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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 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. Pugliese made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. 

O’Keefe.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6170A, Application of Wayne W. Stanforth for 

special exception approval to reflect the new permitttee for the 

liquor license at North Ridge Golf Club under Sections 3-01.31D, 11-04 

& 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 300 Welch Road, property of North 

Ridge Golf Club LLC in an R-40 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the representative please state their name and 

address for the record, please? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Good evening Mr. Chairman and fellow commissioners, 

Mark Lovley, member of North Ridge Golf Club, 710 Main Street, 

Plantsville, Suite 11. 
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 We’re here tonight in front of you.  We had a liquor permit that 

was previously done by The Ridge Club, which was Enzo Testa. 

 We have basically closed down the second floor of the building.  

We’re building a new building this fall.   

 So what our idea is this year, you have a floor plan before you, 

is a Snack Shop downstairs.  We’re going to open up that for the 

golfers just with wine and beer. 

 You have a menu attached, also.  It will be of a snack bar menu.  

No entertainment.  Basically that is what we are looking for approval 

for tonight.  Just to sell beer and wine there. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  The interior is the same as it was last time? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Exact same interior as last time.  We just what 

we’re not doing is the banquet facility and the restaurant upstairs.  

We are not open this year because of the parking with the road and 

everything. 

 We will back in front of you probably in the fall of this year 

for the brand new club house that planning & zoning just approved 

about two weeks ago. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions? 

 Matt? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No.  Just in terms of stipulations, it’s not a bar 

per say? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Are you serving beer and liquor? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No bar stools? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  No liquor.   Just beer and wine.  That’s all.   

There is no real bar.  There is a little seat --- there is not even a 

bar.  It’s a counter that we serve food at.  We serve breakfast 

sandwiches and stuff at.   That’s it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Service bar, only. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Exactly. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No live entertainment. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  No live entertainment. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.  Any significant change to the floor plan as 

determined by the zoning enforcement officer will mean a new 

application. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Yup.  It is exactly the same floor plan. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Any change in management or permittee would require 

a new application. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Exactly. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions?  It’s pretty straight 

forward. 

 Okay.  Thank you. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application?  

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

 

  



Zoning Board of Appeals – February 23, 2016 
 

4 
 

 

 B. APPEAL #6171A, Application of Nancy F. Prushinski et al for 

a variance of lot area under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 612 Savage Street, property of Nancy F. Prushinski et al 

in an R-40 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record please? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Good evening.  It is Attorney Timothy 

Sullivan, 35 North Main Street, Southington, CT on behalf of the 

petitioners tonight.  I represent Nancy Prushinski, Cindy Clark and 

Laura Christian who are seeking a variance. 

 Just a bit of housekeeping first.  I just want to --- if I could 

approach. 

 (Approached the bench) 

 This is to show you the sign was posted per the regulations. 

 (Handed in pictures) 

 I am not sure if everybody can see it.  The application tonight 

on behalf of, as I stated, Nancy Prushinski, Cindy Clark and Laura 

Christian is for a variance regarding 612 Savage Street.  Now, I have 

a print here and 612 is this rectangular --- what is proposed to be a 

rectangular piece.  It is --- it currently includes this little wedge 

which is shaded. 

 And, 620 is this piece just to the left of it.   

 This is a family-owned parcel.  My clients grew up in this house 

and it is a vacant parcel to its right.  The vacant parcel --- both 

are nonconforming existing building lots. 

 What we are seeking to do tonight is to make 620 a conforming lot 

by transferring this property to 620 from 612 which then would become 

a conforming, at least in terms of lot size, it would be a one-acre 

parcel.  It would square off the 612 parcel.  

 It would be consistent with the size of the lots in the 

neighborhood.  Number 602, the neighbor --- my clients have approached 

the neighbors and there is no objection to this.  The neighbor’s 

parcel is approximately one-half acre in size and the remaining lot at 

612 would be a half acre lot. 

 That’s the proposal tonight.  We think the exceptional 

circumstances or the hardship relates to the fact that we have two 

nonconforming lots and we are attempting to make one of those lots 

less nonconforming.  In fact, it would be conforming in terms of the 

lot size when making this transfer.  And, also there is a small 

transfer --- you can possibly see it --- a wedge shape. 
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 Right now, the existing structure on   620 actually abuts the 

property line so we are creating a small, little side yard setback 

area which makes it a less --- it lessens the nonconformity for 620. 

