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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 13, 2015 

 

 Vice Chairman Jeffrey Gworek 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 the Southington 

Town Hall at 75 Main Street, Southington, CT with the following 

members in attendance: 

 

 Joseph LaPorte, Matthew O’Keefe & Joseph Pugliese 

 Alternates: Jeremy Taylor 

 Others: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner  

 Absent: Robert Salka, Chairman  

  Patrick Saucier, Ronald Bohigian & Paul Bedard, Alternates 

  The Vice Chair seated Jeremy Taylor for Robert Salka and a 

quorum was determined. 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 Vice Chair 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 as presented.  Mr. LaPorte 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.   

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. APPEAL #6143A, Application of Super Suds Laundromat c/o 

Theodore E. Jednorotwicz for a variance to allow internal illumination 

of a sign in a C zone under Sections 13-07D & 15-04 of the Zoning 
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Regulations, 164 Main Street, property of The Forgione corporation c/o 

Christina M. Forgione in a CG zone. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Good evening, my name is Ted Jednorowicz.  I 

own Super Suds at 166 Main Street here in Southington.   

 What we are trying to do today is --- maybe a little background.  

We are here to service the needs and support the community with a 

Laundromat facility. 

 Upon learning from one of my patrons that they had no idea we 

existed, um, it became clear to me that I needed to go and get the 

signs fixed up.   So, um, both signs, the intent here is both signs, 

sign boxes are going to remain.  The front one has had the power 

pulled off of it but I’ll get that repaired.  And, the basic intention 

is to take advantage of the Connecticut rebates available for LED 

lights. Instead of replacing the fluorescent lighting that’s inside 

both sides I wanted to take advantage of green energy efficient source 

like the LED offers. 

 The signs really provide us with two different reasons for 

update.  The front sign, the one right on Main Street, um, as you’ll 

see on the third page that I gave with you with our sign ideas, um, 

we’re trying to let people know that our main entrance is in the rear.  

And, that’s where the parking lot is. 

 Right now people can’t even see, number one, that we exist.  And, 

number two, that there is no place to park there and so we’re trying 

to help direct them to where they can better facilitate getting into 

the facility and get their business done. 

 In the rear of the facility, um, it’s a big open parking lot and 

our entrance is quite a bit away from the rest of the plaza.  We’re a 

little bit by ourselves.  So, the sign, yes, it shows everybody where 

to enter the building, but it also offers some light to maybe act as a 

safety precaution for the patrons as they get to their cars. 

 So, basically, in short that’s what the purpose of us trying to 

update the signage is.  The face is more share our brand and let 

everybody know that this is Super Suds and where to park.  And, the 

LED light is really to replace the fluorescent lighting that’s 

existing and a better source of light to provide for the future. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  What I like is the safety issue as far as the 

lighting in the back goes.  That sounds good. 
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 And, the lights or the signs are going to be exactly in the same 

spots? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  They are the exact sign.  We’re taking the face 

off and putting a different face on that says:  Super Suds. 

 Um, so yah, there is no sign boxes are being added or taken away.  

We’re using the same boxes and just replacing the graphics, I guess 

you would call it, on the outside.  

 And, um, we want to make sure that people can see them so they 

know what to do. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  How far would the light go? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  The light will probably – let’s see, in the 

back, I’m kind of focused on the back because that is the parking 

area.  The light will travel out about 20’.  It’ll get through the 

first layer of parking.  That’s predominantly where most of the people 

park, right up close to the building.  Um, there is some residual 

lighting out there but, between the two I think it can get the job 

done.  Either one by itself, probably not. 

 And, the lighting the way it is right now with the sign, is, is 

difficult to say that it is helping it from a safety standpoint. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, will the entire back of the sign be lit or 

just the letters be showing through? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  It’s uh --- while it is a difficult picture 

because it is dark, I think around the second --- around --- there is 

actually a picture I hopefully provided you that’s got it. 

 It is the whole sign.  That one might’ve gotten left out.  Sorry 

about that. 

 FROM THE AUDIENCE:  Second page. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ: Yah, so if you look at the second picture, that 

entire side, the part that’s white, um, does light up.  And, 

illuminates so that it helps from the safety standpoint. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Now, will the sign be on when you are not open? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  No. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  So it would be --  and what are your hours of 

operation? 

 FROM THE AUDIENCE:  Seven to nine Monday thru Thursday.  Six-

thirty to seven Friday thru Sunday. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you be able to just come up and state your name 

and address for the record just so it’s on there. 

 Thanks. 

 MS. JEDNOROWICZ:  Suzanne Jednorowicz, I’m Ted’s wife.  I manage 

the Laundromat.  The hours are Monday thru Thursday from seven in the 

morning until nine o’clock at night.  And, on um, seven to seven on 

Friday.  And, six-thirty to seven on Saturday and Sunday. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 MS. JEDNOROWICZ:  Thank you. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I have a question for you. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Yes, sir? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I see a picture here and I think this is the sign 

in the back? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Yes, sir. That’s correct. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, I see a – what looks like a halogen lamp also 

being used to light the parking lot.  Is that true? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Yah.  Right now, that is the case.  I’ve – 

 MR. PUGLIESE: And, are you taking that down?  

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  I’d like to replace it with an LED lamp, a 

screw in LED lamp, if allowed.  If not, I will take it down. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, my concern is how far that light would 

travel to the apartments and the housing in the back.  I would rather 

see something that points downward. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Straight down.  I understood.  I can just take 

it down. 
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 MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I don’t think your sign is going to give you 

enough light to compensate for that amount. 

