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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, APRIL 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. O’Keefe made a motion to approve the Minutes of the previous 

meeting as submitted.  Mr. LaPorte seconded.   Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. APPEAL #6175A, Application of Polish Falcons Nest 307 for a 

variance to allow more than one accessory shed under Sections 2-

01.A.A.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 33 Knowles Avenue, 

property of Polish Sokol in America Local Nest No. 304 in an R-12 

zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or their representative please 

come to the podium and state their name and address for the record. 

 Come right up to the podium. 

 SPEAKER:  Do you want my address or the business address? 
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 THE CHAIR:  Your home address, please. 

 SPEAKER:  My home address is 10 Cowles C-o-w-l-e-s  Avenue in 

Plantsville. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Do you just want to explain to the board --- 

 SPEAKER:  As background, I am the treasurer for the Polish 

Falcon’s Nest 307 in Plantsville.  I’m here representing our 

organization.  We have come into a hardship at this point with --- we 

participate in the Apple Harvest Festival every year and right now we 

have one our refrigerators which we use to store the product in at the 

Apple Harvest and it’s wrapped underneath the bar --- underneath the 

pavilion unprotected.  And, we had to do that because we’ve run out of 

storage room for our items that we use for the Apple Harvest. 

 Now, the Apple Harvest for us is a huge fundraiser. It allows us 

to do our scholarships in town. Make donations to other nonprofit 

organizations.  We do cancer fund raisers at our place.  We donate the 

hall to the nonprofit sports programs in town.   

 So, we are also looking to get a four bay steam table and 

currently right now we are storing our food service equipment with our 

lawn equipment outside.  Which we know that’s not a good idea. 

 So, we have a hardship where we need more storage space.  We have 

thinned out our upstairs.  We’ve consolidated all of our files.  Right 

now we don’t have any room to put this refrigerator.  So we have an 

asset that’s sitting out there that hopefully the mice haven’t gotten 

into all winter.  It’s worth about $800.  And, at this point we feel 

we have a hardship as far as storage at our facility. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Questions of the applicant? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So you have one shed there right now? 

 SPEAKER:  Correct. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, now you want to add one. 

 SPEAKER:  We are looking to add another shed.  And, that’s why we 

are requesting the zoning variance as we’re only allowed one shed at 

this point. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Will the shed be visible from the street? 

 SPEAKER: It’ll be --- if you look at that white square, it’ll be 

directly to the east of that which would be to the right.  It’ll still 

be behind the white fence line.  If you look at the white square, 

that’s our existing shed.  We want to go to the east of that which is 

right directly to the right of that.   
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 And, right to the south of that is our privacy fence.  Which is 

approximately 6’ tall.  With the white slots. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, you are in an R-12 zone, is that correct? 

 SPEAKER:  We are; I didn’t bring the paper with me.  We’re in a 

residential zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes, you are in an R-12. 

 SPEAKER:  We are --- that’s how we are zoned.  But we are a 

nonprofit organization, paternity.   We’ve been here for 105 years in 

the town. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  It’s behind the fence, though? 

 SPEAKER:  Correct. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  What’s the height of the shed? 

 SPEAKER:  That shed is probably two or three feet higher than 

that white fence.  We haven’t proposed a new fence or a new shed to 

the membership yet.  We figured we’d come to the zoning board first 

for approval.  

 We just had a meeting last night.  We’re investing $62,000 into 

our building for siding and roofing.  So at this point we do not want 

to approach the fact of possibly getting a garage.  I know that that 

was mentioned by a couple of members, but we do not have the means to 

put out another $15,000 or $20,000 on top of the investment we’d be 

making coming soon. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  How high is that fence back there? 

 SPEAKER:  That’s a 6’ fence.   

 MR. LAPORTE:   You’re going 2’ higher? 

 SPEAKER:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You are building the shed 2’ higher than the fence? 

 SPEAKER:  Whatever the existing height of that shed is, I’m not 

sure, whatever it is. 

 Whatever the regs will allow us to do as far as the height. 

 THE CHAIR: Well, the height isn’t the issue.  The question is 

going to be from our standpoint is you are allowed one accessory 

building on the lot.  And, you’ve got a --- I think that shed is 10 x 

10 and you are asking for a 10 x 20: correct? 

 SPEAKER:  We want to go with another 10 x 20 or --- the reg says 

10 x 20.  We wanted to add the 10 x 20 there because we could easily 

take that single shed out and put a 10 x 20.  But we have made an 
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investment in that shed and we feel that would be an asset that we 

already have and we don’t want to lose that current asset.  We’ve 

already made that investment. 