 We would entertain any questions at this point. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Your main reason is to get one to conform?  What is 

the other reason why you are doing this? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Just to square it off and also this is a 

family parcel. In fact, the family owned all three lots:  602, 612 and 

620 were owned by my client.  My client’s mother or father actually 

transferred the property at 602 to their uncle years ago.  And, 

maintained 612 and 620. 

 But the purpose of this little wedge here is not only to make 620 

conforming, but also to provide a little bit more of a back yard here 

so that somebody --- in the future if they were to --- the proposed 

house, my clients live in both lots, by the way. 

 I have a proposed house that in fact Lovley Development will be 

building, for Cindy Clark at 602 or rather 612 Savage Street, which is 

the subject of the variance application. 

 And her sister Nancy and her husband, Glenn, who are both here 

tonight, will be living in 620.  And, the purpose really is to create 

a little bit more of a back yard so that someone couldn’t just 

construct like an out building, a shed or something, directly off of 

their back porch. 

 Because of strange, I have to consider it like exceptional 

circumstances because of the odd configuration of the lot and by 

squaring it off it provides both lots with a more conforming or a more 

natural back yard setting. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Presently, both lots are owned by the same owner, 

correct? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  All three sisters.  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.  Because I am looking at the house and the 

house is partially on two lots. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  You mean this house here? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yes. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes, it actually abuts the property, the 

existing property line. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It appears that it goes over the property line. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  It is really close.  Jim Jones, who drew this 

up, assures me that it does not. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, you are saying these are building lots.  How 

are they building lots? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN: These were two lots that were in existence 

prior to zoning in 1957.  And, in fact, both lots were --- rather 612 

was the subject of a P & Z approval process or recognition process is 

probably a better way to put it, approximately six months or so ago. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Do you know when that was? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Well, the Certificate of Title --- (pause) --

- I’m not sure exactly when it was at this point. 

 But it is recognized as two existing building lots because they 

were both created prior to zoning in 1956 (sic). 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, were they when you built a house on one. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Well, we are not going to.  What we are going 

to do is we’re going to transfer --- the three sisters are going to 

transfer one lot to Cindy Clark.  And, the other lot is going to be 

transferred to Glenn and Nancy Prushinsky. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  They are both approved building lots? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  They are both approved building lots.  Yes. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  But the side yard --- this is an R-40 zone.  You 

have to be 25 feet from the line.   

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes.  That is a nonconforming structure at 

this point and that is going to remain a nonconforming structure.  We 

are going to lessen the nonconformity by transferring that small, 

little sliver to create a little bit of a side yard setback. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Couldn’t you remedy this by taking the front yard 

and bringing it farther away from the house and then not giving as 

much land to the other one? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Which lot are you talking about? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, if you start --- which direction is this.  If 

you start on the road where the line slants back, if you were to take 

that line and go straighter back, farther away from the existing house 

to create more side yard and then jog it over a little bit. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  It is already an extremely tight lot and the 

actual builder is here tonight. We’ve been going through lots of 

configurations, many different configurations of placing a house on 

this lot. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, presuming you are going to place the house 

sort of towards the rear of this house. 
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 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes, but we have to stay within the side yard 

setbacks of the existing zone. 

 And, at this point we are barely going to be able to stay within 

those side yard setbacks using the existing property line. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, then maybe you don’t want to transfer as much 

land to the other lot. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Well, the house is going to be located in the 

area where I am saying here (indicating).  The property being 

transferred; the larger parcel being transferred is not going to 

affect the placement of the new home. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: If you take more of the front yard of the new home 

and convey that instead of some of the back, then you are not going to 

be as nonconforming with the existing structure. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  I am not following you.  I’m sorry. 

