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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 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 

 Others:  David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 Absent: Ronald Bohigian, 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. O’Keefe made a motion to approve the Minutes of January 12, 

2016 as presented.  Mr. Pugliese seconded.  Motion passed unanimously 

on a voice vote. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6169A, Application of Pattison Sign for a variance 

to allow directional signage in the R-HD zone under Sections 13-05, 

13-05B, 13-05D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 34 Hobart Street, 

property of The Orchards at Southington Inc. in an R-HD zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or their representative please 

state their name and address for the record, please. 

 MS. BECKER:  Tracy Becker, 43 Marriott Circle Wallingford, 

Connecticut.  I am here on behalf of the applicant. 
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 So, I think you are familiar with the property. It is right 

across the street.  So that most of the traffic comes from Route 10 or 

North Main Street, up Hobart Street and the first parking lot they 

come to is the employee parking lot.  It’s on the left hand side.  

It’s this parking lot. 

 THE CHAIR:  It’s on the right hand side, isn’t it?  

 MS. BECKER:  Right, on the left hand side in the picture which is 

why I decided to go with that, instead. 

 THE CHAIR:  Oh, I’m sorry.  Just don’t want to be confused here. 

 MS. BECKER: It is to the right of the building.  But that’s the 

first parking lot they come to and that’s the employee parking.  The 

problem they are having --- the problem they’re having is a lot of 

visitors are pulling into that employee parking and then having a 

difficult time turning around.  So they just want to make it a little 

more clear by adding a directional sign there and then another sign at 

the actual main entrance which is just past the building, right there, 

exactly.  (Indicating) 

 You have the drawings, the same drawings as I have here.  Okay. 

 So the current sign that is there is very difficult to see and 

you don’t even see it as you are driving by because it sits so far 

back from the road with the plantings and everything around it.   

 So, ideally, they’d like to just change that sign a little bit to 

make it a little more visible.  And, then add the directional sign at 

the parking ---you know, that the driveway.  That’s shown on Page 2. 

 And, then the sign on Page 4 would actually be at the employee 

parking lot entrance to show the main entrance is further down the 

road.  Hopefully, people will be able to see that. 

 So, all of the signs --- the two signs that we’d like to add are 

non-illuminated.   

 They’re double sided so they can be seen from both, you know, 

both sides of traffic on Hobart Street. 

 That’s it.  Did you have any questions? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I would say the needs is there for the signs. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right.  A lot of the visitors to the property 

obviously are elderly people or people you know, that --- obviously, 

once they come the first time or the second time they know exactly 
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where to go.  But it is those initial visitors that are having a 

difficult time with it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The only thing I question is the size.  

Particularly with the directional sign that is 4 by 6.  Does it have 

to be that large? 

 MS. BECKER:  That’s the one on Page 2? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  These aren’t numbered. 

 The one by the main entrance. 

 MS. BECKER:  Oh.  Okay.  Because I had a hard time reading that.  

You guys have the    81/2 by 11?  Can I give you the 11 by 17?  

They’re a little easier to see.  I only have two copies. 

 That’s the size they’re calling for.  Obviously, if you wanted to 

change that --- this is what they are requesting. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m not sure – what are we looking at?  On Page 1 --- 

 MS. BECKER:  Page 1 is the current sign. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  For the main entrance? 

 MS. BECKER:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  This is the current sign? 

 MS. BECKER:  That’s the current sign.  This is the current sign 

up in the corner.  And, this is what they want to change it to.  Just 

to make it a little clearer. 

 THE CHAIR:   That is nothing with these. 

 MS. BECKER:  No.  This was just – 

 THE CHAIR:  So there are three signs you are asking for. 

 MS. BECKER:  This isn’t part of the variance.  It’s just to show 

you what is going to be part of the project.  So that is already done. 

 So this is the first piece.  Of course the pages are different on 

yours.  So that’s this one.  Right.  That’s the main entrance.  Where 

we want to the visitors to go. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 
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 MS. BECKER:  Okay.  So this is the same thing, front and back.  