 THE CHAIR:  The concern I have only is that you are authorized 

one shed.  I wouldn’t have a problem with a 10 x 20 shed because 

obviously that is authorized.   

 How old --- is that shed a metal shed? 

 SPEAKER: It’s uh, the plastic-type.  I don’t know what they call 

that.  It’s not metal. It’s not wood.  It’s like PVC-style. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  What will the new shed be made out of? 

 SPEAKER:  We’re going to --- we haven’t looked at the numbers on 

that, yet, but we know it’s going to be expensive.  We are not going 

to do it ourselves.  We’ll have a contractor bring it in.  That way 

they handle the permits and the foundation and everything.  We won’t 

get involved in that. 

 We just would hate to have to go out and purchase a 10 x 20 shed 

and have to get rid of that shed.  Because there is no real value to 

that shed if we try to get rid of it.   

 We at some point made that investment in the shed.   

 If we get denied, we are just going to have to remove that shed 

and put a 10 x 20 there.  But we’re --- then that is really 

hypothetically two 10 x 10 sheds.  We’re looking to maximize our space 

outside. 

 And, anything that we put out there would be aesthetically 

pleasing.  My opinion is you are not going to see it from the road.  

You may see the top of the roof from the road but you’re not going to 

actually see the side.   

 And, at some point we will be going in for a privacy fence on the 

back of the property just because they’ve now completed that 

development in the back.  

 More of a noise barrier than privacy.  That’ll be in a couple of 

months. 

 THE CHAIR:  I guess the question we really have to ask ourselves 

is the hardship that’s being presented a hardship under our regulation 

and the answer to that is it is really not.   

 Basically you’ve got too much stuff. I mean to put it bluntly 

that’s what the situation is.  You’ve got too much stuff.  And, one of 

the things with this board is that, you know, we try to stay within 

the zoning regulations and unless there is a true hardship --- what I 

would rather see you do, I mean, from my perspective anyway and I know 
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it would be a hardship on you, would be either to combine the two to 

give you  the 10 x 20 that you want which would be a single shed. 

 But you said the one that is there is plastic anyway, correct? 

 SPEAKER:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Now, is that a plastic um --- when you say plastic, 

is that one of those --- what do they call them.  A frame-type shed? 

 SPEAKER:  I can’t answer that.  I am not sure.  It is a solid 

shed.  It’s not a snap together shed. It was professionally put in at 

some point.  I don’t know who did it. It has some value to it. 

 THE CHAIR:  The problem with that shed, quite honestly, is that 

it’s not even um --- what’s the right word --- um, it’s not in 

conforming with our construction standards as it is.  That’s one of 

the problems we have throughout town is all of these fabric garages 

going up which are illegal, obviously. 

 So, I’d rather see you just go with the 10 x 20. That’s my 

perspective, anyway.  My input. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You know what it is?  It is a self-inflicted 

hardship.  That’s it exactly.  For all the right reasons. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right. And, the argument is economic and economic 

is not an argument that this board can entertain. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other comments? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  You said you wanted to add a 10 x 20 shed to this.  

So that would be 300 square feet. 

 SPEAKER:  Correct. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  When you are only allowed 200, so that’s actually 

two variances. 

 SPEAKER:  Then we’d put a 10 x 10.  That’s fine.  If you’re 

saying the maximum square footage, I didn’t know that we can, if we 

had two, it would be 10 x 10 and then a 10 x 20.  If that’s not the 

case, then we would purchase another 10 x 10.  To stay within the 

square footage. 

 I would just hate to see us have to get rid of that shed.  

Because it does have value to us.  It’s there and it works. 

 You’re saying it is not conforming, then I guess we do have to 

change. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, you may have more value by a new 10 x 20 shed 

than you would by a 10 x 10 shed, a plastic 10 x 10 shed. 

 THE CHAIR:   Okay.  Any other questions? 
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 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 SPEAKER:  Thank you. 

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

application?  Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application?  Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6176A, Application of Joseph Fazzino for a 6’ side 

yard setback variance to allow an addition to an existing deck under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 282 Mulberry Street, 

property of Joseph F. & Julie A. Fazzino in an R-20/25 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please come 

forward and state your name and address for the record? 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Good evening. My name is Joe Fazzino and I live at 

282 Mulberry Street.  We have an 8 x 10 existing shed, I mean, excuse 

me, existing deck. 

