? 

 (No response) 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Motion to adjourn. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  Second. 

 Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:35 o’clock, p.m.) 

  

    Robert Y. Salka, Chairman 

 


