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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 12, 2016 

 

 

 Chairman Robert Salka called the Public Hearing and Regular 

Meeting of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:00 

o’clock, p.m. in the Public Assembly Room at the Municipal center at 

196-200 North Main Street, Southington, CT with the following members 

in attendance: 

 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Joseph LaPorte, Matthew O’Keefe & Joseph Pugliese 

  

Alternates: Ronald Bohigian  

Others:  David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 Absent: Ryan Rogers & 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 appeal and advised should their appeal be approved 

they file with the Town Clerk’s Office as soon as they receive the 

formal approval in the mail before starting any work.   You have one 

year to begin the project. 

ROBERT SALKA, Chair, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve.   

 Mr. Lavallee noted some changes:  On Page 38, we are discussing 

the sign to be 6 feet wide instead of 60.  That’s the only change. 

 On December 8
th
, also on Page 62, we transposed to where it says 3 

parking shall be eliminated, it should read one is on the west side of 
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the building and consists of two instead of three spaces and then two 

instead of three.  Just transposed. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve the Minutes noted with those 

modifications.   Mr. Pugliese seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on 

a voice vote. 

 PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6162A, Application of The F & F Concrete Corp. for 

a 1.24’ variance of lot width and an 11,993 sf variance of lot area to 

replace a previously existing duplex under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 144 West Main Street, property of The F&F 

Concrete Corp. in an R-12 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:   Will the applicant or his representative please 

state their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. GIUDICE:   Good evening, Mr. Chairman and board members.  For 

the record, Stephen Giudice with the office of Harry Cole & Son 

located at 876 South Main Street.  I’m here tonight with Lauren 

Forgione who is in the audience from F & F Concrete.   

 Tonight we are here on behalf of the property at 144 West Main 

Street which is owned by the F & F Corporation.  The property is 

located in an R-12 zone.  It is a 12,007 square feet parcel serviced 

by public water and public sewer. 

 This property originally contained a two family home with a 

building footprint of 1500 square feet.  That --- it’s hard to see on 

this map --- is a black outline on the maps you have before you 

identifying where the former building footprint was.  It’s around this 

area and comes up along the side and then back down in through here 

(indicating). 

 That home had to be razed due to structural issues.  They 

originally purchased the property with the intent of remodeling and 

rehabbing the home but eventually they decided that it couldn’t be 

done for a reasonable amount of money.  The home was demolished. 

 The proposal tonight is to reconstruct a two family home on the 

property.  The new home would be 1256 sf footprint.  So a smaller 

scaled house footprint than what was previously on the property.  It 

would be a two family home.  It would be public water and public sewer 

serviced. 
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 We believe, our position is that the hardship is --- we had 

numerous conversations and letters back and forth with the town 

attorney --- or emailed, rather --- about this type of situation.  

 We’ve had in town other nonconforming structures that had been 

removed due to damage or fire and things like that that the position 

of the town attorney and the staff is that if we reconstructed the 

house on the same footprint, we wouldn’t require a variance. 

 But due to the fact that we needed to move this away from the 

property lines.  If you see, the house in relation to the rear 

property line is very close and the footprint just didn’t fit with the 

topography of the property, as well.  So by bringing this house to its 

location makes it more in conformance than what was there previously. 

 So the position of the existing house is our hardship in relation 

to reconstructing the house. 

 We looked at trying to put the house over the existing footprint 

but we just didn’t see it feasible.  We felt centering the house and 

bringing it into conformance with the abutting properties --- we have 

other two family houses all along this area --- this was more in 

conformance and would provide a better aesthetic feel for West Main 

Street. 

 The applicant is here if you have any questions about the 

structure and the reason that the house was torn down. She can answer 

those for you. 

 If you have any questions for me, I’d be more than happy to 

answer those for you, as well. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Well, is it you demolished the house because of 

safety reasons, too.  Right? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Yes.  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is the house next door a duplex, as well? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  That’s a two family house.  I believe it is up and 

down. 

 THE CHAIR:  When was the original structure demolished? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  I would say it is 1988. 

 Lauren? 
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 MS. FORGIONE:   I don’t know the exact date. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Maybe I have it here. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 MR. GIUDICE:   I believe it was 19 --- the late 80’s is when it 

was torn down.  I don’t have the actual number here. 

 THE CHAIR:  It was torn down in the late 80’s? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Like 1988, 1989 or 1990 is when it was torn down.  

I can definitely find the answer if you need it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Isn’t there a statute though that says if you take 

down a nonconforming use and don’t use it for a year it is abandoned? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  I’m not aware of that statute.  I think it is more 

of a use.    

 Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah.  Speaking with the town attorney on that, Mr. 

Chairman, typically if there is an intent to abandon.  If it comes 

down and it is demolished because of safety, primarily its safety, it 

is not oh we don’t feel like we need the house any more if it came 

down.  If there is a compelling reason to take it down such as safety, 

then they don’t really consider that an intent to abandon.  That’s the 

key word: intent. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   Then how do you justify 28 years. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It just never came up.  This is the time they want 

to re-do it.  We don’t really factor in time in that --- 

 MR. GIUDICE:  And, again, I am not exactly sure of the year.  I 

can verify that if that is --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, I mean it has been several years. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  It has been several years, yes.  It has. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  What was the house razed for in the first place? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Structural and safety issues.  It was just unsafe.  

The intent when purchasing the house was to recondition the house and 

maintain the two family use, but due to the structural safety issues, 

it was safer to tear it down. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, how is the property --- has the property been 

vacant for 28 years or has it been used? 

 MR. GIUDICE: Um, it is relatively vacant. I think that 

occasionally people from the fire house have parked on it when they 

sell Christmas trees and things like that.   It’s flat.  It’s open.  

It’s not wooded or anything like that. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, Dave, you are saying the town attorney is saying 

that it is the intent --- there is no time limit based on what you’re 

telling us? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, Mr. Chairman, I am saying in general that is 

the case.  And, as Steve alluded to, there has been a number of these 

that we’ve razed before and had the same issue.  And, the same result.  

The intent was not there to abandon. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  And, that is something that, you know I went back 

and forth with the town attorney numerous times trying to determine if 

this step was necessary.  And, our intent was always to rebuild the 

house but when it came to the actual, original footprint, it wasn’t 

feasible to do so.  So, that’s  our request. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I think there is some very positives with it, 

as well. 

 Are there any other questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No, just I mean --- no questions. 

 THE CHAIR:  Anything else? 

 Okay, thank you. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Thank you. 

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

application?  Speaking in favor? 

 (No response.) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response.) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6163A, Application of Cranberry Cove LLC for a 

29.5’ front yard setback variance for two buildings under Sections 7A-

00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 84-86 West Center Street & 102 

West Center Street, property of Sterling Trust Company Custodian FBO 

Dana G. Rickard & Cranberry Cove LLC in a B zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Mr. Chairman, again Stephen Giudice with the office 

of Harry Cole & Son located at 876 South Main Street in Plantsville. 

 I am here tonight along with the applicant who is in the audience 

with me and can answer questions if you have any for her. 

 Our application tonight --- excuse me for one second. 

 Our application tonight is for property known as Map 99, Parcel 

215 and 214 to be known as 102 West Center Street.  There are actually 

two properties there.  But we are going to incorporate them into one 

parcel. 

