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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 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 & Joseph Pugliese 

 Others: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 Absent: Ronald Bohigian, Jeremy Taylor, Patrick Saucier & 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. LaPorte seconded. Motion passed unanimously 

on a voice vote. 

 

6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6110A, application of FRAL LLC for a 7.3’ side yard 

setback variance and a 4.31% lot coverage variance associated with a 

proposed addition under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 865 West Queen Street, property of FRAL LLC in an I-1 

zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address, please? 



Zoning Board of Appeals April 28, 2015 

2 

 

 ATTORNEY MECCARIELLO:  Good evening, Mr. Commissioner and board 

members.  Bryan Meccariello, 142 North Main Street in Southington. 

 As Dave read, we are here for two variances.  One is a 7.3 for 

side yard variance.  This is the side of the proposed building that my 

client wishes to add to his existing manufacturing business.  That 

would be located to the east side. 

 Sev Bovino, from Kratzert and Jones, for the record, is with me, 

as well. 

 The variances, if you have the maps in front, you can see the 

12.7, that’s the center one.  Because it’s a 20 foot side yard 

setback, we are requiring or requesting actually a 7.3 side yard 

variance. 

 And in addition, a 4.13 (sic) lot coverage.   

 Just real quick, by way of background, this is a building that 

right now occupies FRAL, LLC, is the owner, but it’s FK Bearing.  The 

family behind the business if Fragola.   They also own property at 888 

West Queen, across the street.   Rod ends, ball joints, things like 

that is what they manufacture. 

 There’s 47 employees in this building.  They make up a total of 

88 between the two.  

 The purpose of this is – the addition is one story is for cold 

storage, metal storage where they keep the material.  So they can 

bring some more machinery in.  This will allow also for him to hire 

some more employees in town. 

 Second floor proposed area is the office.  So we need some file 

storage.  It’s a two story, but it’s a walk up.  There is no elevator. 

 The regulations allow 2.5 stories in an I-1 zone. So, we don’t 

exceed that. 

 In addition to the proposed work, there is going to be additional 

site work which is going to remedy some water problems.  If you are 

familiar with the property, to the east is the driving range, Highland 

Golf Range.  Its water comes down.  A lot of debris just collects. 

 So what Sev has laid out here is some work, some modifications 

and some rip rap and some additional piping to resolve that problem.  

It ponds and puddles there, a lot. 



Zoning Board of Appeals April 28, 2015 

3 

 

 It’s a building right now that is appraised by the town at over 

$2 million.  And, right now it’s just under 62,000 square feet.  So 

with the additional 6,400 square feet of additional space --- it is 

going to be as I mentioned, split between the cold storage and the 

office. 

 I probably missed a lot of things that Sev may want to address, 

but if there are any questions I can answer, I’ll be happy to do that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Let’s hear Sev first. 

 Please state your name. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert & Jones 

representing the applicant.  

 I will speak about the logistic of this proposed addition.  The 

reason the addition is on the east side of the building is because 

this is the --- the yellow is the property line.   

 On the south side we have a sep system to service the facility. 

 On the west side we have a major underground drainage system that 

takes the entire west side. 

 So the only area that we have the east side of the property to 

expand to this.   

 And, to limit the expansion in terms of footprint he is proposing 

the two story addition so we don’t have to make it bigger as a 

footprint. 

 Attorney Meccariello went over the request for variances.  And, 

the variance is actually in this corner here.  When you come to this 

end, which is the northeast corner, you are at 21.4 feet, so by the 

time we get to the end, we are in compliance with the 20 foot side 

yard. 

 The property is served by public water and sep system. 

 He has the appropriate parking.  We have 53 parking on site.  But 

he can provide additional parking across the street.  They can share 

parking. 

 If you have any questions?  



Zoning Board of Appeals April 28, 2015 

4 

 

 MR. LAPORTE:  On the east side there, is that wetlands?  On the 

east side right along where we wants the addition?  He’s got a buffer 

there.  It’s like trees and stuff along there? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Uh, this property now is rezoned to West Street 

Business Zone.  It doesn’t require a buffer requirement here.  When 

this was residential, there was a requirement but the requirement no 

long exists.  But there is some trees that we’re going to --- 

actually, we are going to leave the existing trees and some of the 

recent planted trees, they are dying, and we’re going to relocate them 

and plant additional trees in this area here at the north 

(indicating). 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any questions? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Is the, it looks like the office, the two story 

addition, that’s 99 percent within the 20 foot? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes. 