 (Pause) 

 VICE CHAIR:  Does that light remain on at all hours or is that – 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Not. It does not.  It is powered by the sign 

itself. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Dave? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  I can probably replace that with something that 

points down.  It makes sense.  I understand your point. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yes, Mr. Chairman, full cut off lighting is 

required in town so it would have to be directed down. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Directed down. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Yup. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Do we have any other questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Just a question of Dave.  The size of the signs, 

are they permitted if they weren’t illuminated?  The 36 by 72 in the 

front for a building that size? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Um, it’s based on the frontage.  We can certainly 

take a look at that.  But my concern is just the wording of what is 

here and what is proposed.  I’m not quite sure if they want both to be 

illuminated or just the back?  The application states that the back 

one currently illuminates.  It didn’t mention the front  one.  I just 

want to be clear on what’s before you. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Sure.    Both signs are planned to be 

illuminated.  The front one so that people can see that --- where we 

are and where we exist and how to properly service the facility to get 

to the parking area. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  The size would be figured based on the frontage of 

the unit.  To have two attached --- I guess one is about 18 sq. ft. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The front looks like 18. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  The other is a little bit bigger than that, so um, 

I doubt that they have 36 lf of frontage on the building, on the unit.   
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 But if it was just strictly replacement you could entertain that. 

 But referring to replacement of the sign, it is not what’s there.  

It’s different obviously, visually.  And, the regs do speak to that.  

Any change would have to meet the new regulations.  Any nonconforming 

sign can be changed, um, if it is exactly the same but as far as 

illumination goes, it’s a different story.  The whole cabinet in any 

other zone couldn’t light up.  It would just be the lettering.  But in 

the CB zone, it does not allow for any illumination and that is why 

they are before you. 

 VICE CHAIR: Now, the front sign was originally illuminated, but 

the wiring – 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Yes, they both --- they both were illuminated. 

 The effort to go to LED was purely because I need to go up and I 

need to take the face off and I need to replace the light bulbs.  You 

know, make sure it is all working.  Whereas, if I have it all open, it 

makes sense to go to a far more efficient sign and energy medium so 

that we didn’t have to do this all the time. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, there is a new way to illuminate 

signs, too.  Exterior illumination.  But that is within the actual 

frame of the sign and it cast LED light on to the sign itself.  I 

think Liberty Bank did that.  So you can’t see the LEDs within the 

frame, but it does illuminate it.  So it is considered external and 

not internal, in fact.  But it is just not that billboard cabinet that 

you would see. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Have you considered other lighting? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  I did, I considered many things.  What I didn’t 

want to do was modify the box.  And, so for that reason, I was trying 

to stay with something internal. 

 I just thought that if I was modifying the box I was creating 

more trouble than --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, the sign that is in the front looks like it 

is bigger than the sign that’s in the box.  Because I see black space 

to the right, to the left and below where it says:  Speed Queen. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  The graphics that you have in front of you will 

be manicured, if you will, to fit in that sign space.  So there is 
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only a certain amount of illuminated area in that sign.  So that 

graphics has to fit over that illuminated area. 

 I can understand where that would be misleading with regards to 

the graphics that we have provided you. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, I am unclear as it relates to the application 

because it does appear from the application that you only talked about 

illuminating the rear sign.  At least that is what it says on the face 

of the application.     

 Could that be a notice problem for purposes of the application? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It is not what is currently being heard as far as 

I can see.  There is a difference between two signs and one sign.  We 

could combine the two if it was advertised as such, but the way it is 

--- 

 MR.  JEDNOROWICZ:  Did we misinterpret --- did we present this 

inaccurately? 

 My intention as that we were talking about the signs. 

 MR. LAPORTE: You said “a” sign.  So --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That’s what is says.  A sign.  It says the back 

sign is illuminated.  It doesn’t say the front sign was illuminated. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Okay. 

 Presently, the front sign isn’t illuminated because it needs to 

have new lamps.  So, I guess, from a technical aspect that is 

accurate.  But it is an illuminated box.  Its intention is to be 

illuminated. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  As I look at your front sign, I see a rectangle as 

a main frame. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, then I see two gray areas above the rectangle 

and below the rectangle. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Yes.   Those do not light up. 
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 MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay.  And, then I see your Speed Queen logo 

inside that is mostly white.  And, then on the bottom, both sides left 

and right where it says Speed Queen there is some more black.   

 And, yet it appears that if you are going to replace that with 

this, you are actually making the lighted area larger.  You are making 

it the size of the entire rectangle. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  The graphics company is going to have to resize 

the lettering so that it fits into that --- in that --- if you are 

looking at that picture, that white area.  They may have to reorganize 

it um, but that is the only area that lights up on that sign. 

 MR. PUGLIESE: I see. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  So, it’s --- if it falls outside of that area, 

it’s of no value. 

   (Pause) 

 VICE CHAIR:  Do you have any other questions? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  One to you, Dave.  How far are we off here? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, I think the same effects can be 

achieved -- very similar effect can be achieved with the LEDs within 

the actual frame itself.  That’s the trend.  That’s what we prefer to 

see.  That’s what the regulations call out.  And, there is not a need 

for a variance there if they keep the cabinet, if you will, the frame 

itself around it and they do the face. 