 The plan before you is the existing conditions survey.  That’ll 

give you an idea of what the site consists of in its current form.  

This is the former Perillo Oil site. 

 It’s been currently used as an industrial use.  It’s located in 

this section (indicating) of West Center Street and the rails to 

trails runs along this location.  We have the old lumber yard here and 

Smokin’ with Chris over in this area (indicating).  I am sure you are 

all pretty familiar with this location. 

 The site currently has some existing buildings on it which are 

identified by this light beige color.  An existing house and another 

building and some storage tanks and so on.  There is gravel and 

pavement throughout the site.  And, the Quinnipiac River runs to the 

north of the property. 

 As you can see on the existing conditions map, we have 

considerable amount of nonconforming type uses in relation of 

buildings to property lines and buildings to street lines.   

 Our intent is to redevelop this property.  We did have a special 

permit and a zone change application and we went before the planning & 

zoning commission last week.  We presented a zone change proposing to 

change this to a B zone which is compatible with the B zone or a 
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continuation of the B zone to the --- I’m looking at this north arrow 

and I think it’s wrong.   To the north is a B zone and we’re proposing 

to take that B zone and encompass this property into the B zone.  That 

was approved at the zoning meeting last week. 

 Our proposal is to construct 7 individual buildings.  They range 

in size from 2400 to 4500 square feet.  Along with a parking area.  

And, sidewalks throughout the site.  We have a passive area for 

recreation. 

 And, we are proposing --- we are hoping to be able to connect the 

sidewalks to the rails to trails and have a site that kind of works in 

conjunction with the rails to trails. 

 Our request tonight is for a variance for these two buildings 

(indicating).  These buildings are up against the street line.  We’re 

approximately 11 feet from the street line.  The current B zone 

requires a 40 foot setback. 

 Our hardship is due to --- our main issue --- two issues is 

floodplain.  Our entire site is in a floodplain which does limit the 

amount of construction we do on site, but the bigger issue is the 

floodway.   

 We have a line that almost takes up 50 percent of our property 

and pushes everything to the east.  The floodway, we cannot build any 

structures within the floodway.  That reduces the amount of 

constructible area we have on this property and we’re trying to 

continue with a downtown theme.  

 A CB zone is really the type of look that we’re looking for, but 

that would be spot zoning if we change to a CB zone. 

 So B zone is the way we proposed it.  And, the request for a 

variance based on the limits of construction – constructability on the 

property, pushing our structures to the east and therefore also 

pushing some of our structures out to the front. 

 We did again eliminate the existing building here that is up on 

the building line.  We pushed all these buildings back behind the 

setback lines. 

 So in other areas of the site we have brought it totally into 

conformance.  It’s just the two front yard setbacks for this building 

and this building (indicating) that we believe we have a hardship for. 
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 Ms. Rickard is here if you have any questions for her about the 

proposed development and of course, I am here to answer any questions 

for you, as well. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I have a question.  When you first started, you 

said you had two properties that you were going to incorporate? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  There are two properties.  Yes. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Where are they on that map? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  I can --- you know what?  This map shows them 

combined.  So if I back up to the other map, I can show you the two. 

 MS. RICKARD:  Do you want me to do it?  I can just show with my 

finger on there. 

 (Chuckles) 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Technology.  Well –  

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I have a question of the commission.  Do you vote 

on something before they’ve been incorporated or do you have to wait 

for them to be incorporated? 

 THE CHAIR:  You mean before they’re combined?  Well, it looks 

like the buildings that they are proposing in just one of those pieces 

of property, correct?  The front property. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Well, one property is on here, the exiting house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. GIUDICE: And, then the second property is the remaining of 

the parcel.  So this building is one property and this building is on 

the other. 

 I’m sorry.  This building and these --- all these buildings are 

one piece.  The line runs right in through this area. 

 THE CHAIR:  That corner, that little corner is one of the pieces? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Right. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Are the properties owned by the same entity? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  They are owned by the same person but not the same 

entity.  Different LLCs. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – January 12, 2016 

 

10 

 

 They can be incorporated, however, I don’t think we can 

technically incorporate them until we actually go and finish our land 

use approval process.  Just to the fact that if we combine them now we 

are adding multiple, more buildings to one parcel.  But each building 

has its own; each parcel has its own buildings on it.  And, I don’t 

think we can take the residential home on the corner, the two family 

home, I don’t believe we can incorporate that into the industrial use 

at this time. 

 As we go through this process, the planning & zoning commission 

did grant the special permit allowing us to do this type of use on 

these properties.  And, the zone change. 

 Our next step is this commission.  And, then wetlands.  And, then 

back to planning & zoning for site plan and floodplain. 

 So we have a few more steps in the approval process before we can 

actually combine all these things together.  Once I believe the site 

plan is approved --- maybe Dave, if you disagree with me, please chime 

in, but once the site plan is approved, I think then we can combine 

the two properties.  But I don’t think I can get the site plan 

approved unless I have approval from your board. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, it was advertised as both addresses, 

so the variance would cover both. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean my thought would be as long as the owner 

and/or its authorized agent had made the application, it doesn’t 

really matter where the property line is as long as it is set up that 

way. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  It is definitely set up that way. 

 THE CHAIR:  Going back to the question on the existing buildings, 

how far --- what is the difference --- are they closer to the property 

line or further from the property line from the existing buildings? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  These (indicating) are further away than the 

existing buildings.  So – 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Less nonconforming. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Yes.  And, if you remember, all the buildings along 

this side were nonconforming on the existing site.  And, --- 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m talking more on the – 
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 MR. GIUDICE:  In here (indicating) that existing building was 

right up on the line.  It’s right on the edge of pavement if you drove 

by and take a look at it. 

 We’re --- as part of this; we are going to be constructing 

sidewalks that connect across the front of the property and into the 

site. 

 Moving the building back gives us room to put in the sidewalks 

and things like that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because even though it is --- you are asking for a 

variance closer to the road, less nonconforming than before, but you 

are going to have a lot of access to this off of that sidewalks. 

 MR. GIUDICE: Yes.  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, I mean --- 

 MR. GIUDICE:  The original plan was to keep the existing building 

at this location, but again, it just, it’s right on the road.  We just 

think it is going to be problematic and we think pulling it back is 

the best way to go with that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  That gray area is parking? 

 MR. GIUDICE: Yes.  We have 80 parking spaces that run through 

this area and then a turnaround at the end. 

 And, the light gray is sidewalks that run through the property. 

 THE CHAIR:  So when you – when you --- from looking at the 

drawings, where is the typical access to the buildings?  Will it be 

along the sidewalk interior but you can get to that via the rails to 

trails? 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Right.  The site is designed to stand alone, 

however, there --- we are hoping for connections to the rails to 

trails.  We just have to verify with the state that we can do that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. 

 MR. GIUDICE: These parking spaces all have direct access to the 

main walk that runs through the site.  And, that main walk would, you 

know, basically it comes around the two buildings, connects here and 

connects here and connects here and then comes in.  In this corner, 

from here, is the main focus of the site. 
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 When you come into this intersection, that’s our kind of 

welcoming place where you’ll have these two buildings and this 

walkway. 

 We are going to have a planted area here (indicating).  And, most 

likely another courtyard-type landscaped walkway in the back. 