 MR. GWOREK:  So, just the one story proposed in the back with the 

cold storage would be where it requires the variance? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think that because plus it is being an industrial 

building, I am not quite sure that the density, you know, lot coverage 

is really as critical as it might be in a different situation. 

 Um, so, I mean, I don’t have any real questions.  It is pretty 

straight forward what they’re trying to do.  They’re not impacting any 

other areas around it.  And, I think they’re putting it really in the 

only place they can put it at this point because of the drainage.  

 It is really a minor variance. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The request is reasonable. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  It seems to fit the neighborhood.  It seems – 

 STENOGRAPHER:  I’m sorry.  I can’t hear you.  

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I’m sorry.  I just said it seems to fit the 

neighborhood.  The industrial buildings and lots in that area. 

 MR. BOVINO:  We do have 3.4 acres which is a lot bigger than your 

required minimum which is 1 acre in an I-1 zone.  So we have a pretty 

large piece of property. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, thank you. 

 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. 

 Thank you. 
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 B. APPEAL #6113A, application of Peter Rogers for a 30’ front 

yard setback variance for a SFH addition under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 

of the zoning Regulations, 17 Long Bottom Road, property of Logan 

Tyler Coates Milliken in an R-80 zone. 

 MR. ROGERS:  Peter  Rogers, 17 Long Bottom Road. 

 Good evening.  Thanks for your time.  I’m here seeking approval 

of a 30 foot front yard setback variance for my family’s property.  

We’re looking to put an addition on to the west of the house that 

would include an extra bedroom.  My family is growing and we’re 

looking to expand the house. 

 The original structure dates back to 1767.  When my family moved 

in in 1809 --- 

 THE CHAIR:  It predates zoning? 

 MR. ROGERS:  I have to look that up but I think so. 

 (Chuckles) 

 My grandparents put an addition on in ’52.  What I would like to 

do is mirror that addition which is the right side of the house. 

 (Pause) 

 Which is the right side of the house if you are looking at the 

front door.  Have it set back, like the ’52 addition.  And, sort of 

give the property some symmetry.   

 We are also looking to do some behind the ’52 addition which is 

not requiring a variance at this time, but the west side is what we 

are looking for for approval.    

 That’s all I have. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So this addition you are going to put on is less 

nonconforming than the existing house. 

 The setback is less and its nonconforming. 

 THE CHAIR:  The addition is actually set back from the front of 

the existing structure. 

 MR. ROGERS:  Correct. 
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 THE CHAIR:  So I think that what Joe is saying is that it’s less 

nonconforming than the original house is now. 

 This is only 4 feet from the property line. 

 MR. ROGERS:  Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, I mean, it appears to me that essentially the 

hardship is that essentially the entire house is built in front of the 

existing zoning line and you are actually building, as has been 

previously stated, farther back to keep the face of the structure. 

 MR. ROGERS:  That’s right.  And, my septic and the leeching 

fields are to the north, behind the house. 

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

 MR. ROGERS:  My septic tank and the leeching field, the septic is 

marked on the copy of the map, north of that is the leeching field and 

the apple trees that we have that are part of the farm are up above 

the leeching field.  So, we did think about going north with the west 

addition but it gets into the septic and leeching. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, the bottom line is right now it’s more 

conforming than what the house is.  I don’t see an issue with it.  At 

least, I don’t. 

 Any other questions of the applicant? 

 MR.GWOREK:  Will those trees be removed?  Are those trees still 

there in the aerial? 

 MR. ROGERS:  Well, yah, we removed those in the fall, late fall. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 MR. ROGERS:  Thanks. 

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

application?  

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 
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 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you. 
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 C. APPEAL #6114A, application of Paul Bucchi for special 

exception approval to allow a repairer’s license under Sections 5-

01.3.A & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulation’s, 154 Town Line road, 

property of F & S Real Estate Holdings LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Good evening.  My name is Paul Bucchi.  I am the 

owner of F & S Real Estate Holdings, LLC along with Sno-White Outdoor 

Power Equipment. 