 Because we have --- I’m not sure.  The frontage is 80 feet at 

this point. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Looking at the side yard on the southerly side of 

the existing structure, the existing structure is along the property 

line. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:   Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: If you are going to redraw the property line, why 

not move the property line near the house farther to the south and by 

moving it farther to the south, you are further reducing the size of 

the parcel to the south. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes.  That is what we are doing. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So to compensate for that, perhaps you don’t 

transfer as much of the northerly portion to the northerly lot and 

then you are not going to have that house right on the property line. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Just to clarify.  In that zone, since they are 

nonconforming lots, one has 80 feet of frontage so the side yard would 

be 10 feet.  That’d be for 612. 

 And, I believe the other one is 73 feet, that would only have an 

8-foot side yard requirement because of the frontage. 

 And, then 620, the conveyance now would have 45,534 square feet 

and the zone requires 40,000 square feet.  So there is a little bit to 

play with area wise. However, that plays out, that’s up to you.  But 

there is a little wiggle room. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes, we do have a little wiggle room.  To 

transfer or to retain some of this property in 612, if that is what 
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the commission would like, but it is not going to really affect --- we 

really can’t move this southerly boundary south. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Why can’t you? 

 THE CHAIR:  Why can’t you move that boundary leaving the 80-foot 

frontage and moving that south?  Say where that house is, take that 

whole line and move it south?  Leaving the 80-foot frontage. 

 And, not transfer --- because you only need 40,000.  So you can 

save 5,000 of that for lot 612. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN: Yes.  That would require a transfer of more 

property to 612 to --- 

 THE CHAIR:  It would be less. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: It would be less property. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m saying don’t transfer ---- transfer less than --- 

you are transferring 12,000 -- 2.818 (sic) acres. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  I understand what you are saying.  We can 

transfer from here.  We can transfer less property here.  There is no 

question about it.  

 But you seem to be indicating that to transfer some property down 

here. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No. 

 THE CHAIR:  No. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  I’m not --- okay. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’m saying transfer some from 620 to 612 here. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Transfer less --- this is owned by 612.  So 

what you want to do is just transfer less from 612, you’re saying? 

 THE CHAIR:  Show him. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I think he just wants us to bow out more.  So, it 

would be 5 more feet because it’s 3 now. 

 THE CHAIR:  You still have the 80 frontage. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  And, this really can’t swing too much because you 

want to keep the frontage.  And, then you are allowed to measure at 

the street line if it comes in on an angle.   

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yah.  And, I was addressing that.  We are 

already transferring a little property here.   
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 We can certainly cut a little bit off here and retain that for 

612. 

 But we really can’t --- and maybe Mr. Lovley can speak if he 

wants --- if we start cutting into this property here, it’s really 

tight right now complying with the setbacks, the side yard setbacks to 

situate a house in this area here without requesting a variance. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, why can’t you set the house further back? 

 FROM THE AUDIENCE:  There is a seasonal stream that runs through 

there. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  There is a lot of wetlands.  There – the 

topography.  There’s ridge lines back here. 

 The idea location for a house that would be consistent with where 

the houses are located on the street would be really just consistent 

with the existing houses right along the street line. 

 We really can’t push that house any further back because of the 

topography and the nature of the property. 

 And, if we situate the house where it needs to be here, and we 

transfer more property to 620, we are going to require a side yard 

setback variance. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What is the side yard?  Ten feet? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN: Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So basically, you’d have the house 13 feet from the 

other house if what you are saying is true.  Because if that house is 

3 feet from the boundary and only 10 feet from the boundary, the 

houses are going to be 13 feet apart. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  There is no actual building area on this map. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  The house is 35 feet? 

 ATTRNEY SULLIVAN:  I know it is very, very tight. 

 THE CHAIR:  The house is 35 feet wide?  According to the drawing. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Good evening, Mr. Chairman and fellow commissioners, 

Mark Lovley, President of Lovley Development, 710 Main Street, 

Plantsville, Suite 11. 

 What we did in working with Cindy Clark is we tried the skinniest 

home that we could that was deeper so we didn’t get so close to the --

- right up against the side yards. 

 You see the home that Ms. Clark has selected, the home is only 

about 35 and a few inches (sic) wide.  So it is 36 inches (sic) wide. 
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 I did walk the property and if you look way up in the back there 

is a seasonal drainage that comes off the property from the pool club 

up above it, Mountain Grove.  It floods down through there. 