 THE CHAIR:  You do have a shed.  I saw. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  We have an old deck that’s been there since the 

house was built.  It’s an 8 x 10.  It faces my neighbor’s house.  We 

really don’t get any use of it, so we’re trying to, we’re asking if we 

can take it down and continue the line back into my backyard and 

around the back of the house a little bit to get some views and enjoy 

our backyard rather than looking into our neighbor’s yard. 

 My neighbor, at 267 Mulberry Street, did offer an email letter 

that states that he is – 

 THE CHAIR:  We’ll read it into the record for you? 

 MR. FAZZINO:  I’m going to give everybody one. 

 (Passed around.) 

 (Undertone comments) 

 I was told to bring enough for everyone. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  This is a message from Joe Fazzino or --- you’re 

Joe? 

 MR. FAZZINO:  I had to forward it to myself to print it.  But it 

came from Baines (Inaudible)  who is my neighbor.  He’s at 276.   The 

abutter, right next to the property line. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, he says:  As per our discussion regarding – 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Which I explained to him how my deck on the 

alignment it is now, would go any, encroach any more towards his line.  

We’re just going to come directly --- 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, let us just read this into the record and then -

-- 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Okay. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  As per our discussion regarding your home 

improvement and building of some more areas, it seems like this 

construction will not affect my property at 276 Mulberry Street, 
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Plantsville.  And, I have no issues with your development.  Please 

take this email as my approval and let me know if you need anything 

else from my end. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Okay?  Questions?  Have you finished? 

 MR. FAZZINO:  I did.  I believe I did. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, questions of the applicant? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You are asking for a --- it’s nonconforming now.  

You’re going 2’ off the line.  You’re going to increase the 

nonconforming, that’s what you are going to do. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Uh, well, it’s been there since the day the house 

was built.  So the zoning laws must’ve changed from then to now. 

 And, all I am asking is that I can just continue the same. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Because you are not getting any closer. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, what would be the impediment for building the 

deck more towards the back of the house than along the side yard? 

 MS. FAZZINO:  The wrap around. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  I didn’t understand exactly what you meant by that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  You are building it along the side of your house 

and straight back. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Right.  Right along the side.  The same --- 8’ off 

the edge of my house as it is there, but it is going to go back into 

my backyard and return to the back of my house just a little so we can 

enjoy looking into our own backyard when we’re sitting on the deck. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.  But what if you didn’t increase the size of 

the deck on the side. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  I’m not. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But did the expan --- well, you are going to the 

back.  But did the expansion behind the house but behind the house and 

not next to the house? 

 MR. FAZZINO:  I have a door that’s on the side of the house.  The 

only way to get on to the deck is the door     without doing an 

entrance to the back of the house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Your front door really is in your side yard, if I 

remember right? 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Right.  Both doors face --- 
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 THE CHAIR:  It’s a narrow lot. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Exactly.  I have a 50’ wide lot. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Now is that your front door to --- on the 

right? 

 MR. FAZZINO: If you are looking from the road on the right is my 

back door.  On the left side --- 

 THE CHAIR:  If your front door. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  -- is my front door. 

 THE CHAIR:  So this is the only door he has here as his back 

door. 

 This is his front door here.  This is his back door.  Coming out 

here. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: It’ actually a side door instead of a back door. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Right.  Yes. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: You don’t have a slider off the back or anything? 

 MR. FAZZINO: Nope.  Nothing comes off the back of the house.  

There is a window there. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman?  It may be beneficial to explain 

that there was an existing staircase on the side, as well. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  There is.  It’s still there. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  So that was going to be removed and replaced with 

decking at that same footprint.  So what’s new, I think, is – 

 THE CHAIR:  He’s coming back. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: He’s coming straight back and then returning back 

to this side. 

 THE CHAIR: Yes.  I stopped over there a couple of times.  Okay. 

 Now, on --- I know we’re talking about a variance for your porch, 

um, is and maybe I shouldn’t ask, but is that shed --- isn’t that shed 

also encroaching on the other side of the property line? 

 MR. FAZZINO:  The shed was there when I bought the house in 1998.  

So, it was all existing. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  But it is nonconforming. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  I imagine it must’ve been conforming at one time. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yup.  Okay.  Do we have any other questions of the 

applicant? 
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 So actually, what you are doing is you’re taking the stairs out 

and so it is actually going to look --- I don’t want to say it’s going 

to look like less, but it is basically going to be less intrusive.  