 We’re located on Town Line Road where the old strawberry fields 

were. 

 We sell, service and repair lawn and garden equipment. 

 About four years ago we built a new facility on Town Line Road.  

We moved from Plainville.  Accompanying that move, we also got into 

selling, servicing and    installing snow plows on people’s trucks and 

equipment. 

 It has branched out into servicing the State of Connecticut, 

Central Connecticut University, also.  We get numerous calls 

throughout the season to go to dealerships such as Loehman’s 

Chevrolet, Terryville Chevrolet, Crowley Ford and we pick up new 

vehicles that they have on the lot and outfit them with plows either 

for display or for customers that are seeking our product. 

 I’m applying for the right to get a repair plate so I can use 

that license plate to transport the vehicles from the dealerships that 

are unsold, brand new.  And, if we’ve got a customer’s vehicle that 

needs to be test driven with a plot, you know, having to worry about 

whether they are properly insured or not.  At least I am covered with 

the repair plate. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Is this strictly going to be for plows?  Just 

putting the plows? 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Right. We don’t repair any motor vehicles.  Just I 

need to transport the trucks when they’re new to and from.  

 MR. LAPORTE: Is this work done interiorly? 

 MR. BUCCHI:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. LAPORTE: Is this work done on the interior of the building? 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Oh, yes.  Inside.  Yup. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So you won’t be doing repairs outside?  They’d be 

indoor repairs? 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Oh, absolutely.  Yah.  We’ve been servicing and 

installing now for two, three years.  Just, you know, it’s always 

cumbersome to try to get the dealer’s plate from where we are getting 

the truck from.  It’s taking up their time and resources to let me use 

a plate.  So, this way here, we’re doing the right thing and we’re 

covered from an insurance standpoint and a legally to be on the road 

standpoint with the motor vehicle. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And you are not going to be doing automotive work 

outside the building? 

 MR. BUCCHI:  No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No cannibalized vehicles? 

 MR. BUCCHI:  No, no. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Will there be any outside storage? 

 MR. BUCCHI:  No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No advertising flags or banners or pennants and the 

sort?  

 MR. BUCCHI:  Nope. 

 THE CHAIR:   Basically, you are not selling anything.  I mean, 

you are not selling vehicles.  You are just repairing them and putting 

or installing the plows. 

 MR. BUCCHI:  We are installing new snow plows and sanders on --- 

 THE CHAIR:  The only difference is you really want to have the 

ability to pick up the vehicle and bring it to your facility. 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Which we are doing now except – 

 THE CHAIR:   With your plates. 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Right. 

 THE CHAIR:  There are some stipulations that we’ll read to you 

when we make the motion but it is pretty much what Mr. O’Keefe just 
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said.  You know, work being done outside, cannibalized vehicles, et 

cetera.  It’s pretty straight forward. 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Understood. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 MR. BUCCHI:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  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. 

 Thank you. 
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 D. APPEAL #6115A, application of Jocelyn Costello (Pattison 

Sign) for a variance to allow a nonconforming sign to be replaced, 

size variance for directional sign, and a size variance for internal 

directional sign, under Sections 13-00, 13-05 B & D, 15-04, 13-09 and 

13-02 of the zoning Reguatlions,80 Meriden Avenue, property of 

Hospital of Central Connecticut, in an R-12 zone. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Good evening, my name is Joan Pelletier and I’m 

from Pattison Sign Group.  I am located at 2074 Perkins Street in 

Bristol. 

 The reason that we are here this evening is we are seeking three 

variances for nonconforming signs.  The client is currently located in 

a residential zone.  They are immediately across the street from the 

Hospital of Central Connecticut at Bradley.  And, this is one of their 

affiliates which is Hartford Health Care Senior Services. 

 The reason for the application is there is currently an old sign 

on the front of the property and before we begin I would like to go 

over the traffic flow that goes around that property which is really 

the main reason why we are applying for the variances. 

 The client is Hartford Health Care Senior Services.  So they 

cater to the elderly population.  And, currently the way that you go 

into the property is you go into the --- you come from North Main 

Street and the very first driveway you hit for the property is 

actually an exit only. 