 So the possibility of taking it back there would be very tough to 

do and that’s why we bring it to the front. 

 There is a well there up in front that we are going to need to 

abandon to do this, also.    

 That’s basically the reason for this, trying to make this 

conforming so it does fit in.  

 We will have some side yards from there.  That’s for a reason in 

picking a house less than 36 feet wide to make this fit. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: But the side yard is 10.  The house is 36.  You 

really only need 66 feet.   

 MR. LOVLEY:  Yah, there is some sloping on the far right side 

that goes down to the neighbor and it’s pretty steep. To the south.  

Also. 

 THE CHAIR:  That is where the chain link fence is on this? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Yes, correct. 

 Our idea was to try to put these houses in --- right next to each 

other so from the street it wouldn’t look like something we just tried 

to squeeze something in.  It would fit right between the two very 

nicely. 

 (Pause) 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  The side yard setback is 25 feet in that 

traditional R-40 zone. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, it’s based on frontage.  If you have 

a nonconforming lot, 80 feet or more, it’s 10 feet.  If it is 80 or 

less, it’s 8.  You get to have the lesser restrictive side yard in 

your favor. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Because they are nonconforming. 

 And, just to answer your question, I knew it was in the file, 

October 23
rd
, 2015 we did get the concurrence that they are buildable 

building lots. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Can I see that? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  It’s my only copy.  I can show it to you and 

I can provide copies to the commission. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, let’s take a look.  Let me take a look at it, 

please? 
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 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  What you can do is, if we can get a copy to put in 

the record? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Absolutely. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, what you are doing is you are making one lot 

conforming and the other lot less nonconforming? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Still nonconforming because of the side yards. 

 THE CHAIR:  Say that again, Joe? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  They are making one lot conforming and the other 

lot less nonconforming. 

 THE CHAIR:  More nonconforming. More nonconforming. 

 And, to make lot 620 conforming, you need 40,000 square feet.  

Correct? 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  There’s no reason you couldn’t reduce the size 

of that gray area and bring lot 620 into conformity and then 612 will 

be less nonconforming by giving it back another 5,000 square feet. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  Yes. We can do that. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay.  That’s one topic or that’s one item.  And, then 

you have the other items that Commissioner O’Keefe is referring to 

which is you know, can the boundaries be moved. And, I guess that’s 

what you guys are talking about now. 

 Is that correct, Matt? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That’s correct.  I would like to see the boundary 

run parallel to the south side of the house. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  I think, Mr. Chairman, as long as we have --- if 

that 10-foot side yard is true, as long as we have the 40 foot 

building box we need within there, we can slide that line a little 

bit. 

 Based on the approval, if the approval was we have a 40 foot 

building box, we can slide that yard over, we can do that.  That’s not 

a problem. 

 As long as the 10 foot is what is for the frontage.  I think it 

was for the frontage needed because we had to go to the new zone.  But 

as long as we have a 40 foot building box to play with I think it’ll 

be okay. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Show us, point out what you are suggesting. 

 MR. LOVLEY: If we can through here, as long as we have 40 feet to 

build on through here, we want to stay a little bit to this neighbor, 

so we don’t hurt their land. But as long as we stay in the 40 foot 

building box right through here, we can slide this line over. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: This is R-40 zone? 

 MR. LOVLEY:  What’s that? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  If I am reading correctly, in an R-40 you have a 

50-foot frontage and 25-foot side yard. 

 MR. LOVLEY: I’m going by what Dave just said. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  You were commenting it was 10. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman – Section 11, if you have a 

nonconforming lot, the frontages are reduced.  It is Section 11-13.  

If the lot width is less than 80, it’s 8 feet.  If it’s 80 feet or 

less than 100, it’s 10.  So that kicks in if they are lots of record. 

 It’s a pretty big envelope. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’d like to see the house be totally nonconforming 

on 620 and have that line be to the south of the house. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  I think as long as we can work with those side yards 

as we’re able to, I think that shouldn’t be a problem.  We can get the 

40 feet building box. It shouldn’t be a problem. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  You can still get the building box but what you 

will have is you will make it completely nonconforming and that’s what 

we are looking for. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  As long as the approval states the 40 foot building 

box. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think you are going to have to show us the map 

that does that. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  Yah, we can do that.  That’s not a problem. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, also transfer less land. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  We would keep it so that 620 would be just 

over 40,000 square feet.  And, you would provide 10-foot side yards 

for 620 as well. That way there would be conforming side yard setbacks 

and lot size. 