 We’re still fine-tuning the actual sidewalks and some of the 

landscaped areas. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s a PZC issue.  What we have to deal with is 

just the variance on the --- what is it --- the north side. 

 Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, that’s typical of pedestrian 

friendly design.  We actually have two fronts likely.  One on the 

trail and one within the interior of the site.  That’s what we push 

for in downtown now. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Good. 

 Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Okay, thank you very much. 

 MR. GIUDICE:  Thank you. 

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

application? 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 ARTHUR CYR:  Good evening, Mr. Chairman, Arthur Cyr.  103 Berlin 

Avenue.   It’s been awhile since I’ve addressed your board. 

 THE CHAIR:  You’re looking well. 

 MR. CYR:  Only the good die young. 

 What brings me out on a cold, gray, rainy, snowy Tuesday night in 

Southington um, I believe, Mr. Chairman and commissioners, that this 

is an absolute homerun for Southington. 

 Driving up and down West Center Street today, you see oil tanks.  

You see buildings literally right on the road.   
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 The proposal of Cranberry Cove um, and Mr. Giudice did not have 

the um, AE Design Group’s rendering but you may have seen it in the 

paper.  Um, when I saw it at planning & zoning, I was stunned. 

 I sat at planning & zoning for 15 years and watched people come 

in with square boxes with a couple of stripes on it.  What is proposed 

to be 7 buildings will be stunning from that intersection, one block 

down from Greenway Commons right across the street from Smokin’ with 

Chris. 

 Having spent too much time looking at the planning & zoning site 

plan, I knew ahead of time that there was floodplain problems with 

this on the west side of their parking.  But it also goes all of the 

way out to our nice Quinnipiac River which I know the town is going to 

be working on opening up the river.  The town actually owns the 

property on the other side of the river which is a disgrace. 

 But the other nice thing about this is by them taking that 

existing building that right on the property line and moving it back 

10 feet, it is --- I’ve been here too often --- a lesser 

nonconforming.  So although it is a 29.5 foot variance, it is not a 40 

foot variance. 

 I wouldn’t want to see them leave the existing building right 

there with no sidewalks. 

 I go to planning & zoning all the time um, and I bang on this 

podium and I say sidewalks, sidewalks, sidewalks.  Well, you can’t 

have a sidewalk when the building is right on the property line. 

 The proposal as presented by Mr. Giudice and Cranberry Cove is an 

absolute homerun and I would ask that you approve it with a 29.5 foot 

variance. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 AL MONBARON:  Al Monbaron, 18 Wolcott Street, Southington.  

 Mr. Chairman and board members, I’m here to support this 

proposal.  I believe it’s a fantastic project as already pointed out.  

It will dramatically improve that area which as you know now just 

walking down the trails you see the oil tanks and it is not the most 

attractive stretch of the trails.   
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 It’ll be a huge improvement.  Bring business to downtown 

Southington and it will be a net improvement actually on the current 

variance encroachments. 

 So for those reasons I support it. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 MAT FLORIAN:  Hi, it’s Mat Florian.  506 Mount Vernon Road.  

Plantsville, Connecticut.   

 I actually came for a different application tonight.  But um, I’m 

very much in favor of this.  I’m a property manager of several clients 

in the downtown area.  I think it would be good for everybody.  It is 

an improvement to the site.   

 I know the business owner has a stellar --- actually both 

applicants tonight, the business owners have done nothing but charity 

and good service for the town. 

 I hope you can approve this. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone else speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 C. APPEAL #6164A, Application of SunRun for a modification of 

a previously granted variance under Sections 15-01 & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 501 Flanders Road, property of Krzystof 

Kolodziejczyk in an R-40 zone. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, due to improper posting of the sign 

on the site, a table will be needed.  It wasn’t up for 10 days. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  We’ll have him return on the 26
th
. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Move to table. 

 THE CHAIR:  We have a motion to table. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 

 THE CHAIR:  Item 6164A has been tabled to the next meeting. 
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 D. APPEAL #6165A, Application of Creative Dimensions c/o 

Enterprise for a 34 sf variance of allowable attached signage under 

Sections 13-05.C of the Zoning Regulations, 966 Queen Street, property 

of Catherine Mecca & Costos Zissopoulos in an B zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. PENNA:  The name is Anthony Penna.  I am with Creative 

Dimensions in Cheshire, Connecticut.  I also live in town here in 

Plantsville at 72 Jody Lane. 

 I do have an addition to the handouts that you have, if I can 

approach and hand them out to you. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 What we are asking on behalf of Enterprise is the existing sign 

that is at 995 Queen Street which on that parcel map is #22, can be 

moved to the new location which is approximately 398 feet away at the 

966 Queen Street property which is in parcel #13. 

 The store front that that sign is currently on is approximately 

27 feet wide.  The new property that it is being moved to is 50 feet 

and some change in inches.  So it is moving to a bigger property but 

since that sign has been put up, I believe the zoning regulations have 

changed and the current sign that they would like to reuse and move or 

relocate does not fit the current zoning regulations. 

 So we are asking that basically they be allowed to move that sign 

from one parcel to the other. 

 The current sign is closer to residences.  If you look at parcel 

116 and 117 and 118, those are now residences.   

 Moving that to parcel 13 in the direction that it faces, it would 

face directly across the street which is a business now.  So it is in 

a better position and would suit the area a little bit better. 

 (Pause) 

 Both of those are corner lots, by the way. 

 (Pause) 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Will the sign be illuminated? 

 MR. PENNA:  The sign will be illuminated.  But the background, 

the black and the green are opaque.  So the only thing that lights is 

the lettering.  The white that you see in the lettering. 

 It will be refaced to fit their current branding, as well. So the 

sign face that you see on the old sign, the graphics will not be the 

same.  It will be what you see on the rendering which is on the new 

property. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 (Pause) 

 Do we have any questions? 

 (Pause) 

 MR. GWOREK:  What is the size of the current sign that I believe 

was the old Verizon sign that was there? 

 MR. PENNA:  The old Verizon sign that was on that building is --- 

excuse me while I find that for you. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  What was your question, Jeff? 

 MR. GWOREK:  The old Verizon sign, I just want it referenced, 

basically, see how much bigger the sign is than the Verizon sign that 

was there. 

 THE CHAIR:  Oh, okay. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. GWOREK:  It looks about the same height.  But I wanted to see 

how wide it is. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah. 

 MR. PENNA:  It is approximately 145 --- it’s about 12.5 feet wide 

and 48 inches tall. 
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 MR. GWOREK:  So almost exactly the same height --  just about 8 

feet longer. 

 MR. PENNA:  About 8 feet longer.  Correct. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  You are refacing the sign.  Why wouldn’t you just 

use the existing box on that building? 

 MR. PENNA:  The logo proportion is different and the branding is 

much longer than it is tall.  So proportionately it doesn’t play nice 

with the box that’s there. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  You are moving the box to the new location? 

 MR. PENNA:  That’s correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 MR. COLESTEAD:  Kevin Colestead, representing Enterprise Rent-A-

Car.   121 David Drive, Middletown, Connecticut. 

 I just wanted to give a little bit of history on the site and 

talk a little bit about the reason for moving. 

 Enterprise has been in town for about 20 years now.  And, moving 

is not something that we take lightly because customers become 

accustomed to where you are in town and it becomes a familiar place 

for them. So moving is sometimes a challenge where you can potentially 

lose customers and so forth and so on. 