And, then there is some artwork on the door which again is not part of 

the variance.  And, then this is for the employee parking.  On Page 1. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  My only real concern is not with this, but with 

this 4 by 6.  If this could be reduced in size.  Because if the 

purpose is just directionally, couldn’t you say The Orchards of 

Southington, Main Entrance.  And, you wouldn’t have to have that line 

there or that logo because you’ve got it everywhere else. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right.  I think that is just part of their branding. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But it is large.  It is 24 square feet. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right. 

 THE CHAIR:  Our requirements are what?  Eight inches by 24.  So 

you are really twice as high and I think our regulations also state 

black on white and you’ve got, you know, it’s – 

 MS. BECKER: I think gray on burgundy. 

 THE CHAIR:  Gray on burgundy which is really, I think it would be 

harder to read than the black and white. 

 But I agree with Commissioner O’Keefe.  It seems --- 6 feet tall 

seems very large for what you are trying to accomplish.  For a 

variance.  You are looking at twice of what we require, what the 

regulations state. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  A very small percentage of this sign, is actually 

giving the information that you are concerned about for this.  How big 

is that, how tall is that? 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, it’s 6 feet tall. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The actual sign is 4 feet tall and 6 feet wide and 

then you’ve got the posts and the actual height. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right.  Obviously, I don’t know what the dimension 

is on that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, it is 6 feet off the ground. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right.  But I don’t know what the dimension is for 

that text. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE: Well, no.  But if you took the third line out and 

move that up, then you are losing some of this and you’re losing some 

of this (indicating). 

 MS. BECKER:  Right. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So now you are reducing it, you know, 6 feet long 

is not going to be more than 5 and instead of 4 feet it is probably 

not going to be much more than 3. 

 THE CHAIR:  I mean; it is a very nice looking sign.  I guess the 

question is it --- you know; you’ve got a high density neighborhood 

here.  And, it’s a pretty large sign.  And, it is a large variance. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean, especially when you have even more text 

than the first one.  This one(indicating).  You see, why couldn’t it 

be The Orchards of Southington as that says as you are fitting it in 2 

feet 8 inches right here.  And, then say Main Entrance. Do something 

like this.   

 And, now you are 2’8 by 2’8. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean; it accomplishes that you are pointing to 

the main entrance.  And, then you have the main entrance, basically 

the same sign. 

 MS. BECKER:  I’m sure they could redesign it if you, you know, if 

you approved a smaller -– 

 THE CHAIR:   Well, we’re not going to, I don’t think it is up to 

approve it smaller because I don’t want to negotiate, if you will.  

What I’d like to do and I’ll leave it up to the Board, is um, continue 

the public hearing and have you come back with something smaller. 

 MS. BECKER:  Smaller. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, I think you hear what --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Something similar to this. 

 THE CHAIR:  And maybe work with Dave on the coloring.  I don’t 

know.  It’s not absolute, but most of the coloring we have is black on 

white.  But I know that this fits into the décor of the shutters on 

the building and stuff.  I am not as hung up on that as I am --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’m not as caught up on that, either. 
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 THE CHAIR:  --- on the size. 

 So, what I’d like to do, if the Board agrees, is continue the 

public hearing to the next meeting which is two weeks and have you 

come back with some kind of --- something smaller. 

 MS. BECKER:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  It is in a high density area.  You know, it’s 

residential, high density. 

 Okay, does that work for you? 

 MS. BECKER:  Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Does it work for this Board? 

 Can I have a motion to that affect? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Motion to continue the public hearing. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But before we do that, just one comment.  On the 

other side, there is a lot of empty space here.  I don’t know if that 

could be condensed a little bit.  Not a lot but there is a lot of 

plain space.  That’s still 6 and a half feet tall.  And, then maybe 

just a little bit. 

 MS. BECKER:  Okay.  I am not sure they can --- well, this is just 

the back side.  I think they don’t call out the main entrance because 

you’ve already gone past the main entrance on that side.   

 But I can see what they can do about this. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That makes sense. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Okay. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Motion to continue --- 

 MR. GWOREK:  Mr. Chairman, do you want to see if anybody is for 

or against? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, we will.  But --- 

 MR. GWOREK:  Okay. 

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

application? 

 (No response) 
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 Is there anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Okay, can I have a motion? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Motion to continue. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 
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CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. 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 Krzysztof 

Kolodziejczyk in an R-40 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would the applicant or his representative please 

state their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes. My name is Krzysztof Kolodziejeczyk and 

I live at 501 Flanders Road in Southington. 