 The property has a one way driveway that basically enters at the 

second driveway, drives all the way around the property, goes down a 

hill, goes down a curve and then comes back to the one way. 

 Being that the clients that frequent the facility, they  

typically will come off North Main Street where there is a wooded area 

and then you see that very first driveway and they start entering and 

it is a one way that is an exit only.   

 Because the signs that are there are currently following the 

setback for the property which is 20 feet back and it says:  Do Not 

Enter.  But because of the wooded area, they come in and they start 

pulling in.  Then they realize they are in a one way and they attempt 

to back out of the driveway to go and catch the next driveway. 
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 So, what we’re trying to do is mostly for the safety of the 

persons that are sitting the facility.  We are trying to propose --- 

Sign A is a new monument.  Let’s start with that one. 

 The new monument.  There is currently an old monument there that 

is nonconforming.  There is a variance that was pulled for that 

monument.  It is completely, fully illuminated currently.  

 What we are proposing is basically a brand new monument that is 

currently in line with all of the branding requirements that Hartford 

Health Care has and has implemented at their Bradley campus. 

 So basically, they would like, as people drive down, that they 

see on the left and on the right, all of the branding matching each 

other.  So that is the main reason for the monument. 

 The monument we are proposing is smaller than the current 

monument and it is less illumination than the current monument.  

Currently, the monument fully illuminates.  The entire face 

illuminates. 

 The monument that we are doing is cut through aluminum faces so 

only the letters will light at night.  You will see the black.  It is 

a new technology that we are using.  The lights, at night when it goes 

on, the black letters turn white.  Okay?    

 And, it is LED illumination.  So it’s modern.  Will not require 

any service.   

 I also included photos because currently under code we could 

simply reface the existing sign.  In the packet that we gave you, we 

also included photos of the current state of the existing sign.  It’s 

falling apart.  You will see all the wires are falling apart.   All 

the retainers --- some retainers are missing.  The power is basically 

just pipe coming out of the ground.  We want to try to get that all up 

to snuff and make it all clean.  

 And, we also clean up the landscaping which is, as you can see in 

the before photo, it’s not the prettiest thing you’ve ever seen in 

your life. 

 So it is going to improve the residential area for that. 

 For the second sign, which is Sign B, that would be on the second 

page of the drawings.  That’s the one that we are really pushing for.  

The reason we’re pushing for that one is to try to draw attention 
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right away that they must go to the second driveway to enter for that 

area. 

 Currently there is a sign and it’s a little crooked sign on a 

post which is what the city allows.  It’s a small sign and it just 

says:  710 Pull In.  What we are trying to do is just make it more --- 

have more presence and they’ve definitely clearly identified that it 

is a main entrance at that driveway. 

 We have strategically chosen those two pictures to show you to 

show you that there is no sight line obstructions.  Not that it would 

matter because it’s an entrance only.  Cars would never be coming out 

of that driveway if they’re following the proper direction that we are 

putting around the driveway to get the people to flow correctly around 

that one way driveway that goes around the two properties that are 

there. 

 Okay? 

 The third sign that we are applying for is once – 

 THE CHAIR:  You said the first one, Sign A was illuminated.  Sign 

B & C are not illuminated, correct? 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Sign A is illuminated, sir.  The other ones are 

non-illuminated.  That is correct, sir. 

 Okay? 

 Sign C is once you have pulled up, you will see that there is a 

drive there in front of the building.  The problem with that is again 

it is senior services and we’re trying to get them to the back of the 

building as that’s where the entrance is. 

 The front of the building is for employees, only.  So we’re 

trying to prevent them from parking there, climbing the hill to go 

behind the house to go into the office at the back of the building.   

 So although there is no code that currently would prevent us from 

putting that sign there, we felt it was important to include it into 

the application so we had on record that we would like to put that 

post and panel there to try to direct the traffic to the rear parking 

lot behind the facility so that the elderly can go into the proper 

door and not have to try to climb the hill to get to the back of the 

building. 

 Is there any questions at all? 
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 MR. LAPORTE:   It sounds to me like you are cleaning up a safety 

issue there. 

 MR. PELLETIER:  It is definitely a safety issue.  And, it’s also 

not just a safety issue, but our clients Hartford Health Care is also 

very concerned because a lot of them are parking in front of the 

building and then they are actually trying with their walker to climb 

up that little hill thinking there is no parking in the back.  So they 

are also trying to alleviate the stress it is creating on their 

patients. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think the first sign looks good.  