 The current site, one of the thing that this particular site --- 

and just bare with me here, didn’t have which is a necessity for our 

business is the ability to prep cars on the site.  It’s important for 

our customers to give them a clean product.  We were using off site 

carwashes and the like to do that. 

 It just is not conducive for our customers and for our business 

to do business in that manner. 

 We explored the current site and putting a bay in and we just 

couldn’t make it work.  There are wetlands there. 
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 And, so when this particular site became available, it became 

very attractive to us, one, in that it’s right across the street.  I 

don’t need to go across town so if customers are looking for us, it’s 

very easy for them to find us.   That made the site super conducive. 

 Plus there seems to be a little bit more parking there for us, 

for our cars and such the like. 

 So this is why we’ve come to where we are today and that is 

relocating to the new site.  Our goal was to take the existing signage 

and move it across the street. 

 I just wanted to give you that little bit of history.  So, that 

is why I speak in favor of this application. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone else speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application?   

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 E. APPEAL #6166A, Application of Alexa Zammett for special 

exception approval to allow restaurant liquor service under Sections 

4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning REgualtions, 16 Eden Avenue, 

property of Eden Ave LLC in a CB zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MS. ZAMMETT: Good evening, I am Alexa Zammett, 140 Fern Hill Road 

in Bristol.  I’m here for a special exception to allow restaurant 

liquor service at 16 Eden Avenue, property of Eden Avenue, LLC. 

 If anyone has any questions regarding the sketches that were 

submitted, I would be happy to answer those. 

 It was previously a restaurant.  The existing building has 

previously been a restaurant several times over. It has been closed 

down for about 14 months now.  So we are going to come in and 

(inaudible). 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Has the interior been changed? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Not structurally. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  No, the interior. Tables, chairs, bar? 

 MS. ZAMMETT: Nope.  Same as the previous owner.  Everything was 

left there. 

 THE CHAIR:  So basically, the only thing that is happening is the 

change of ownership?  And, permittee. 

 MS.ZAMMETT:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Questions? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Do you know how many --- do we have a list of the 

previous stipulations? 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave, do we have those? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Actually --- 

 MR. GWOREK:  So we can go over the bar seats. 
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 THE CHAIR: Yup. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. LAVALLEE: I think it was the standard stips from what I am 

seeing here. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Do you have a list of the number of bar seats on 

there? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Twelve. 

 MR. GWOREK: So it is going to be just like the picture? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Yes. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Mr. Chairman, do you want me to – 

 THE CHAIR: Why don’t you read through the stipulations and you 

know whatever you need to add or subtract from it. 

 MR. GWOREK:  (1) No exotic dancers, male or female, public or 

private. 

 (2) Number of bar seats shall not exceed 12. 

 Are you going to have any entertainment?  Live entertainment? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Occasionally, yes.  Mainly acoustic.  It’s not 

something we are planning on doing regularly but um, every now and 

again. 

 MR.GWOREK:  Just a one member kind of guitar thing?  Or are you 

thinking about --- how many band members? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Four or five on occasion.  Maybe acoustic duos. 

 Actually, a few of the bands that we would probably hire have 

played there previously at different restaurants like when it was 

Spice, for example. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Mr. Chairman, do you want me to entertainment 

limited to 5 pieces or is that something we want to discuss further as 

far as – 

 THE CHAIR:  I think we should discuss it a little bit further.  

Again, we have to take into consideration the noise. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Probably limit it to acoustical pieces indoors with 

the doors shut. 

 THE CHAIR:  Which is pretty much what we had before. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Similar to what we have at other places. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yup.  Is that okay if we limit it to 5 and the doors 

need to be closed so the sound doesn’t come out.  There is a lot of 

residential around there. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Sure.  Yah, we are not planning on having any type 

of fancy sound system to bring in heavy, loud bands. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR.GWOREK:  And, then any significant change to the floor plan as 

determined by the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new 

application. 

 And, any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 Anything else? 

 THE CHAIR:  Is that okay?  Okay, thank you. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of the application? 

 ARTHUR CYR:  Arthur Cyr, 103 Berlin Avenue.  Mr. Chairman and 

commissioners, over the last 5 or 10 years Southington has become 

known as the destination place to go eat on a Friday night. 

 Um, you can’t get a seat in most Southington restaurants on a 

Thursday, Friday or Saturday night.   

 Having read about this location and this applicant in the 

newspaper, this is going to be an off shoot of a famous Bristol 

eatery.  Any time that we here in Southington can such those people 

out of Bristol to bring them to Southington, it’s a home run! 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR: Anyone else speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 
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 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 This application is closed. 

 

 F. APPEAL #6167A, Application of Alexa Zammett for special 

exception approval to allow patio liquor service under Sections 4-

01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 16 Eden Avenue, 

property of Elden Ave LLC in a CB zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or – will the applicant please 

state their name and address for the record, please. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Alexa Zammett, 140 Fern Hill Road.  I’m here for a 

special exception approval to allow patio liquor service at 16 Eden 

Avenue, owned by Eden Avenue, LLC.   

 Our patio layout does fall within all of your requirements.    

Layouts have been provided to the town manager and the town attorney.  

However, we are a few inches short as far as allowing room for fencing 

but all of the other requirements will be met. 

 If anyone has any questions as far as the drawing goes, I’ll be 

happy to answer them. 

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

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It appears you’ve got 6 tables, 24 seats? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So it won’t be more than that? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  No. 

 And, that fits within the requirement of 5 feet of space for 

tables of 3 or more. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry.  Are these measurements correct?  I mean, 

that 11 foot, I find that --- I don’t picture that 11.5 from the 

building to the road. 
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 MS. ZAMMETT:  So, that is from the very edge of the building to 

the edge of the curb.  Right now there is mulch beds there, but we 

would fill that in with concrete and make it all patio space. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. And, there will be 4 feet from the patio 

fencing to the street? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Yes, as well as 4 feet of space from the corner to 

the fencing to any obstructions such as the hydrant and the telephone 

pole. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Good. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Are you planning any music out there? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No outdoor speakers. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  No. 

 THE CHAIR:  So what we are --- we’ll stipulate that as part of 

this application approval. 

 And, what are the hours of operation for the patio itself? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Um, as far as the weekdays, we are going to be open 

6 days a week, closed Mondays.  Tuesdays thru Thursday, 11:30 am to 

8:00 pm.  Fridays and Saturdays will be 11:30 am until 11:00 pm.  And, 

Sundays will be 10:30 am to 8:00 pm. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 Jeff, do you want to just read the stipulations that we have? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Could you just repeat those hours of operation?  I 

just want to make sure I wrote it down correctly. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Sure.  Tuesday thru Thursday, 11:320 am to 8:00 pm.  

Fridays and Saturdays will be 11:30 am to 11:00 pm.  Sunday will be 

10:30 am to 8:00 pm. 

 As far as inside the restaurant on Sundays, football season, we 

would stay open inside but no one is going to be out on the patio 

watching football then. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Okay. 

 (1) All alcoholic beverages shall be served in glasses, cups, 

et cetera and not in the original containers. 
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 (2) No music or entertainment outside on the patio.  There 

shall be no amplification or loudspeakers. 