 THE CHAIR:  Isn’t technology great? 

 (Pause, pause) 

 Let the record show that Commissioner LaPorte and myself made a 

site visit over to 501 Flanders.  We called you. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, I guess you got tied up with the snow.  Because 

we were there about ten minutes to twelve until about twelve-thirty. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  I was walking the property with a different 

gentleman.   

 THE CHAIR:  Oh, okay.  We must’ve got there before.  What time 

did you get there? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  About ten o’clock. 

 THE CHAIR:  What time? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Around ten. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Because I called you and I said --- 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK: Yah, and you said ten fifteen.  And, this 

gentleman showed up.  I thought that was it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Oh, okay.  I just want the record to show that we 

were there.  So we had three instead of two.  That’s okay. And, 

basically, we did not meet with the homeowner.  We really didn’t 

discuss anything with regards to the application. 

 Okay.  So, go ahead. 
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 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:   So, last time we were here, we were 

proposing to change the shape of the system.  To make it shorter but 

wider.  And, instead of the fence, put some kind of either bushes or 

trees.  I was suggesting like New England pine to get a barrier from 

the neighbors. 

 And, we walked the property with one gentleman.  Everything was 

flagged where the system will be installed.   

 I guess it is up to you guys what you want designed. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I thought you mentioned that you had some 

drawings for us? 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes, I believe we gave you our new drawing 

before, but I have a new drawing, also. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, let’s clarify what we have so we know what we 

are looking at. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Originally, it was four panels wide.   

 THE CHAIR:  Four panels wide or four panels high? 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  It’s I guess four panels high. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, deep. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:    And, it was like a 103 feet long, right? 

 THE CHAIR:  Correct. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  The new system is six panels wide but 70 feet 

long. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  We don’t have that drawing. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, how high is that? 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  The back leg – the back leg is 80 inches tall 

but the panel overhangs by 36 inches so on a 20 degrees angle it is 

like 8 feet in height. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I don’t see any elevation on this drawing. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  It is all here.  Written.  Written here in 

small. 

 MR. LAPORTE: And, he first one was how high? 

 (Undertone comments) 



Zoning Board of Appeals – February 9, 2016 
 

10 
 

 MR. GWOREK:  The first one, the base it looks like it is 5 feet 

off the ground and then the panel is on top.  What did you say that 

added?  The panel at the 20-degree angle? 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  So, this one is – the last panel is like 8 

feet high. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The time before that, though.  The first time. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Well – 

 MR. GWOREK:  This is showing 5 feet but I don’t know if that is 

just the sub structure.  I don’t know what the panel is on top of this 

one. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, there is a breakdown of it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Maybe you can help us just so we have the right 

dimensions on both of them. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Sure. 

 (Undertone discussion) 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  That is the only copy I have.  I have only 

one copy.  That’s the new one. 

 (Pause) 

 The old one was pretty long.   

 THE CHAIR:  And, then there’s --- yah, this is long, the 100-

footer.  Okay. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  And, there is the new one and they have it – 

they have numbers. 

 THE CHAIR:  Where did you get that? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  He just handed it to us. 

 THE CHAIR:  Oh. 

 (Discussion at the bench.) 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  The back leg is 81 inches.  It is nowhere 

written that that is 8 feet, but because of the – 

 THE CHAIR:  Extension of the panel above it. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes.  So it is 8 feet. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, if you say the leg is 81 inches, that is 

almost 7 feet.  It only goes 12 inches over, the leg? 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCYK: That’s what I am told. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Because I thought you just said it goes 36 inches 

over? 

 (Undertone comments) 

 Right.  And, you’ve got 1.5 panels over the leg.  So now you are 

–- even at an angle. 

 THE CHAIR:  What we are talking about is we’re talking close to 8 

feet.  Eight and a half or – 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Exactly.  This will be installed level.  Even 

if the ground dips in, in that spot it would be more than 8 feet.  In 

some spots it would be less. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, I think what we’re talking about is the height 

and how we want to protect the neighbors.  Whether it is 100 feet 

long, I mean, I don’t – 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  The new one is 70 feet long. 