 But I question the size of the second sign and the third sign in 

terms of why they couldn’t be a little bit smaller.  Specifically, in 

regard to Sign B, why couldn’t it say: Hartford Health Care Senior, 

you know, 70-80 --- Main Entrance and 70-80.  Sort of in one line as 

opposed to three separate lines. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  We could do it that way.  Absolutely.  I could do 

it as a post and panel very similar to the one on Page 3. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No, it just would make it --- same thing but it 

would cut down the size of it. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Yes.  What I am trying to get though is also the 

visual distance because if you look at the site plan, if they are 

coming from North Main Street, for them to see the writing on the 

signs, they’re --- when they hit the first driveway, they are  still a 

solid 100 feet away from the sign.  So we are trying to get the copy 

large enough so that they can see it.  Could we reduce it?  Yes.  

Absolutely.  There is no question about that.  And, the client is 

certainly willing to reduce the sign.  But again, we are just trying 

to accommodate the visual distance from the second driveway which is 

the exit only. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And then I suppose the same comment sort of with 

the third sign.  Does it have to have the Hartford Health Care Senior 

Services or could it just say:  Main Entrance at rear. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  The reason we are repeating Hartford Health Care 

Services is because there are two businesses at this property that are 

sharing the driveways.   There is also an adjacent house that has 

other medical services. So we are trying to identify so that they 

understand that the senior services is where that entrance is at the 

rear.   



Zoning Board of Appeals April 28, 2015 

16 

 

 Because the reason there is an entrance of a driveway there is 

the second blue house that is there that has medical services, they 

can park at the front and go into the front of the building to be able 

to seek their medical services.  That was the reason we were repeating 

the name of the entity. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Yah.  The only concern I have is the total square 

footage.  You’re like 34 plus 14, 48 plus 8 is 56 square feet in an R-

12 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  I guess on the flip side of that is when you are 

dealing with seniors, just visually, let’s face it; some of them maybe 

shouldn’t be driving. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  I’m not going to go that angle. 

 THE CHAIR:  I know, I know.  But they’ve got to be able to see 

the sign clearly.  Because it is confusing when you’ve got the route 

numbers tied in with it and there is really no other place to put it.  

 You’ve got Route 120 and you’ve got 364 with the hospital sign. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  If you look at Page 2, as well, in the second 

before photo at the top, you can see the current sign.  It just says: 

70 and 80. 

 THE CHAIR:  You really can’t discern the signs --- 

 MS. PELLETIER:  No, you can’t. 

 THE CHAIR: --- from the route signs. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  That’s correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’ve driven the wrong way in there. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’ve driven the wrong way in there. 

 THE CHAIR: He is almost a senior. 

 (Chuckles) 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  If I might clarify for my own understanding? 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Yes, sir? 
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 MR. PUGLIESE:   You are really not addressing the fact that the 

first driveway is one way except for making Sign A large enough that 

it seems to draw people away from the first driveway. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  That is correct.  Because of the set back that is 

required, there is currently two of them, very large Do Not Enter 

Signs.  Unfortunately, they are set back 20 feet. 

 I personally, if I had a say in it, I would probably would want 

to put one perpendicular to the driveway that is not back that far. 

 Certainly that would be something that would certainly alleviate.  

I’d be happy to add it to the proposal. 

 But having said that, that driveway also does not belong at that 

part to Hartford Health Care Senior Services.  That’s the exit 

driveway for the second facility.   So I don’t have a right to go and 

plant a sign at that facility. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  The sight line. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Exactly. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   Well, I guess the flip side is, obviously seniors 

need to see the signage but if you have the large Sign A that says 

Hartford Health Care Senior Services, people are going to see that. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  That’s correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  If you clip the top off of Sign B, you are still 

going to have Main Entrance, 70 and 80 on three separate lines – the 

same size, without the logo. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Yes, I could do that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, then you are cutting down by, you know, a 

third of the size. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Would you be better off though raising the sign 

though, like the two post signs? 