 You know, if there is not a significant change.  The question is, 

would these new signs require a variance or could they just somehow 

redo the lettering and background in this because the regs clearly 

state that a nonconforming sign, if it is illuminated in the case that 

they want to do could be changed except to a conforming sign but you 

cannot illuminate it.  But structural alterations which do not 

materially alter the characteristics or exterior appearance of the 

sign could be made. 

 So, I would say if they play around with this a little bit, it 

would be fine.  But adding these cabinet type logos seems like a 

change.  But I think we could get an agreed upon effect with the 

technology that is out there now. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  So you are saying an LED within the frame could 

externally illuminate it and sort of give it the same? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Right.  It would light up the perimeter of it and 

cast light right on it and you wouldn’t see the LEDs from any angle 

around it and it would just flood the sign would light.  Same effect 

but it is not internal. 

 VICE CHAIR:   Is that something you would be willing to look at 

or would you prefer this one? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  From a weather standpoint, I would prefer this 

--- not the internal, but absolutely I would look at it. 

 VICE CHAIR:  So most likely you would not need a variance unless 

the signs were deemed considerably --- 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Commissioner O’Keefe brought up the size.  He may 

have to alter the size.  But we can work that out if you want to get 

more information.  We can certainly help him out on that. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Continue or withdraw? 

 MR. O’KEEFE: I think at this point continue just to get 

information on the size.  Certainly it could be modified and maybe the 

notice out to include a provision that it might need to be amended if 

he wants to illuminate two signs. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Would you be open to continuing the public hearing 

to the next meeting and working with Dave on basically what the board 

is looking for --- additional details on the sizes, the shape and 

maybe a different avenue of lighting. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Exploring the LED from within the frame option. 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Okay. 

 VICE CHAIR: Is that fine with you? 

 MR. JEDNOROWICZ:  Okay. 

 VICE CHAIR: Can I have a motion to continue? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Make a motion to continue the public hearing. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Second. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Do you want to do that or – 
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 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none.  A motion? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Make a motion to continue the public hearing. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Second. 

 (Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote.) 
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 B. APPEAL #6144A, Application of Peter DiClementi for a 

variance to allow a commercial sign in a residential zone under 

Sections 12-05D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 857 Marion Avenue, 

property of D & B Realty Associates LLC c/o Peter DiClementi for an R-

20/25 zone. 

 MR. DICLEMENTI:  Good evening.  My name is Peter DiClementi and I 

represent or own 857 Marion Avenue, D & B Realty. 

 I brought five sets of submittals.  (Handed in and on file in the 

Town Planner’s Office.) 

 The application, my actual --- I don’t have a copy of my actual 

application that we proposed away from the sidewalks and I don’t want 

to say something different. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 How this all came about is it is a small plaza.  There’s four 

tenants in there.  Aldrion’s (sp) Pizza.  We have Blonde & Beyond. We 

have a cupcake place and we have a convenience store. 

 We had a notice of violation on July 29
th
.  I’ll read it to you --

- which caused us to try to better improve the property.  It says:   

  “Dear Property Owner.  It has come to my attention that 

 there is illegal temporary signage at your above captioned 

 location.  During a recent drive by of this location, I observed 

 the following:  multiple advertising poster signs in all the 

 windows of the buildings, free standing advertising signs on 

 Marion Avenue.   

  Please be advised that this condition violates Section 13-

 05, 13-06, 13-07 of the Town of Southington zoning regulation.   

  Therefore, please remove the signage within ten days and 

 refrain from any activity in the future.  Should you fail to do 

 so; further enforcement action will be taken.  Any questions, 

 please call.” 

 That’s the zoning enforcement officer. 
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 So, of course, we went down and spoke with him.  I wrote a letter 

to the tenants and went out and spoke with them.  You know, we’re 

asking him if there is anything we can do. 

 When I talked to the zoning officer I said when we bought the 

property years back there was a sign out front but we since took it 

down.  We wanted to match the neighborhood.  We know it is a 

residential neighborhood and then we’ve done the façade and we’ve done 

the driveway.  We made several improvements to the property.  We do 

care about our neighbors.  We did a fence around the side.  We try to 

keep it updated. 

 So that effect, we didn’t want all these small signs.  We don’t 

want all the signs on the windows.  So what we are proposing is 

putting something by the --- upfront a little farther to get a little 

exposure for them. 

 What we propose is on the second page.  It’s a 4 foot wide by 6 

feet high sign for all four tenants.  It would be non-illuminated.  

What they’re saying, polycarbonate face, double sided, black and white 

color.  So again, it’s non-illuminated. 

 We do have parking lot lights that will in effect light it at 

night so I am not worried about lighting it at night.  We just want to 

give them some exposure. 

 The only, the challenge with the site is when you go to the third 

page, we have a sidewalk out front and the property line, along the 

hedges there, we’re proposing to be 2 feet from the property line 

which is my neighbor Henny Tulson (sp).   And, I do on the last page 

actually have a signature from him stating that he has no issue with 

the sign.  And, he definitely has no issue and agrees with it. 

 So, we’re proposing it to be 10 feet back from the sidewalk.  I 

don’t want any intrusion with anybody walking on the sidewalk and snow 

removal. 

 We want to put it perpendicular to the road. We don’t want it 

facing the road.  We want it perpendicular to the road.  Realizing 

that northbound traffic would see it and basically giving our tenants 

more exposure from the northbound traffic that are heading to 

Waterbury.  