 THE CHAIR:  Correct.  So we are talking 70 versus 100.  We are 

talking 8 feet versus 6 feet, give or take. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, when I did the site visit, the house, if you are 

looking at the panels, the house in the northeast side is higher 

looking down on the panels.  If you look at the house on the east 

side, that big one there on the right hand side, that thing is 

considerably higher looking right down on it.  And, then the house on 

the south side where you can see the shed, there is a, probably 7-foot 

vinyl fence running the whole length of the property.   

 I mean that just puts it in the context.  My mind is the higher 

the structure, the more um, obvious it is going to be for both the 

neighbors, even the one --- because the lot to the northeast side, 

that structure is going to be higher than whatever barrier he’s got 

there now.  He’s got a stonewall and a lot of scrub shrub stuff.  I 

think you saw that. 

 MR. LAPORTE:   That’s only about two to three feet high.  
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 THE CHAIR: Yes.  So, really, we need to decide whether what we 

approved the last time --- 

 MR. GWOREK:  Well, what, Mr. Chairman, if I may interject.  What 

are we voting on?  Is there a choice?  Are you saying there is a 

choice between these two?  The new drawing and the old drawing?  Or 

are we voting on the new drawing? 

 THE CHAIR:  He brought to us.  We have the old – 

 MR. GWOREK: The original. 

 THE CHAIR:  The original.  Which we could approve and say what we 

have is what we are going to go with.   

 And, what he has presented is a --- Dave, is this correct?  A 

significant change? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, Mr. Chairman, he has a couple of options.  

Number one, you go with the original design because that’s what you 

felt at the time was appropriate.  And, the actual variance was to 

vary the condition that said he had to put the planting in. 

 So now there is new information.  It’s up to you to determine if 

it is a significant difference, but it was --- if you don’t, the legal 

said that it was a modification of a previously granted variance.  So 

there is some leeway there.  It’s not just stipulation A of the 

previously granted variance. 

 You know, the height seems to be of importance to you.  So I 

think the buffer would be what is on the table at this point. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  What we already approved, we already approved the 

first one.  So we wouldn’t have to approve that again. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Nope. 

 MR. O’KEFE:  The only question is, do we vary, do we change the 

buffer as opposed to the height.  So we are really talking about the 

original drawing. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Right. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The one that is 6 feet. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:   But there is one issue with this where I see 

which is the system is longer and the neighbor to the right side on 
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the screen can see it all the way, you know, because it is farther 

down my property.   

 If this is going to be shorter, then he doesn’t see it that much. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That’s almost an argument against what you are 

asking us to do.  Because if we gave you the original variance, now 

you are telling us with the existing – 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  I am not telling you to do anything.  I’m 

just saying with the longer system there is plusses and minuses.  With 

the shorter but taller system there are plusses and minuses.  That is 

what I am saying.  

 MR. GWOREK:  MR. Chairman, is there a distance to the eastern 

boundary with the newer modification that he dropped off?  Does he 

have that.  It is 19 so it is still going to be 19? 

 THE CHAIR:  Still going to be 19 and 26.   

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes.  

 THE CHAIR:  But if you go with the 100 feet, it is going to go – 

 MR. GWOREK:  Further west. 

 THE CHAIR:  --- into his property and the homeowner that is in 

the direct north actually won’t see it even as much because there is 

more of a buffer there than the house in the northeast side.   Plus, 

that one is higher. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, when I walked the 

property, I was not as concerned about the houses that were in the 

back because of that wall and the other trees that are there and the 

distance to the other houses. 

 What I was focusing on and maybe inappropriately, was this other 

house that in your video there, in our picture, is to the right.  That 

house is so high in elevation compared to the applicant’s house, I 

don’t think a 7-foot fence is even going to do much. 

 We talked about it and he thought trees might be better.  

Especially evergreen that grows tall.   And, I think that might be a 

better thing if we --- 

 MR. LAPORTE: You are never going to hide that. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Yah, but the higher the tree is, the less obvious 

it is going to be for that person in that house. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – February 9, 2016 
 

14 
 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave?  Go ahead. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Just as a matter of reference, when you or when 

someone puts up a fence, we have them put the structural side to the 

interior of the property.  So, um, in this case there is a structural 

side and then there is the face of it.  So if you are looking at the 

panels, there is one degree of preference.  You may want to see that. 

 But then there is actually the back side which is the structure.  