 MR. LOVLEY:  What I can do if you want to is I can work with 

staff and engineering and get that drawn up for the next meeting and 

submit it. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE: Or you can just draw it on the map. It’s not rocket 

science what we are looking for. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay?  Any other questions at this point? 

 We will have to continue the public hearing. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  If I could just have that letter back. I’ll 

make a copy and submit it at the next meeting. 

 THE CHAIR:  Sure. 

 Say that again? 

 MR. GWOREK: Do you want to discuss the buildings, the other out 

buildings on there? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes, you can bring that up. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  The plan that we have in front of us shows some 

outbuildings.  Can you give us some information on those? 

 THE CHAIR:  On lot 620. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  On 620. There are just some sheds.  I don’t 

know what the intention is. 

 And, 620 is not a lot the application addresses.   

 Sure, go ahead. 

 MR. PRUSHINSKY:  Glenn Prushinsky, 356 Marion Avenue, 

Plantsville. 

 The – 620, the two out buildings that you are speaking of, if I 

am looking at them correctly, they are both just sheds.  Actually, 

there is three.  Two of them are combined together to make one.  But 

technically I guess they are three sheds. 

 There is no foundation.  There is no footing. They’re on 

cinderblocks.  They are just the typical Home Depot shed that you are 

looking at. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Basically, you are allowed one shed.  I think 

that is what we are getting at. 

 MR. PRUSHINSKY:  Okay.  That’s fine.  I understand that. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, I guess you are allowed what, 400 and something 

square feet. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, 300 in that zone.  But you know, 

they can call them a play house or --- you don’t have a poo but it 

could be a pool house.   
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 MR. PRUSHINSKY: It’s not.  And, no, again, one is definitely 

coming down. We don’t live at the property as of yet.  My in-laws 

since passed on and this is --- 

 THE CHAIR:  If you can do that it would make it easier for us. 

 MR. PRUSHINSKY:  Yah, that’s not a problem. We have every 

intention of removing one of these. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  You can have up to 300 square feet. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  For some clarity, would you like that shown 

on the map that we resubmit? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes, please. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  And, just the one shed?  No more than 300 --- 

 THE CHAIR:  If you can put them together, even better.  Again you 

are allowed 300 square feet. I think with those two sheds I don’t 

think you come up to 300 square feet. Do you?  Together? 

 So you are allowed up to a 300 square foot shed.  If you bring 

that to us on the drawing, that’d be helpful to us. 

 ATTORNEY SULLIVAN:  We will depict that on the print we submit. 

 THE CHAIR:  Good.  Okay. 

 Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Can I have a motion to continue the public hearing? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So moved. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote) 

 THE CHAIR:  We’ll schedule it for the next meeting with the new 

drawings. 

 You’ll work with the engineering and Dave?  Good.  Okay. 

 Thank you. 
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7. CONTINUED 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 his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MS. BECKER:  Tracey Becker, 42 Marriott Circle in Wallingford. 

 I was here two weeks ago as you know.  I’m here with new 

drawings, bigger size than what you have so if I can give you those. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Are these the ones that we have in front of us now? 

 MS. BECKER: I believe they are, yes. 

 So we took your suggestions into consideration and have made both 

of the signs smaller.  As we talked about two weeks ago.  And, um, the 

actual informational words are bigger.  So the Main Entrance and the 

arrow, those are considerably bigger than they were last time. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. Questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The sign still looks rather large.  It is 15 square 

feet. 

 MR. GWOREK: The height is still the same.  The sign itself has 

been reduced in size. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right.  From 24 square feet to 15 square feet. 

 THE CHAIR: I don’t think we are questioning now the sign. I think 

what is happening is the pole is still 6 feet tall and you lowered one 

of them by 6 inches.  The entrance one went from 60 to --- 

 MS. BECKER:  To five and a half? 