 The other way, we feel that coming down Marion Avenue you are 

kind of looking at the building.  So, you’ll see the signs in front of 
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the building.  Which we took pride when we did the façade and made the 

signs on the building.  We tried to keep them small.  We hung them 

down below. We didn’t want them big ---you know signs.  

 I am an electrical contractor and I could’ve really lit this 

place but we didn’t.  We have a low light, some under soffit lighting, 

kind of a low tone.  We like that.  Like I said, we want to keep it in 

that effect.  We think the sign will --- we think the sign will do, 

you know, kind of a dual purpose there.  Giving our tenants some 

exposure and trying to keep some class to the area.  The area meaning 

my property. 

 And, that’s basically it. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Can you explain the hardship? 

 MR. DICLEMENTE: Our hardship?  It’s a nonconforming property 

that’s always had business there.  So, I think the sections that it 

violates um, would be, I mean, you are telling me I can’t put a sign 

in in front of a nonconforming property.  Is that true? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  In a residential zone. 

 But our regulations don’t create a hardship for you or any 

applicant. 

 (Pause) 

 VICE CHAIR:  Is the entire sign on your property? 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Yes, absolutely.  That’s why I put it 10 feet 

back from the sidewalk.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  As I look at the sign, how big is the actual 

structure?  Because it says 4 by 6 but then there appears to be a 

little man that is standing next to it. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  No, it’s 6 --- It is 4 by 6 feet high.  We don’t 

want anything higher than 6 feet.  The man is --- the man is the man. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But I mean, you are talking about the actual and 

not the actual language, not --- but the actual board that it is on is 

4 by 6. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  The overall height is 6’.  I don’t --- the 

overall height is 6’.  The overall width is 4’. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  You have a tube 3 feet?  Or is that 3 inches? 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  And, then each tenant placard would be 16 by 42.  

The way it is shown. 

 When I said 2 feet, I meant 2 feet from the property line. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But if each placard is 16 by 42, you are not going 

to have that space above it ---you are not going to have room to put 

Marion Avenue, the number and Marion Avenue based on what you are 

saying? 

 Because if you are talking about 16 times four, you are up to 64 

inches.  So you are going to have less than a foot.   

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Okay. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  There is a disconnect.  If the placards are 16 by 

42, then the sign, the way you depicted it, is taller than 6 feet. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Well, again, it will not be taller than 6 feet. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Then the placards will have to be smaller. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  The placards, if they need to be smaller, they 

will be smaller. 

 Our intention is not making a large sign there.  That’s the whole 

thing. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: What does the --- it says 16 by 42 times 3/16
th
.  

What does the 3/16
th
 mean?  

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  The thickness of that placard.  So it would just 

be mounted in there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I see. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE: And, honestly, I don’t know that I even need to 

put Marion Avenue on top of that.  I am not looking to put a Marion 

Avenue --- although this is coming from our sign company and he 

probably just could put 857.  But they are all four different 

addresses so I don’t think I’d even want that on there. 

 But I agree with you.  It would be 8 inches on top. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But that also means that the signs are touching 

each other. 
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 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Yah, but I would put that, you know, evenly 

space them up on top and then put some more space on the bottom, 

actually. 

 VICE CHAIR: Any questions?  Anymore? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Just one, Mr. Chairman.  If this were a normal sign 

in a business zone, it would require the street address on the top for 

emergency services. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Can we have a stipulation saying maximum total size 

6 by 4 and then he would have to fit knowing that he needs the 

address. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It is supposed to be 9 inches high. 

 VICE CHAIR:  The letters are supposed to be?  The numbers? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  So I have to gain 4 inches. 

 VICE CHAIR: Would you be able to do that still in that footprint? 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Absolutely.  We will make the placards 14 by 42.  

We’ll gain 8 inches. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, is the sign going to be off the ground or in 

the ground? 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  It is showing it on the ground right now.  But 

again, um, it’s going to have to be on the ground to be 6 feet tall. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, it is on --- it is inside the shrubs obviously 

as I look at it. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Well, it’s going to be our side of the shrubs. 

The shrub line actually, um, you see that’s not the actual property 

line that we’re looking at.  This doesn’t --- 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Here is an aerial, Mr. Chairman. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, I’m looking at the aerial and it looks like 

the shrubs are on the neighbor’s property. 

 MR.DICLEMENTE:  Right. 

 (Pause) 
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 The shrubs are on the neighbor’s property. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think in a residential zone, one of the things 

that I’d actually like to see and I think we said this in the previous 

application, is something that shows the exact size of the structure, 

the exact size of the placards, you know, with the address on it and 

the exact size of the lettering that’s going to be rather than just 16 

by 42. 

 The sign, the picture that you are showing us, if that is truly 

16 by 42, then the frame us at least 8 feet tall. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 VICE CHAIR:  What would ---what does the board think?  Do you 

want to continue to get more detailed drawings or do you want to add 

stipulations based on ---  I have no problem stipulating that the 

total sign be no larger than 6 by 4 with – fully knowing it’s 8 to 9 

inch numbers. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  He said 6 feet tall which means measured from the 

ground.  The sign may be smaller depending on how it is constructed. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I would rather see what we are voting on than to 

try to recreate something and then argue about what we approved and 

what we didn’t. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do you mind if we continue the public 

hearing? 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  I don’t mind at all. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Okay.  And, you understand just --- 

 MR.  DICLEMENTE:  I do. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What we want to see is the outside of the actual 

physical part of the sign and then the lettering. 