 THE CHAIR:  I almost think that the third one, Sign B or C, I’m 

sorry, um, would be as appropriate where you’ve got Sign B.   Only 

because it is raised up.  It’s not all the way to the ground which is 

where you know Sign B is all the way, almost at the ground level. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  We certainly can revise the proposal to be a --- 

it’s called a post and panel. 
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 THE CHAIR:  You know, to Commissioner O’Keefe’s point, I mean I 

don’t have a problem with the Hartford Health Care Senior Services, 

Main Entrance 70 & 80 or somehow, but raise it up.  Because I am not 

sure they’re even going to be able to see that thing at the bottom, 

whatever that is on the Sign B. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  B. Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  As long as it’s not more than 8 feet high. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  As long as it is not more than 8 feet high. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  It wouldn’t be.  Our standard post and panels are 

6 feet. 

 MR. GWOREK:  The problem would be the street sign.   

 THE CHAIR:  I am not saying raising it up.  I’m just saying that 

getting it off the ground where you’ve got the magenta color sitting 

at the ground level.  I’m just saying remove the bottom part.  

 MS. PELLETIER:  The reason we are trying to keep the magenta is 

because for Hartford Health Care and their patients, that magenta band 

has been produced all over the State of Connecticut. 

 THE CHAIR:  But you do have the magenta like on Sign C. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  That’s correct.  I do. It is a smaller stripe. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s more of what I am looking for.  I think what 

might be more appropriate than what you’ve got for Sign B.  It’s very, 

um --- not confusing, but it is --- there is a lot there. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Yes, there is. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, I am not sure that somebody driving up and 

trying to see 70 Meriden Avenue Entrance, 80 Meriden Avenue Entrance, 

might be more than they need to see. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  My thought. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, mine is, you know you’ve got a nice sign with 

80 --- Sign A.  I don’t have any issues with that. 

 THE CHAIR:  I don’t have any issues with that. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  But you already now identified the property from 

both sides.  And, if the real purpose of Sign B is to direct the 

people in the lot --- 

 MS. PELLETIER:  It really is.  It really is. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: --- and you put it on posts, you could have the top 

of it with Main Entrance and bottom with 80 Meriden Avenue.  You 

wouldn’t need the logo over the top and you may not need these 

premises are smoke and tobacco free on the actual sign.  You know, you 

could have a much smaller sign.  Instead of 12 square feet, maybe now 

you are looking at 6 to 8 square feet. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  We can do that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, it would be on posts.  That would be Sign B. 

 THE CHAIR:  Sign C is fine and Sign A is fine. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  To tell people where they need to go but without 

the logo again. 

 THE CHAIR:  I just think that Sign B, there’s too much there. 

 MS. PELLETIER: No problem. 

 THE CHAIR:  If you are driving up, they can’t read it all by the 

time they turn into the driveway. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Okay. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  My thought was to make Sign B just the significant 

information about it being a main entrance and the logo in the 

purpose, whatever color that is. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Except there is a 70 Meriden Avenue next door.  

Right?  Which comes in there? 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Yes, we are trying to get 70 --- we’re trying to 

get the people in for 70, as well. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  But aren’t they both going in the same driveway? 

 MS. PELLETIER:  They are both going off the same driveway. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   There is another driveway coming out between the 

buildings that people to 70 would go in.  I think that’s the problem. 
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 MS. PELLETIER:  That is correct.  We are trying to make sure the 

70 people don’t go in the other driveway. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The 70 people will go in the other driveway which 

is the one way the wrong way.  Like I did. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  I’m glad you felt my pain. 

 (Laughter) 

 THE CHAIR:  Let me ask you a question:  How soon are you planning 

on doing this? 

 MS. PELLETIER:   They actually wanted us to install now. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  They’re --- when Hartford Health Care called, 

they wanted them yesterday.  It usually doesn’t work that way.  We 

have to go through the proper permitting process.  Therefore, we 

update them from meeting and we let them know where we are at. 

 THE CHAIR:  All I would ask then is on Sign B, Dave; you hear 

what the board is saying? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you just make sure you run it by Dave or the 

planning department? 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Yes.  We would do that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Sign B.  The other ones are fine as far as I am 

concerned. 

 MS. PELLETIER:  Okay. 

 We will make it very similar to Sign C. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is that okay? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’ll make it in the motion. 