So maybe that deserves a bit more screening or scrutiny as far as 

aesthetics if that is what you are concerned with. 

 THE CHAIR:  Basically, I think what we said was, and again, I 

think --- okay, we didn’t specify the kind of fencing.  But um, the 

thing that Commissioner LaPorte said is that when you go out there, 

he’s got the – right now there are pear trees spaced probably every 40 

feet.  The pear trees grow basically straight up.  They don’t come 

together. So he’s not building a barrier. 

 Then he put up another row of pear trees between those others 

which are only -- -  go ahead.  I’m sorry. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:   Those tall trees, the pear trees, the first 

row?  It’s not on my property.  That’s the neighbor.  Mine are the 

little ones. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  You’ve got the little ones. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  The border is in-between those trees.  Right 

in-between.  So, --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  I was looking at the little flags that were 

there.  The   flags were running almost in line with those taller 

trees.  Those orange flags. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes, but that – the taller trees are not on 

my property. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  To me, a row of arborvitaes on the property would 

probably do it.  They’ll grow about 10 feet high. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  It would be better, I think. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, they’ll be like a barrier. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, that is fine with me if he’s willing to put up 7 

foot arborvitaes.  Something like that.  I agree they’ll grow taller 

than a fence.  Maybe look nicer.  But --- 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  And give year round protection. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. 

 So, what --- so the only, are we saying we would modify the 

approval --- are we still going with the 100 foot --- I don’t like the 

8 foot tall.  I don’t like the 8 foot tall.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I don’t either.  Yah.  I question whether it is a 

significant change, you know. 

 THE CHAIR:   The only thing that I would entertain would be we’ve 

got you know, the boundary on the right.  How far down you want to go 

with that.  And, the one to the north, I’d be willing to cut that back 

because the only house that is going to see it is the one on the 

northeast side. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: So, what did we approve on the back? 

 THE CHAIR:  I think we said 150 foot in length and then 50 foot – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’d almost rather see 75 feet on the sides. 

 THE CHAIR:  I would, too. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, not be as concerned about the back. 

 THE CHAIR:  That would be my --- Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  If you do that, can you specify the point of the 

house or off the pool or something as a reference point so they know 

where to start at.  I can scale on that distance wise if you want to 

see what it will look like --- 75 feet. 

 THE CHAIR: This is the property line. That’s the stone wall. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right. I would start at the back of the structure 

and go 75 feet. 

 So, I’d say 75 feet commencing at the back of the structure and 

going --- I’m not sure what direction we are talking about. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Heading west? 

 THE CHAIR:  North to south. 

 MR. GWOREK:  We are talking north to south along the west and the 

east – 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  So, the top is north and the bottom is south? 

 THE CHAIR:  Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So, I’d say starting at the back of the structure 

which is 19 feet from the boundary and then coming 75 feet south along 

the northeasterly portion. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, how close he wants to go to that 26 feet.  That 

is up to him. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  If he wants to run it right down to the property 

line, that’s fine.  

 MR. O’KEEFE:  If you had a natural barrier at the back, that 

wouldn’t be as much of a concern.    

 It is this neighbor (indicating) that you are really protecting. 

 MR. GWOREK: Dave, can you do that 75 feet off the northeast 

corner south, heading south? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  So, right here (indicating) up this side. 

 MR. GWOREK: Yup.  And, then just heading south 75 feet. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Is that 75? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  That’s 90.   

 MR. GWOREK: That’s 90.  That’s not even --- I guess that would be 

blocking – 

 THE CHAIR:  That would definitely block the house view. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Ninety, then you’ve got a tougher angle at 90 feet. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s fine with me. 

 MR. GWOREK:  And, what are we agreeing to on the northern border, 

just the 50 feet?  Is that what we had originally. 

 THE CHAIR:  We had 150 feet on the northern border.  That would 

have covered the whole thing.  But as far as I am concerned, if he 

would be willing to go 50 feet on the northern border from right --- 

east to west and then come north to south --- what’d you say? 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Ninety feet. 

 THE CHAIR:  Ninety feet. That would cover it.  And, start out 

with 7 foot arborvitaes. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Can we go with New England pine?  It is also 

green. 