 (3) Your approval shall be good for one year renewed annually. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think we’ve been changing that to if there is no  

complaints, you don’t need to come back.  That’ll save you coming back 

every year. 

 Just to amplify a little bit on the stipulations that we put in.  

We want to make sure that there is no music coming outside that 

building. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, the doors don’t go open, windows don’t --- well, 

windows don’t anyway, but the doors aren’t open.  No music coming 

outside. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Can you just --- Dave, can you put the GIS map up 

there.  Where do you enter?  Where is the patio situated with the 

entrance of the building? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:   There should be an aerial there. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Yah, so, as far as if you facing the building, you 

have 12 feet of space with two tables immediately to the left of the 

front door. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Yes.  But where, as far as the driving in, when cars 

come in, only that one side there? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Yes.  The left side of the building. 

 MR. GWOREK:  And, the patio would be situated kind of centrally 

on the building or one way or the other? 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Um --- sort of centrally, however, the space on the 

right side of the door is a lot larger than the space on the left. 

 MR. GWOREK: Okay. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  More down towards the elementary school and the 

parking lot. 
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 MS. ZAMMETT:  The front door itself is off to the left.  So the 

patio, when you are facing it, will be centered and the door is off to 

the left. 

 MR. GWOREK:   There is a telephone pole there. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Two telephone poles. 

 MR. GWOREK:  If there was a car that did turn in incorrectly, 

would it hit the patio and any patrons of the patio?  I’m just nervous 

about cars --- 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  I hope that we never come across that but I 

suppose.  I don’t know the measurement off the top of my head as far 

as how much space there is from the edge of the side of the fronting 

to the driveway.  But if that is information you would like, I can 

certainly get that for you.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think what he’s saying is you’d have to go around 

the pole to get behind the building. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR: You are not going to short cut it. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 Okay.  Thank you very much. 

 MS. ZAMMETT:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR: Anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposed to this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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7. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 The Chair advised Commissioner Matt O’Keefe will recuse himself 

for Item 7-A and 7-B.  Sitting in for Matt will be Ron Bohigian for 

those two applications. 

 A. APPEAL #6158A, Application of Witchdocter Brewing company 

LLC for a variance to allow the sale of alcohol in an I-1 zone under 

Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 168 Center 

Street, property of Factory Square Realty LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. NORRIS:  Josh Norris, 26   (Inaudible)  Street, Manchester, 

Connecticut.  I’m here to request a variance for 168 Center Street, 

Witchdoctor Brewing Company to allow sales of alcohol in an I-1 zone. 

 I have some handouts for you guys. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 This is an updated layout with current information and proper 

number of seats. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Which is our questions from last meeting. 

Thank you. 

 MR. NORRIS: Yes.  And, I have a power point presentation. 

 THE CHAIR:  Good, good.  Thank you. 

 (Handed out) 

 (Pause, pause)  

 MR. NORRIS:  So the first page is really just about us and who we 

are.  It’s a three person owned business:  myself, my wife and my 

business partner, Daryl.  He’s over there (indicating). 

 The hardship that we think we have is the nature of our business 

which is to manufacture and the size of our equipment which requires a 

lot of space. 
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 Most commercial spaces that we have found have not met the 

requirements that we need for the business that we wish to do. 

 Also, the property is in a small I-1 area between CB zone and the 

Greenway Commons project.  The proposed use is in harmony with the CB 

zone and that CB zone has numerous restaurants and bars and unique in 

that the area has gone away from industrial use with the knocking down 

of the Ideal Forging. 

 Our public hours will be 30 hours per week.  Wednesday, 3:00 pm 

to 8:00 pm.  Thursday, 3:00 pm to 8:00 pm.  Tuesday, 2:00 pm to 8:00 

pm.  Saturday, 12:00 pm to 9:00 pm. Sunday 12:00 pm to 5:00 pm. 

 Production hours per week would be Wednesday, 8:00 am to 3:00 pm. 

Thursday, 8:00 am to 3:00 pm.  Friday, 10:00 am to 2:00 pm.  Saturday, 

10:00 am to 2:00 pm.  Sunday, 10:00 am to 12:00 pm. 

 We will have 60 seats as agreed to with Mat Florian, our 

landlord.  We wanted to offer multiple types of seating so that our 

guests can have ecliptic choices when they come to visit us and you 

can see that on the drawing. 

 As, if you were to be a customer ad walk in the front door, you’d 

see the counter right in front of you with the cold beer right behind 

it.  That’s where we would store the finished product. 

 The brew house would make the finished product.  It’s back to the 

left in a separate room. 

 Most of the seating is to the right with a lounge seating area 

and a couple of tables to the left and one table near the brewery area 

for people who would like to sit when they can look at it. 

 At the counter, guests will be offered different options.  Our 

own beer and only our own beer. 

 We will offer pints (16 oz), a flight which is a sample of 4 4-

ounce pours of different beers so you can taste what we have and make 

a selection after.  And, they can have a growler to go which is 

considered a sealed container by the state. 

 We will also offer soda, water, pre-packaged food such as chips, 

nuts, cold sandwiches, et cetera.  Also as regulated by the State of 

Connecticut. 
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 Special features in our establishment:  We will have local 

artwork on the walls.  Artists will be offered consignment.  Local 

music on special days.  Music will be acoustic and low decibel.  I 

have also included in the back of this packet a fully drawn up 

agreement between Mat Florian and ourselves concerning the noise 

level.  Basically saying that it will be very low noise and he is 

going to make sure of it. 

 We will also --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Where is that?  That’s the --- got it! 

 MR. NORRIS:  We will also be doing paint nights where we have a 

local artist come in and our guests can paint along with him as he 

teaches them and they enjoy a local beer. 

 And, our last slide is about food trucks.  I don’t know if you’d 

like me to hold off on that. 

 THE CHAIR: Yes.  That’ll be under the second. 

 MR. NORRIS:  Yes.  That would be the second part. 

 I’d be happy to answer any questions you might have. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think you’ve done a great job of providing what we 

– more than we asked for but you did a great job providing it.  It 

makes it a lot easier when we’re looking like this versus just 

verbally --- just verbally listening to your presentation. 

 MR. NORRIS:  Glad to have provided that.  The proper amount of 

information this time. 

 THE CHAIR:  You did a nice job. 

 The question on the drawing --- 

 MR. NORRIS:   Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Where is the entrance?  I’m looking all over and I am 

seeing new exit and exits all over the place. Where is the – 

 MR. NORRIS:  The entrance is right here (indicating). 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  This is it. 

 (Undertone comments at the bench.) 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  Now, the only think you are not going to have is 

hard liquor?  Soft drinks with beer? 

 MR. NORRIS:  We will not have hard liquor or wine or really 

anything associated with a bar other than beer. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think you did a great job with this.  I think at 

the previous meeting we asked a lot of questions.  And, you answered 

at least all of mine. 

 And, the town, quite honestly, the town is trying to encourage 

this kind of thing.  As you said, the industry is moving out, 

manufacturing is moving out.  And, I think this is an ideal location 

for something like this.  The building suits this kind of enterprise. 

 MR. NORRIS:  We very much agree. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, do we have questions of the applicant? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I know he’s got here music.  Do we have to go 

through any of that? 