 MR.  DICLEMENTE:  Okay. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Mr.  Chairman? 

 VICE CHAIR: Yup? 
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 MR. PUGLIESE:  I would also ask that when you look at this 

drawing --- is that from you. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Yes. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay. It appears to show the sign not on your 

property. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  So I will have to show the property line. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Please. 

 MR.DICLEMENTE:  Okay. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Any further questions of the applicant?   No? 

 Anyone speaking in – 

 Do you have something to say? 

 MR.DICLEMENTE:  Do I need to do anything?  I’ll get another 

letter to show up? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, obviously, I think the one thing you need to 

do is bring us a more detailed drawing. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE: I agree with that.  I just didn’t know if I had 

to file more paperwork. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 Please step forward. 

 MS. HOPKO: Good evening. My name is Kathleen Hopko and I reside 

at 835 Marion Avenue in Plantsville.  I thank you for the opportunity 

to address the board this evening not only as a homeowner on Marion 

Avenue but as a lifelong resident of Southington. 

 With regard to the application under consideration for a variance 

to allow a commercial sign in a residential zone under Sections 13-05D 

& 15-04 of the zoning regulations at the property of D &B Realty 

Associates located at 857 Marion Avenue, as a homeowner in the area, I 
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respectfully request that the application be denied in view of the 

following: 

 The subject property is located in a heavily trafficked 

elementary school zone.  Many students walk past the subject premises 

to and from William Strong Elementary School.  The placement of the 

sign has the potential to increase traffic and cause distraction to 

drivers and endanger the young children who walk Marion Avenue or 

cross Marion Avenue to gain access to Pacer Lane. 

 Second, the subject property currently has several businesses in 

a small complex that has very limited parking space.  Gaining access 

to and from the complex already is dangerous given the volume of 

traffic on Marion Avenue and the proximity of the complex to a sharp 

bend on Marion Avenue adjacent to Mount Vernon Road as well as a sharp 

bend near William Strong School also in the proximity of the complex.  

Luring additional customers into a small complex would cause 

additional traffic dangers given its location, lack of parking spaces 

for additional patronage. 

 Third, the property as we know is in a residential zone.  A 

commercial sign would constitute an expansion of a nonconforming use 

in a residential area. 

 Fourth, the placement of a commercial sign on the subject 

property and related traffic complications would have a negative 

impact on property values in the surrounding area. 

 And lastly, and I’m sure I do not need to advise the board 

members of this but, during the American Revolutionary War, the Marion 

community was the site of an encampment by  French General Rochambeau 

and his troops.  And, in fact, a monument stands on French Hill, the 

site of Rochambeau’s camp when he marched thru Southington in 1781, 

234 years ago, as he led 6,000 soldiers on his way to Yorktown.  

French Hill is located on a plot of land between 1020 and 1048 Marion 

Avenue.  A short walk from the complex at 857 Marion Avenue which is 

the subject of our discussion this evening. 

 A little farther down the road in the vicinity of 1089 Marion 

Avenue, we have the Marion Historic District which is listed on the 

National Register of Historic Places on December 21, 1988.  The 

nomination by the Connecticut Historical Commission described the 

district as being architecturally significant and a collection of well 

preserved buildings dating from 18
th
, 19

th
 and 20

th
 Centuries which 

together reflect the historical development of the Marion Community of 
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Southington.  Again, a very short walk from 857 Marion Avenue, the 

subject of our discussion this evening. 

 A commercial sign which advertises pizza and convenience stores 

or Lotto tickets is out of place and out of character in a historic 

area of this nature. 

 So, I ask the board to also consider precedential impact of the 

decision before it this evening. If we allow an expansion of a 

nonconforming use in this instance in a residential area, in a school 

zone and within walking distance to one of the most historic areas of 

our town, what won’t be allowed in Southington?  And, what is the 

point of having zoning regulations? 

 So I respectfully request that the board vote to deny the 

application for a commercial sign at 857 Marion Avenue in order to 

preserve the safety, history and specialness of our residential 

communities in Southington. 

 And, I’d like to thank you for the opportunity to speak this 

evening.  For your time and your deliberations of this important 

issue. 

 And, importantly, I thank you each of you for your service to our 

wonderful town of Southington. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Would the applicant like to make any final comments? 

 Oh, before that, is there anyone else opposed to the application? 

 Anyone else opposing? 

 No?  Yup, one. 

 MR. BAKER:  My name is Ron Baker and I live at 827 Marion Avenue.  

Actually all I want to do is --- how do you get a plot plan of what is 

planned for the placement of the sign?  Because --- where do you get 

the information from?  All I heard was that a sign was going to go up 

but nobody knew where? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, I think that is one of the things we’re 

asking him for.  To give us more detail.  I’d like to know where he’s 

going to put it and how big it is going to be. 
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 MR. BAKER:  Okay.  And – I think Peter mentioned that this is 

going to be a two-sided sign.  So it will be able to be read from each 

direction? 

 VICE CHAIR:  Yes, it is double-sided.  Black and white. 

 MR. BAKER:  Okay.  I can’t in my head visualize exactly how it is 

going to be placed and that is why I’d like to see an actual layout of 

the property and where it will be installed.  So, in order to get this 

down the road, I have to contact this gentleman here? (Indicating Mr. 