 THE CHAIR:  Five and a half.  And, the other one is 6 feet tall 

which means it is even further, you know, you’ve got more space 

between the sign and the ground. 

 MS. BECKER: Right. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, I think that is one of the concerns. 

 MS. BECKER:  Okay. 
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 THE CHAIR:  I think what you did on the sign is exactly what we 

asked for. 

 MS. BECKER:  Okay. 

 If the height is an issue, we can certainly change that.  That is 

not a problem. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   

 MS. BECKER:  Would dropping it to five and a half feet be enough 

to match the other one?  Or --- 

 THE CHAIR:  I’ll leave it up to the board.  I do think 6 feet is 

too large for that particular area. 

 MS. BECKER:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, I’ll leave it up to the board what they think. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Is there a reason you picked the 6-foot height? 

 MS. BECKER:  Not that I know of. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Just an arbitrary number. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right  

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I personally would feel better with 5 foot. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, the reason we’re saying that or I’m saying that 

is that I agree with Joe.  If you look at the sign down the street, 

DellaVecchia’s, that is 5 feet. 

 MS. BECKER:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think since you are closer to the residential area, 

I don’t think we want to go larger.  I think the whole intent is to go 

smaller. 

 MS. BECKER:  Right. 

 THE CHAIR:  So – 

 MS. BECKER:  Five feet, I am sure would be acceptable. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   Reducing to five foot is fine. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do you agree, Joe?  Okay. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Are we making them both five feet? 

 MS. BECKER:  Yes.  Make the overall height five feet. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I do like the layout now. 
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 MS. BECKER:  It is much better. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: We would be reducing the size of the posts by twelve 

inches. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 And, the other one, the entrance one, that’s five foot. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  These are both 6 feet on Sheet 1.  On Sheet 2, 

they’re – 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  They’re the same size. 

 THE CHAIR: This is the old plan. I’m sorry, the old plan is 6 

foot. And, this plan is 5.6.  What we’re saying --- this is the new 

one, 5.6. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   So, what she just presented to us, that’s 6 feet. 

 MR. PUGLIESE: One sign is 6 foot.  In the new presentation it is 

five and a half. 

 THE CHAIR:  We are saying bring them both done to five. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Correct. 

 MS. BECKER:  Okay? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes. Thank you for working with us. 

 MS. BECKER:  No problem. 

 I am actually kind of surprised Hartford Health Care was willing 

to drop their line, but I think it is the first time ever. 

Congratulations! 

 THE CHAIR:  Good. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response.) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response.) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 This closes the public hearings. 

7:35 o’clock p.m. 
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6. NEW BUSINESS 

 A. APPEAL #6170A, Application of Wayne W. Stanforth for 

special exception approval to reflect the new permitttee for the 

liquor license at North Ridge Golf Club under Sections 3-01.31D, 11-04 

& 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 300 Welch Road, property of North 

Ridge Golf Club LLC in an R-40 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6170A with 

conditions. 

Conditions: 

 - Service Bar only. 

 - No live entertainment. 

 - Any change in the floor plan as determined by the zoning 

enforcement officer would require a new application. 

 - Any changes in management or permittee would require a new 

application. 

 - Beer & wine, only. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said for discussion purposes, obviously they have to 

come here when they change the permittee but they are also reducing 

the scope.  And, they asked for beer and wine, only. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6171A, Application of Nancy F. Prushinski et al for 

a variance of lot area under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 612 Savage Street, property of Nancy F. Prushinski et al 

in an R-40 zone. 

 The public hearing was continued to the next meeting. 
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7. CONTINUED 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. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve 6169A with a condition. 

Condition 

 - That the maximum height as shown on the drawings be not 

more than five feet from the ground on the drawing approved, otherwise 

as is. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said it works well with the neighborhood.  It is 

probably necessary for identification given a driveway is in the front 

and a driveway is in the back and it could be confusing. 

 Mr. Pugliese offered it is an improvement over the original sign, 

too. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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8. Miscellaneous / Old Business / New Business  

 Mr. Lavallee said there is one new item for next meeting for an 

accessory structure above the size allowed.    

 Also, the item from this meeting. 

 

9. Adjournment 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:39 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Robert Y. Salka, Chairman 