 MR. GWOREK:  And, the same stipulations, the bar seats? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah.  We should. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Just the typical stipulations. 

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

 THE CHAIR:  Why do we always ask that? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  You never know.  You never know. 

 (Chuckles) 

 MR. GWOREK:  The number of bar seats, there’s 12 at the bar 

itself? 

 MR. NORRIS:  Correct. 

 MR. GWOREK:  As far as ---you said and I don’t have it --- as far 

as entertainment, music, acoustical pieces.  Do you have the exact 

number of people in the bands?  What do you expect? 

 MR.  NORRIS: If I were to guess, I would guess between 1 and 5. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – January 12, 2016 

 

31 

 

 MR. GWOREK: Okay, so 5, the same thing, acoustical pieces, 

indoors, only. 

 MR. NORRIS:  Indoors, only. 

 MR. GWOREK: Doors closed. 

 MR. NORRIS:  Doors closed. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Any significant change to the floor plan as 

determined by the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new 

application. 

 Any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 Those are fine with you? 

 MR. NORRIS:  Um-hum. 

 MR.GWOREK:  Any others? 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Anything else you want to go over? 

 THE CHAIR:  No.  No. 

 Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you.  You’ll be back for the next one. 

 Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 ARTHUR CYR: Arthur Cyr, 103 Berlin Avenue.  Mr. Chairman, I can’t 

remember the last time one of your meetings had so many good 

applications come before it. 

 I guess I’ve been around long enough to remember that building as 

the Southington Hardware Building.  And, you know, we just in the last 

6 months watched Ideal Forging come down literally across the street. 

Fortunately, this building was in good enough shape to be saved and 

rehabbed.  It is the home of a lot of businesses including the 

Southington Chamber of Commerce.  A lot of small and medium 

businesses.  But it is, also, Mr. Chairman, right across the street 

from the proposed Greenway Commons. 
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 We’ve been able to get a lot of people to spend a lot of money to 

demolish Ideal Forging and now we’re just waiting for someone to come 

in and start building.   

 And, applications like this one, um, actually make developers 

look and say, well if I build it, will they buy it.  And, they will 

buy it if there is this kind of opportunity right across the street, 

if we have new eateries right down the street. 

 This is another homerun.  I’ve always wondered why that building 

was never completely full.  It’s difficult to fill that type of a 

building. I’m so glad that we finally have applicants that are coming 

in and taking more and more space in there. 

 But this is another piece of the puzzle for downtown Southington.  

And, I whole heartedly think this application should be approved. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 KATHLEEN RICKARD:  Hi, Kathleen Rickard, 1317 Mount Vernon Road.  

I am actually here for something else but this sounds like a great 

place that I’d like to go. Perfect use for what we’re doing downtown 

and perfect use for Mat is doing with that building. 

 And, I give it my one hundred percent support and I hope you do, 

too. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 AL MONBARON:  Al Monbaron, 18 Wolcott Street.  Just want to say 

that this sounds like a great idea.  As Art pointed out, there is a 

number of interesting applications here tonight.   It’s just 

phenomenal to see some of the great businesses that are coming to 

Southington. 

 Mat is the new owner of that property.  I think we’re going to 

see some real movement over there. 

 Also, the fact that it is zoned industrial, I wouldn’t know the 

long term town plan, but I’ve got to believe that that property in the 

not too long future is not going to be industrially zoned. 

 But I think it is a great applicant. I think they’ve done their 

homework and I’d like to see them go forward. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone else speaking in favor? 

 MAT FLORIAN:  Mat Florian, 506 Mount Vernon Road.  We’ve been 

working Josh, Daryl and Allison for going on a year now.  All the 

questions that you rightfully have been asking we’ve been covering, 

also. 

 I’m very, very excited about the building.  I think they are a 

great fit.  You know, they really are a manufacturer of now a local 

beer for Southington. 

 I’m looking forward to being able to go down there.  I talked to 

a lot of young people that said they’d like to live near there.  

Sample the beer. 

 And, I am not sure if you caught it, but he’s talking about 

selling just his own product.  So it’s really about making a product 

that he can wholesale and we’ll be lucky enough to go in there and 

taste it and try it.  He’s talking about an art environment and 

quality music.  We’ve had many conversations about making sure that’s 

the way it goes. 

 I hope you can support it. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone else speaking in favor of this application? 

 DARYL (INAUDIBLE):  122  (Inaudible) Lane, Middletown, 

Connecticut.  I’m up here.  I am one hundred percent and also part 

owner of Witchdoctor Brewing Company and we’ve been brewing 4.5 years.  

Great attractions.  We’re doing just our own beer. Nobody else’s.  No 

hard liquor.  No wine.  It’s a great attraction. 

 I mean, I know people drive out of state many hours just to go to 

breweries and try different local beers.  Craft beers.  And, that’s 

what we’re hoping to do.  Make a great local crafted beer. 

 I really think it should be approved for Witchdoctor. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 
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 Anyone else speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone oppose this application?   Anyone opposing this 

application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

  The Chair advised Commissioner Matt O’Keefe will recuse himself 

for Item 7-A and 7-B.  Sitting in for Matt will be Ron Bohigian for 

those two applications. 

 B. APPEAL #6159A, Application of Witchdoctor Brewing Company 

LLC for special exception approval to allow the temporary location of 

a vending cart on private property & for special exception approval to 

allow alcohol service under Sections 4-01.31, 4-01.32A & 15-05 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 168 Center Street, property of Factory Square 

Realty LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 MR. NORRIS:  Josh Norris, again.  26 (Inaudible) Manchester, 

Connecticut here for 168 Center Street, Witchdoctor Brewing Company to 

allow public vending carts on provide property with a special 

exception and a special exception or the sale of alcohol. 

 I’ll go over the food trucks and if there is anything you’d like 

of me for the sale of alcohol part, please don’t hesitate. 

 The food trucks, we’ll be choosing two of the days that we are 

open, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday or Sunday and we would be 

having them not until 5:00 as agreed with our landlord Mat.  Food 

trucks will likely not be there from 5:00 to close as we have on our 

presentation but we really can’t predict what all the different trucks 

are going to want to do during each specific time they come. 

 And, unless we have a guaranteed contract in place with one or 

more of them, I really can’t promise any regularity other than to be 

able to ask them not to come before 5:00 as we agreed with Mat. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I think the real question was really it’s more 

out of our purview that it’s more in the state liquor commission that 

depending on whether it’s a pub or a restaurant, they’re going to put 

restrictions or they’re going to have certain requirements of food 
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service during hours of operation.  So that’s really a state 

regulation. 

 I think we got off --- I got off on a tangent, I think a little 

bit.  And, when it is really outside of our purview. 

 You did include it.  The bottom line is you’re going to be 

serving food.  But again, it will be up to the state liquor 

commission, I think, to review when the food is going to be available, 

what type of food, hot or cold.  That’s part of the state regulation. 

 Is that true, Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR: So --- 

 MR. NORRIS:  I do know that there is a little of section of that 

on our application. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. NORRIS:  There is a bit on our state application. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes.  They’ll verify that when you apply for your 

state license. 

 MR. NORRIS:  And, we will post a sign stating it is illegal to 

leave the building with open containers. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 And, we do have the stipulations, I guess, and those do apply, 

though, Dave, correct? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay. Do you want to read those, Jeff?  Do you have 

those? 