Lavallee.) 

 VICE CHAIR:  Yes. 

 MR. BAKER:  All right. Thank you very much. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anybody else opposing this application? 

 Applicant? 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  I just wanted to state that what is going to be 

on the sign and I’ll show that also when we redo it but it will be the 

name of the business.  It’s not going to have Lotto or state any of 

those kinds of things. 

 Again, we try to be as, you know, classy as possible and adhere 

to the neighborhood.  So, thank you. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: I think it would be important to show where the sign 

is going to be. 

 MR. DICLEMENTE:  Okay. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Can I have a motion to table? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So moved. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll second. 

 Motion passed 4 to 1 with Mr. LaPorte opposed. 
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 C. APPEAL #6145A, Application of George William Close for 

special exception approval for restaurant liquor sales under Sections 

4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations’, 959 Meriden 

Waterbury Tpke., property of 42 Simms Rd Associates LLC in a B zone. 

 MR. CLOSE:  Good evening, my name is Bill Close.  My wife and I 

own Close Harbor Seafood at 959 Meriden Waterbury Turnpike.     

 We are applying here tonight for a liquor permit.   We had a very 

extensive fire back in January and we’re trying to rebuild.  In order 

to meet the code updates that we have to-date, we can’t do it without 

a liquor license.  It’ll give us the extra revenue we need to continue 

business and be competitive in the area. 

 That’s about it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is this the exact sketch of what the interior would 

look like?  So you would have, it looks like, will there be a bar? 

 MR. CLOSE:  Yes, sir. There is bar.  The bar will have --- let’s 

see, ten seats at the bar. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Ten bar seats.  Typically, what we do we have 

restrictions and I’ll read you some of the restrictions. 

 MR. CLOSE:   Sure. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No exotic dancers, male or female, public or 

private? 

 MR. CLOSE:  Okay. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Didn’t think so but ---- the number of bar seats 

shall not – 

 MR. CLOSE:  I’ll keep my shirt on. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  --- exceed ten. 

 MR. CLOSE: No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No live entertainment.  Is that correct? 

 MR. CLOSE:  We don’t --- no. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 MR. CLOSE:  When you say live, dancing and all of that? 
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 MR. O’KEEFE: Uh, bands. That type of stuff. 

 MR. CLOSE:  No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Any significant change to the floor plan as 

determined by the zoning enforcement officer would require a new 

application. 

 MR. CLOSE:  We understand that, too. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: And, any change to the management or permittee would 

require a new application. 

 MR. CLOSE:  That’s been made very clear. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  What are your times down there? 

 MR. CLOSE:   Go in you mean? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The times. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Hours of operation. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Hours of operation. 

 MR. CLOSE: Oh, I’m sorry.  Uh, we open at eleven in the morning 

and we close maybe eight, nine at night or maybe ten o’clock.  

Depending on the business.   

 The bar is going to be more of a – not a bar, bar.  People come 

in and want to have a drink and wait for their seats to be filled and 

we can take care of them there.  It’s going to be more of a 

convenience to the customer rather than a bar, bar. 

 It’s going to be very limited as far as the amount of alcohol 

we’re going to be serving. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, you don’t anticipate being open beyond ten? 

 MR. CLOSE:  I don’t --- I can’t say that for sure.  But if the 

business is there, I’ll stay there for dinner.  We need the revenue to 

get this thing back going. 

 Is there a limitation on how late we can be open? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, there is no entertainment. 

 MR. CLOSE:  No, there’s no entertainment. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE: I don’t see an issue. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  I don’t see an issue either.  It is inside dining. 

 MR. CLOSE:  But I don’t want it cast in bronze that we’re going 

to close at ten o’clock. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No.  We are not saying that. 

 MR. CLOSE:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Any further questions by the board? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 MR. CLOSE:  Oh, thank you. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 D. APPEAL #6146A, Application of Southington Fire Dept. Co #2 

for special exception approval for a fundraising event under Sections 

3-01.31D & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 128 West Main Street, 

property of Town of Southington in an R-12 zone. 

 MR.DESAULNIER:  My name is Bob Desaulnier. I work at Southington 

Fire Department Company 2 over on 128 West Main Street. 

 We’re looking for a special exception for a Christmas tree sale.  

We’re looking to have our fundraiser from November 27
th
 thru December 

23
rd
 with a set up date of November 21

st
. 

 Stipulations in the past just said we would have everything torn 

down within two weeks after the sale.  And, we are still okay with 

that. 

 VICE CHAIR: You said two weeks after the – 

 MR. DESAULNIER:   After the sale.  Initially we starting down as 

the sale comes to an end.  But we will have everything cleaned up 

within two weeks. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Your dates of operation are pretty consistent from 

year to year? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes, they are.  We are pretty much open every 

day with the exception of Tuesdays.  We do Wednesday and Thursday 

nights from five to eight.  Friday nights five to eight, also.  

Saturdays and Sundays will be an all day event from about nine to 

seven or nine to eight. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Do you start on the same calendar date? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes, we do.  We start --- not actually by 

calendar date, but we always start the day after Thanksgiving as 

that’s the day our trees come in. 

 MR. TAYLOR:  How many years have you been doing this? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  I can’t say for sure, but we’ve been --- close 

to about thirty years. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Previous stipulations? 

 VICE CHAIR:  Yah.  Is this one of the type of applications we are 

trying to push forward as far as annual? 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  That’s what I am working on as we speak. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Just making sure. 