 MS. PELLETIER:   We’re good?  No other questions?  All right. 

Thank you for your time, gentlemen. 

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

application?  
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 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you. 

 

7:36 p.m. 
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NEW BUSINESS: 

 

 A. APPEAL #6110A, application of FRAL LLC for a 7.3’ side yard 

setback variance and a 4.31% lot coverage variance associated with a 

proposed addition under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 865 West Queen Street, property of FRAL LLC in an I-1 

zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve #6110A.  Mr. O’Keefe 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe commented that when you look at the application and 

the use of the property and the building on the property, it is in 

harmony with the general purpose and intent of the regulations.  It is 

not going to negatively affect any of the adjacent property owners.   

 I think the hardship is it is an unusually large building and it 

suited to a particular use and would not be as useful without the 

addition for the current operation. 

 Mr. LaPorte added the request is reasonable.  

 Mr. Pugliese stated it fits in with the surrounding buildings. I 

think it is fine. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6113A, application of Peter Rogers for a 30’ front 

yard setback variance for a SFH addition under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 

of the zoning Regulations, 17 Long Bottom Road, property of Logan 

Tyler Coates Milliken in an R-80 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve $6113A.   Mr. Pugliese 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe noted the hardship here is that the entire structure 

is essentially in front of the side yard.  The proposed addition is 

farther back from the street.  I think it does fit in with the harmony 

of the neighborhood and I think it is actually an improvement on the 

property as it currently exists. 

 Mr. Pugliese said he went by the property and he likes the 

addition put on the right side.  I think it is going to add 

aesthetically to have something on the left. 

 Mr.LaPorte said the addition is less nonconforming. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 C. APPEAL #6114A, application of Paul Bucchi for special 

exception approval to allow a repairer’s license under Sections 5-

01.3.A & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulation’s, 154 Town Line road, 

property of F & S Real Estate Holdings LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 Mr.  O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #6114A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 - No automotive work to be done outside of the building. 

 - No cannibalized vehicles. 

 - All repairs to be done inside the building. 

 - No outside storage of equipment, parts or materials. 

 - No gasoline sold. 

 - No advertising flags, banners, strings of pennants, 

festoons, lights, twirlers, propellers, sandwich board signs or 

similar devices of a carnival nature to be displayed on the site. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr.  Gworek asked if he stated “no sales of vehicles”?  Did you 

want to add that? 

 Mr. LaPorte withdrew his second. 

 Mr. O’Keefe restated the motion to contain all of the provisions 

that were previously stated as well as: 

 - No sale of vehicles. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 The Chair said basically he is running a business and he’s asking 

for the license to be able to bring the vehicles to the business to do 

what he’s doing already.  

 Mr. O’Keefe added it sounds like a successful business that needs 

this. Sounds like the use is compatible with the zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte noted the work will be done on the interior. 
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 Mr.Pugliese felt this was just a formality so he can get the 

plate. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 D. APPEAL #6115A, application of Jocelyn Costello (Pattison 

Sign) for a variance to allow a nonconforming sign to be replaced, 

size variance for directional sign, and a size variance for internal 

directional sign, under Sections 13-00, 13-05 B & D, 15-04, 13-09 and 

13-02 of the zoning Regulations,80 Meriden Avenue, property of 

Hospital of Central Connecticut, in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #6115A with certain 

changes on the plan. 

 - Sign A and Sign C be approved as is. 

 - Sign B be modified in such a way as to take the bottom of 

the sign off of the ground with poles as shown on Sign C.  And, that 

that portion of the sign that says Hartford Health Care Senior 

Services be eliminated from the top and that portion that says the 

premises are smoke and tobacco free be eliminated from the bottom so 

that you’ll remain with the:  Main Entrance, 70 & 80 Meriden Avenue on 

Sign B. 

 And, the new Sign B is to be approved by the planning department. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe thought the signs will look good.  The purpose of 

changing Sign B is so as to not have too much signage in front of the 

building but also to give clear direction to the seniors who would be 

utilizing the building. That seems to be the intention of it. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

7. MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS/ NEW BUSINESS 

 Mr.Lavallee noted one application for next time has been 

received. 

 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 742 o’clock, p.m.) 
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    Robert Y. Salka, Chairman 

 