 MR. GWOREK:  The outdoor dining ones for patios? 

 THE CHAIR:  No.  The list of possible stipulations for the food 

cart.  If you look at --- um.    

 (Chuckles) 

 What a curve I threw you, huh? 
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 MR. GWOREK:  Yah. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Because there are certain things even though the 

state regulation is going to say you’ve got to have food, um, and 

you’re going to have a food truck as part of your presentation and 

then there are some stipulations that go along with the food truck. 

 And, I think that Jeff will go through those just so you get an 

idea of what requirements we have. 

 MR. NORRIS:  Okay. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Mr. Chairman?  This is two times a week with the 

carts outside or – 

 THE CHAIR:  I think what he said was  --- he said two of the 

following per day.  So you are going to have two food trucks, but 

again, that’s up to the state liquor commission.   

 If, for example, he’s going to have a five day a week operation 

and he’s only going to have food two days a week, that may be an issue 

with the state liquor commission.  Not with us. 

 MR. NORRIS:  And, that’s where that pre-packaged falls in. 

 THE CHAIR:  What’s that? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  If I am correct, you have food inside, anyway. 

 MR. NORRIS: Correct.  Pre-packaged food. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, that is probably going to meet --- 

 MR. NORRIS:  Meet our requirements for food. 

 MR. PUGLIESE: So this is just an added feature. 

 MR. NORRIS:  This is an added feature.  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, he talked about the food inside and if it was 

going to be hot or cold, I don’t know.  But as long as it satisfies 

their requirements. The requirements we have is with a food truck that 

we don’t have trash outside, et cetera.  That’s what Commissioner 

Gworek will go over with you. 
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 MR. GWOREK:  All right.  No temporary signage including but not 

limited to balloons, streamers, flags or banners. 

 The food trailer must be removed off site at the end of the 

business day. 

 The garbage must be cleaned up. 

 The location of the structure shall not obstruct any site lines, 

the food truck. 

 Health department approval needed. 

 Any storage of food on site must satisfy the health department. 

 The 7
th
 one, annual approval, are we doing the same as with the 

others?   So if there is any complaints, if there is a complaint 

you’re going to have to come back and come before us again. 

 Number 8, the written hours, it says from 5:00 pm to close.  So I 

take it as Wednesday, that would be 5:00 to 8:00. 

 MR. NORRIS:  That is correct. 

 MR. GWOREK:  And, on Sunday, you’re not going to have any because 

it is 12:00 to 5:00 you’re open. 

 MR. NORRIS:  That is also correct. 

 Most of the time it would most likely be a Friday or a Saturday. 

 MR. GWOREK: Now, let’s see.  What else. 

 Number 9 does not apply. 

 Number 10, well, do you have a specific location on site that you 

are planning on having the food truck? 

 MR. NORRIS:  Yes, we do. 

 MR. GWOREK: Can you point that out to us? 

 MR. NORRIS:  Sure. 

 (Approached the bench.) 

 (Pause, pause) 

 (Undertone comments at the bench.) 
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 THE CHAIR:  So it is right on the Center Street corner.  Okay. 

 MR. NORRIS:  A nice little area of blacktop right here. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Now, he is saying he is not going to be out there 

seven days a week or five days a week. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think he said two days a week.  Correct? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Two days. 

 THE CHAIR: Now, just a question on the food truck.  The food 

truck is going to be there. It’s Ted’s Steamed Cheeseburgers which I 

love.  But that is for your business and it’s not for people walking 

off of the rails to trails and grabbing a steamed cheeseburger, or is 

it? 

 MR. NORRIS:  That is correct.  It is intended to accentuate our 

business. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  You can’t stop it. 

 THE CHAIR:  I don’t know.  I’m asking the question. 

 Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, I think that would be up to the 

landlord.  It is private property. 

 THE CHAIR: Yes. 

 MR. GWOREK:  And, written confirmation from the property owner 

that allows the vendor to sell on site.  Which I  – 

 THE CHAIR: He’s shaking his head, so I think we are good there. 

 Okay.  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of the application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 
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 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 Let the record show that we will reseat Matt O’Keefe. 

 C. APPEAL #6156A, Application of Deanna Sena for a 10’ side 

yard setback variance & a 20’ rear yard setback variance to allow a 

new deck associated with an existing pool under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 

of the Zoning Regulations, 14 Jody Lane, property of Timothy M. & 

Deanna M. Sena and Joseph A. & Dolores L. Faraone in an R-20/25 zone. 

 MR. SENA:  Good evening, Timothy Sena.  14 Jody Lane.  Glad to be 

back before you again. 

 We have kind of cut the project back in size.  We’re actually 

asking for now, it’s going to be 18 feet off the property line on the 

side.  The deck will now be 8 feet by 15 feet with a 3 foot stair.  

The stair, a platform with the staircase going down to the existing 

deck. 

 And, we have submitted a letter from my wife explaining her 

medical condition.  

 And, I also, in case you didn’t know, where the stairs were, I 

put a copy of that in there, as well. 

 If you have any questions? 

 THE CHAIR:  First, I’d like to thank you for working with us.  We 

appreciate that. 

 Do we have questions of the applicant on this revised 

application? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  How far would it be from the rear of the property?  

I see 18 feet from the side.  But how far from the rear? 

 MR. SENA:  It’s going to be less than where the pool is.  It’s 

not going to go as far as the pool.  I think it’s going to be --- I 

did not take that measurement. It’s from that --- the pool is parallel 

to the back. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So if you took 15 feet off the house, it would be 

less than the pool. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Mr. Chairman, the old plan shows 16.6 from the 

pool. So he’s saying it’d be less. 
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 THE CHAIR:  So it would be greater than 16 feet. 

 MR. SENA:  That’s sounds right.  Probably about 18 feet. 

 THE CHAIR:  Questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It looks a lot better. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you for working with us. 

 MR. SENA: Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you very much. 

 Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

8:14 o’clock, p.m. 
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NEW BUSINESS: 

 A. APPEAL #6162A, Application of The F & F Concrete Corp. for 

a 1.24’ variance of lot width and an 11,993 sf variance of lot area to 

replace a previously existing duplex under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 144 West Main Street, property of The F&F 

Concrete Corp. in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve #6162A.   Mr. Pugliese 

seconded.   

 Mr. O’Keefe said for discussion purposes, I don’t have a problem 

with a duplex in that area because of the nature of the uses, but I do 

want to go on record as saying a building that’s been down for 28 

years, there is no intent that that building be kept in any vote that 

I would make in favor of it.  I wouldn’t be supporting that argument. 

 Mr. LaPorte said the building would be in harmony in the area. 

 Mr. O’Keefe agreed it is.  There is the fire station nearby. 

 The Chair noted it is a vast improvement over what was there 28 

years ago. 

 Mr. O’Keefe agreed. 

 The Chair felt Mr. O’Keefe’s point was a valid point, as well. 

 Mr. Gworek added he has spoken with the town attorney and he does 

have the option to build on the existing footprint but this is 

definitely much more not encroaching than the one that was tore down.  

I definitely go for this. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6163A, Application of Cranberry Cove LLC for a 

29.5’ front yard setback variance for two buildings under Sections 7A-

00& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 84-86 West Center Street & 102 

West Center Street, property of Sterling Trust Company Custodian FBO 

Dana G. Rickard & Cranberry Cove LLC in a B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #6163A.  Mr. LaPorte 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe felt it was an excellent improvement to the property. 