 MR. GWOREK:  How tall?  My only concern is if you go too high 

then you are blocking out some of the sun as they grow.  I don’t know 

how tall that would be. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Because the arborvitaes, they have a 

tendency, they’re going to die sometimes together, sickness.  And, 

they get brown. 

 MR. GWOREK: Are we fine with evergreen? 

 THE CHAIR:  No.  I don’t think we have to specify. I think what 

we are talking about --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  We are saying an arborvitae-type.  Type. 

 THE CHAIR:  The bottom line is we are looking for a fence that 

you’re not going to be up like --- definitely not like the pear trees 

you see through.  An evergreen, you know, that are close enough 

together that is creating the boundary. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Twelve months of green. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s one way to say it. 

 We are going 100-foot north to south where that big house is ion 

the right. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  What are we going height wise? 

 THE CHAIR:  We are going 100 feet long by the four panels. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Okay.  All right. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, we’re changing it so there is no fence. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No fence along the back. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, no fence on the side, either.  Its 

evergreens now. 

 Screening. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Buffer. 
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 THE CHAIR:  So we are talking 50 by 100, evergreen, green all 

year, whatever, 7 foot tall. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So 50 to the rear and 100 feet on the sides. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, typically they sell them 6 or 8 

feet.  It’s tough to get a 7-foot tree. 

 THE CHAIR:  How about we say 6 to 8.  How’s that?  It is going to 

grow.  They’ll grow up to the 10 feet, somewhere around there, 10 to 

12.  But they’ve got to be space somewhat close together so you are 

trying to create a buffer. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Four feet apart?  Closer? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  No.  They need room to spread.  Depends on what 

the tree is. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Depends on what it is. 

 THE CHAIR:  If you buy arborvitae, 4 feet is fine.  If you’re 

going to buy an evergreen, then it’s got to be wider. 

 I have a whole row of arborvitaes and they are, I think, 3 feet, 

3.5 feet wide.  They go more straight up. 

 So, we’ll leave it up to you. But I think your point was green 

all year. 

 MR. O’KEEF:  Um-hum. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, the intent is to create the border, a non-see 

thru type border.  Fifty by 100. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  So, now I just have a question. I don’t know 

when they will plan to start work.  Obviously, we have to plant those 

trees when its warmer, right?  Not in the winter. 

 THE CHAIR:  Understand that.  Understand. We are not going to – 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  I will ask them to at least like dig the 

holes so --- 

 THE CHAIR: Plant it by the end of the fall, the planting season.   

How is that? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, I just want to clarify so I have it.   

 THE CHAIR:  You want to be detailed, huh? 
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 We want to go 50 this way and 100 that way. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the 100 is going to start here to wherever it 

goes. 

 (Discussion at the bench.) 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay?  Now, Dave, is that specific enough?  We have 

given you length and the planting season, as long as it is done this 

planting season.   Does that work for you guys? 

 Do we need a motion on that, Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  All of that. Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Huh!  All of that. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Does he understand that this is the first --- 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Yes.  I understand.  The shorter, I mean --- 

 THE CHAIR:  The 100-foot length. 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Not the tall system.  The longer system. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.  I am going to make a motion with respect to 

--- I’m just looking--- Appeal #6150A which was previously approved. 

 The motion is to revoke Condition #2 and to replace it with the 

following condition: 

 - That there be a border of arborvitae-type trees between 6 

and 8 feet tall which run from the rear of the structure north to 

south 100 feet and east to west 50 feet behind the structure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do we have a second? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Second. 

 THE CHAIR:  Discussion? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think it accomplishes what we’re trying to do and 

that is to protect the neighbor and allow the usage but also to 

protect the view of the neighborhood. I think one of the things you 

are doing when you create a variance is that you have to look at the 

compatibility of the neighborhood. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Dave, would you please call the roll? 
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 (Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote.) 

 THE CHAIR:  Motion is approved.  Good luck! 

 MR. KOLODZIEJCZYK:  Thank you. 

 

 

 

8. MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS  

 The Chair reminded everyone of the dinner.  It is St. Patrick’s 

Day.  Let Sheila know if you are going to go. 

 For the next meeting, there is a liquor approval for Northridge 

change of permittee and a lot size variance request for two lots.  

They’re going to swap some land. 

 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:37 o’clock, p.m.) 

   

   Robert Y. Salka, Chairman 
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