 You’re familiar with the previous stipulations? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes. 

 VICE CHAIR:  I’m just going to read thru them. 

 The festival will be held from November 27
th
, 2016 to December 

23
rd
, 2015.   Correct? 

 MR. DESAULNIER: Yes. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Are we going to have one for the set up date of 

November 21
st
?  Should we stipulate any of that? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, November 28
th
, is that usually --- where does 

that fall in relation to Thanksgiving?  Whatever makes it more 

generic. 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is that the day after Thanksgiving? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes, the day after Thanksgiving is November 27
th
. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.  And, that is typically when you do it? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes.  That’s when we get our trees to arrive. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.  And, then it typically would end right 

before Christmas? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  If we even end up a week earlier, we close up a 

week earlier.  We don’t get any more. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.  But if we said up to Christmas Eve? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Because I’m thinking if it automatically renews I’d 

rather be --- not use dates, but the generic. 

 VICE CHAIR:  That the site be cleaned of all debris within two 

weeks of the end of sales? 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes. 
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 VICE CHAIR:  The applicant carry insurance in the greater amount 

of $2 million or the town required minimum. 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Okay.  Yes. 

 VICE CHAIR:  And, permission from the town is obtained. 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Yes. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Any further questions? 

 Nothing?    Anything? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 MR. DESAULNIER:  Thank you. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response)  

 Hearing none, this application is closed.
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 E. APPEAL #6147A, Application of Keith B. Gray for special 

exception approval to allow a holiday craft fair under Sections 3-

01.31A & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 232 Bristol Street, property 

of First Evangelical Lutheran Church in an R-12 zone. 

 MR. GRAY:  Good evening, gentlemen.  Keith Gray, 100 Grove 

Street, Plantsville.  Coming before you this evening four our fourth 

annual craft holiday fair.  The approval is of 31-01.31 and 15-05.  I 

think I got that right. 

 Now we had the one stipulation we’ve had for the last four years 

which was the parking.  That we will abide by.  There still hasn’t 

been any problem as far as parking since the first year.  

 We’d just like your approval again to have another one this year. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Now, what are the dates? 

 MR. GRAY:  The one date is the --- is it the 11
th
 of November?  

It’s the Saturday of Veterans Day. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is that typically what it would be?  The Saturday 

of Veterans Day? 

 MR. GRAY:  Always the Saturday of Veterans Day weekend. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  A couple of stipulations. 

 MR. GRAY:  One stipulation of parking. 

 VICE CHAIR:  An individual directing traffic. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I would probably add a stipulation.  One of the 

things we are considering is allowing this to automatically renew from 

year to year without you coming back.  And, that being the case, I 

would probably want to add a stipulation that the set up be the same 

as what is on this plan so that we have a handle for what is being 

done. 

 MR. GRAY:  You mean as far as how we arrange everything?  There 

is no other we can.  We have not other available space. 

 VICE CHAIR:   Okay. So basically the only way you would likely 

come back is if there was a complaint or there was a significant 

change to that floor plan. 
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 MR. GRAY:   Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Then you would have to come back.  Otherwise you 

wouldn’t. 

 MR. GRAY:  Okay. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Any additional questions? 

 (No response) 

 None?    

 Thank you. 

 MR. GRAY:  Thank you. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, application is closed. 
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 F. APPEAL #6148A, Application of Pattison Sign on behalf of 

HOCC/HCC Senor Services for a variance to allow commercial signage in 

a residential zone, to add interior directional signage under Section 

13-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 45 Meriden Avenue, property 

of Central Connecticut Senior Health Services Inc. in an R-12 zone. 

 MS.COSTELLO:  Hi, my name is Jocelyn Costello. I’m from Pattison 

Sign.   We are applying for a sign permit variance on behalf of the 

Southington Care Center on 45 Meriden Avenue. 

 We are looking to align our branding and modernize our facility.  

I can explain in more detail. 

 If you look at the page with the monument sign, we are proposing 

a single face non-illuminated sign there.  We want to use the exiting 

up lighting, so there will be no internal illumination or anything 

like that. 

 What we are intending to do here is we have a lot of elderly 

patients so we want to make sure that it is very visible. 

 Also, the only way you can enter here is through the Bradley 

parking lot.  So it is especially important for us to have the 

branding line. 

 Also, across the street is the business zone.  So we are kind of 

like right on the border line there. 

 On the next page, here what we are proposing is to take out two 

signs.  If you look at the top left corner of the page you can see 

there’s two signs there.  So we want to take those out and combine 

them into one sign as you can see in the bottom right hand corner 

there. 

 You can also see in the proposed picture the sign to be removed.  

You can see it is kind of bent over.  You can’t really see it.  And, 

the purpose of this is this is a one way street so we want to make 

sure that it is very clear to the elderly patients that they don’t 

want to go down the one way. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is the sign essentially going to be on the ground?  

As I look at the 48 inch posts, those are going to be below grade, is 

that correct? 

 MS. COSTELLO:  Yes. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:   So, it won’t be 11 feet high? 

 MS. COSTELLO:  No.  The height you see is what it will be. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay, the 5 foot 6 inches. 

 MS. COSTELLO:   Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 VICE CHAIR:  And, that up lighting is already in place for the 

old signs? 

 MS. COSTELLO:  Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: I mean, essentially you are in an R-12 zone but 

really the structure is all within the campus so to speak, isn’t it? 