It’s a nonconforming use and making it less of a nonconforming use by 

taking an eyesore and making it a beautiful property. 

 Mr. Pugliese said it also fits in much better with our intentions 

for that area. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added it is a perfect tie in to the rails to trails.  

It’s a perfect tie in for downtown Southington. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 C. APPEAL #6164A, Application of SunRun for a modification of 

a previously granted variance under Sections 15-01 & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 501 Flanders Road, property of Krzystof 

Kolodziejczyk in an R-40 zone. 

 Tabled to the next meeting. 
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 D. APPEAL #6165A, Application of Creative Dimensions c/o 

Enterprise for a 34 sf variance of allowable attached signage under 

Sections 13-05.C of the Zoning Regulations, 966 Queen Street, property 

of Catherine Mecca & Costos Zissopoulos in an B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Item 6165A with a condition. 

 Condition: 

 - That the sign be refaced so that the light only come 

through on the white part which is the lettering. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. Pugliese said the sign is going to be more appropriate in the 

new location than it was in the last one.  The part of the building 

they had before was very small compared to the size of this one. It 

gives much more symmetry to the entire application or the entire 

building for them. 

 Mr. Lavallee pointed out there is no window signage shown or 

requested.  Just a simple band of color which we wouldn’t call 

branding.  No additional signage in the window. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added that to the motion:  No signage in the windows.  

Mr. LaPorte seconded that addition. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 E. APPEAL #6166A, Application of Alexa Zammett for special 

exception approval to allow restaurant liquor service under Sections 

4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 16 Eden Avenue, 

property of Eden Ave LLC in a CB zone. 

 Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6166A with the 

following conditions: 

 Conditions: 

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

 2. The number of bar seats shall not exceed 12. 

 3. Entertainment shall be limited to 5 acoustical pieces, 

indoors only, with the doors closed. 

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

the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

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

new application. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said this is basically a restaurant and it is the 

same use with a change of permittee and it is under that requirement 

that they are here. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 F. APPEAL #6167A, Application of Alexa Zammett for special 

exception approval to allow patio liquor service under Sections 4-

01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 16 Eden Avenue, 

property of Eden Ave LLC in a CB zone. 

 Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal 6167A with the 

following conditions: 

 1. The hours of operation shall be limited to Tuesday thru 

Thursday, 11:30 am to 8:00 pm.  Friday and Saturday, 11:30 am to 11:00 

pm.  Sunday, 10:30 am to 8:00 pm. 

 2. All alcoholic beverages shall be served in glasses, cups, 

et cetera and not in the original containers. 

 3. There shall be no music or entertainment. 

 4. There shall be no amplification and/or loudspeakers. 

 5. The approval shall be good continuously barring any 

complaints. 

 6. The layout is as presented to us with the 4 feet from the 

road, et cetera and be the one they use on site. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe noted we are allowing restaurants to do things like 

that and I think it puts them on a level playing field with all the 

other restaurants. 

 I would say that the fact that they have to 4 feet from the fire 

hydrant and the pole is actually a safety feature because cars are 

going to avoid the fire hydrant and the pole. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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7. CONTINUED NEW BUSINESS ITEMS: 

 The Chair reported that on Items 7-A and 7-B, Commissioner 

O’Keefe will recuse himself and we will seat Alternate Commissioner 

Bohigian on these items. 

 

 A. APPEAL #6158A, Application of Witchdoctor Brewing Company 

LLC for a variance to allow the sale of alcohol in an I-1 zone under 

Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 168 Center 

Street, property of Factory Square Realty LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6158A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

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

 2. The number of bar seats shall not exceed 12. 

 3. Entertainment shall be limited to 5 acoustical pieces, 

indoors only, with the doors closed. 

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

the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

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

application. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. Pugliese said once again, this is something that fits in with 

our intention for that whole linear trail area.  I think this is 

really a good thing for the town and I wish they have lots of success. 

 The Chair said it is a perfect location for what they’re trying 

to do.  It’s going to be a great addition. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 The Chair reported that on Items 7-A and 7-B, Commissioner 

O’Keefe will recuse himself and we will seat Alternate Commissioner 

Bohigian on these items. 

 B. APPEAL #6159A, Application of Witchdoctor Brewing Company 

LLC for special exception approval to allow the temporary location of 

a vending cart on private property & for special exception approval to 

allow alcohol service under Sections 4-01.31, 4-01.32A & 15-05 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 168 Center Street, property of Factory Square 

Realty LLC in an I-1 zone. 

 Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6159A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. No temporary signage allowed including but not limited to 

balloons, streamers, flags and/or banners. 

 2. The food trailer must be removed off site at the end of the 

business day. 

 3. The garbage must be cleaned up. 

 4. The location of the food cart shall not obstruct any site 

lines. 

 5. The health department approval is needed. 

 6. Any stored food on site must satisfy the health department. 

 7. The hours of operation for the food truck are as follows 

and will be limited to two of the following days per week: 

 Wednesday, Thursday and Friday, 5:00 pm to 8:00 pm.  Saturday, 

5:00 pm to 9:00 pm.   

 Location is the northwest corner, the Center Street corner, of 

the property. 

 8. No other location will be allowed unless the applicant 

applies to the zoning board of appeals for approval. 

 9. Written confirmation from property owner that allows vendor 

to sell on site. (Which he has) 
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 10. The approval will be good barring any complaints where the 

applicant would have to come before the zoning board of appeals again. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 The Chair said after the last meeting, the applicant has supplied 

this board with just about everything that we asked for.  Very well 

explained.  I think it’s well laid out and well thought out and I want 

to thank him for that follow up. 

 It’s what we’re trying to get done downtown. It is a great 

addition for our community. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 Let the record show we’ll reseat Matt O’Keefe. 

 C. APPEAL #6156A, Application of Deanna Sena for a 10’ side 

yard setback variance & a 20’ rear yard setback variance to allow a 

new deck associated with an existing pool under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 

of the Zoning Regulations, 14 Jody Lane, property of Timothy M. & 

Deanna M. Sena and Joseph A. & Dolores L. Faraone in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal #6156A.  Mr. Pugliese 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said it is better and he would suggest some 

conditions that the application be limited to the drawing that was 

submitted to us for the location that was submitted to us. 

 So, I would make a motion to approve with the drawing as set 

forth on the application. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. LaPorte commented he did work with us.  

 The Chair said he did work with us and I do think there was a 

hardship that was presented that I think for this board is a valid 

hardship. 

 Again, to Joe’s point, he did work with the board and I want to 

thank him for that. 

 Mr. O’Keefe stated for the record that the hardship as he sees it 

is that it is a corner lot and there is a septic system.  There is no 

room for a backyard but for the fact you have two front yards and 

really no backyard he wouldn’t be here. 

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

 A. Modification of November 24, 2016 ZBA Minutes 

 Taken care of earlier in the Agenda under Approval of Minutes. 

 The Chair passed out to the board members official Town of 

Southington seal pins.  I ask you to wear these to the meetings and if 

you are on town business that you wear them. 

 Mr. Lavallee advised two applications for next time. 

 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:28 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

      Robert Salka, Chairman 

 

  

 