 MS. COSTELLO:  Correct.   Both signs, you can’t see them from the 

street.  You have to get there thru the Bradley parking lot. 

 On the second page you can see it is tree lined there.  You 

really can’t see it. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Any additional questions? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Two signs? 

 MS. COSTELLO:  Sorry? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Two signs.  Only two signs? 

 MS. COSTELLO: Correct. 

 VICE CHAIR:  Everybody all set? 

 Thank you. 

 Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 G. WITHDRAWN – APPEAL #6149A, Application of Say It With Signs 

for a variance to allow street number on bottom of sign and reduce its 

required size under Section 13-05D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 

960 South Main Street, property of TD Bank NA Attn:  Margaret 

Broughman in a CB zone. 

 Withdrawn. 
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NEW BUSINESS 

 A. APPEAL #6143A, Application of Super Suds Laundromat c/o 

Theodore E. Jednorotwicz for a variance to allow internal illumination 

of a sign in a C zone under Sections 13-07D & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 164 Main Street, property of The Forgione corporation c/o 

Christina M. Forgione in a CG zone. 

 Continued to the next meeting. 
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 B. APPEAL #6144A, Application of Peter DiClementi for a 

variance to allow a commercial sign in a residential zone under 

Sections 12-05D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 857 Marion Avenue, 

property of D & B Realty Associates LLC c/o Peter DiClementi for an R-

20/25 zone. 

 Continued to the next meeting. 
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 C. APPEAL #6145A, Application of George William Close for 

special exception approval for restaurant liquor sales under Sections 

4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations’, 959 Meriden 

Waterbury Tpke., property of 42 Simms Rd Associates LLC in a B zone. 

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

 Conditions: 

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

 2. The number of bar seats shall not exceed ten. 

 3. No live entertainment. 

 4. Any significant change to the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement office shall require a new application. 

 5. Any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added having a liquor license will be helpful to this 

business to help it recover. 

 Vice Chair agreed. 

 Mr. Pugliese noted they’ve gone through a lot. 

 Mr. LaPorte said it isn’t going to be like a bar room type of 

thing.   Mr. O’Keefe added that it doesn’t appear to be when you look 

at the number of bar seats in the relation to the number of table 

seats and the fact that there is no entertainment. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 D. APPEAL #6146A, Application of Southington Fire Dept. Co #2 

for special exception approval for a fundraising event under Sections 

3-01.31D & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 128 West Main Street, 

property of Town of Southington in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve #6146A with conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. That the festival be held from the day after Thanksgiving 

until Christmas Eve. 

 2. The site be cleaned of all debris within two weeks of the 

end of sales. 

 3. That the applicant carry insurance in the greater amount of 

$2 million or the town required minimum. 

 4. That permission from the town be obtained. 

 5. If there are no complaints and/or changes to the activity, 

this permit shall renew on an annual basis. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said this has been held before and its worked out.  

We’re trying to not make people come back every year so if there are 

no complaints or changes it can just occur on an annual basis. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 E. APPEAL #6147A, Application of Keith B. Gray for special 

exception approval to allow a holiday craft fair under Sections 3-

01.31A & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 232 Bristol Street, property 

of First Evangelical Lutheran Church in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve #6147A with conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. Individual direct traffic. 

 2. Date be fixed as the Saturday of Veterans Day weekend. 

 3. That the set up be as shown on the plan attached to the 

application. 

 4. If there are no complaints and/or changes to the activity, 

the permit shall renew on an annual basis thereafter. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Same comments and discussion as the previous application noted 

Mr. O’Keefe.  It’s a good activity. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 F. APPEAL #6148A, Application of Pattison Sign on behalf of 

HOCC/HCC Senor Services for a variance to allow commercial signage in 

a residential zone, to add interior directional signage under Section 

13-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 45 Meriden Avenue, property 

of Central Connecticut Senior Health Services Inc. in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr.LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal 6148A.  Mr. O’Keefe 

seconded. 

 Vice Chair noted no stipulations.  Just as presented with the two 

signs. 

 Mr. O’Keefe suggested that the sign be the size depicted and be 

at ground level where it starts.  I think it would be helpful to have 

that added. 

 Mr. O’Keefe withdrew his second. 

 Mr. LaPorte added to his motion that the sign be as depicted on 

the map and go down to ground level.    

 Mr. O’Keefe seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said the signs are consistent with all the other 

signs.  It’s a campus feel.  The signs cannot be seen from the street.  

And, they are going to instructive, especially to the elderly people 

who will be going in and out of the property. 

 Mr. Pugliese said the consistency is helpful. 

 Mr. Taylor felt the same way.  They are located within the campus 

and they are not really visible from the street.  They are promoting 

the welfare of the patrons.  A lot better signs than they have there 

now. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added those signs in an R-12 zone would be 

objectionable to me were they visible to the public or on the street. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 G. WITHDRAWN – APPEAL #6149A, Application of Say It With Signs 

for a variance to allow street number on bottom of sign and reduce its 

required size under Section 13-05D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 

960 South Main Street, property of TD Bank NA Attn:  Margaret 

Broughman in a CB zone. 

 Withdrawn. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 Mr. Lavallee noted one new application for the next meeting along 

with the two that were continued. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:05 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

   Jeffrey Gworek,  Vice Chair      

   Zoning Board of Appeals     

 

 

 

 

     