It’s actually going to be lower in a view from the road.  You’re not 

going to see the stairs going up. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Right. You won’t. The stairs will actually be 

turned around and coming down the side behind my house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response.) 

 Okay, thank you. 

 MR. FAZZINO:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  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. 
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 C. APPEAL #6177A, Application of Sign Pro Inc. for a variance 

to allow internal illumination on a sign in the CB zone under Sections 

13-07.D & 15-04 of the Zoning REgualtions,714 Main Street, property of 

Clocktower Square LLC in a CB zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please come 

forward and state their name and address for the record. 

 MR. NYLES:  Kyle Nyles, 116 Mount Vernon Road, Plantsville, 

Connecticut. 

 (Passed around pictures.) 

 You’ll have to bear with me tonight because this is not my normal 

job any more.  I used to do this.  But um, I was brought up to speed 

quickly this afternoon. 

 We have a bunch of meetings going on around the state today. 

 Basically, what we’re looking to do here is we are requesting 

relief from the internal illumination restrictions for the wall sign 

in the CB zone.  Internally illuminated lettering is proposed is a 

location where only external or back lit halo illumination is allowed. 

 So, this is a CB zone, which we know. 

 What we’re looking to do is, because this property sits about 

240’ plus or minus back from the road and it’s also behind the Town 

Green in Plantsville, it’s um, difficult to see from the road, number 

one. 

 Lovely Development built that, this property.  And, it’s got that 

villagey look.  And, this is the end unit.  So if you are standing in 

the road and looking straight back, Dunkin Donuts is on your left.  So 

you are looking straight back at this piece of property. 

 The shape of the building doesn’t allow for a larger sign than 

what we are proposing.  Although, I guess allowed, Dave, is 48 square 

feet?  From what I understand.  And, we’re proposing 17.7 square feet 

of signage.  So it’s much smaller than what the allowable is. 

 What we are trying to do is we’re trying to find a way to get 

illuminated signage so that you can see it.  Because it is a Health 

Center.   

 What we’ve proposed is a cabinet style with push thru letters so 

that the cabinet background would not light at night but the push thru 

letters, the letters themselves would light.  Normally, if we were to 

do halo lit channel letters, which is part of your regulation, halo 

lit channel letters can’t be built as small as these letters allow.  

These are down to like 5’, the lower case letters.  So they’re not 

even possible to really build and populate with LEDs.  So this is why 

we came up with the push thru design. 
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 Down lighting with goosenecks probably wouldn’t really work on 

this building because all of the different roof designs and 

everything.  And, if we tried to up light it from the ground, you’d be 

up lighting right into the entrance which, you know, people walking 

out would get blinded in the evening. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, basically, what you are saying, I mean, 

basically, if I understand you correctly, um, if you look at this 

first photo that we’re looking at which is the front of the building 

and it’s got:  Feel Well Health Center.  In the --- at night, all you 

are going to see is the letters?  You are not going to see the white 

background?  Is that correct? 

 MR. NYLES: Yes, that sun logo and the words:  Feel Well Health 

Center would light. 

 Which, when you do, when you do those halo, push thru style 

letters anyways, they’re not very bright because you are burning 

through half inch acrylic and it’s got translucent vinyl applied to 

the face of it.  

 So, they’re, at that distance they’re going to be a little 

subdued anyways.  We’re trying to find a way to try and get them some 

kind of visibility. 

 Obviously, you guys have seen the marques sign out front and how 

many tenant panels are on it.  You can’t even read it when you are 

driving by there.  So to find this Health Care place, it’s going to be 

difficult. 

 On the back page, you can see these are all neighboring 

businesses with illuminated signage.  Obviously, Dunkin Donuts.  The 

Church and Nico’s Pizza right across the street.  Now, they could be 

grandfathered in.  Um, but all of those businesses do have 

illumination. 

 And, if you go further into that CB zone, down South Main Street, 

all of those businesses are on the road.  So whether they’re 

illuminated or non-illuminated, they’re all on the road.  Where this 

one is sitting like I said a couple of hundred feet back. 

 So, we’re looking to see if we can get this business some kind of 

illumination. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Are they even going to be open at night? 

 MR. NYLES: Yes. They will be open in the evening hours.  I’m not 

sure of their hours, to be honest with you.  But I know they’ll be 

open during some evening hours, especially a couple of days a week 

anyway during daylight savings in the winter when it’s dark I am sure 

they are going to be open.  I don’t know when they open in the 

morning. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Now, will these – okay.  Are you leading up to – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Why would they need to be light up at night if 

they’re not going to be open for business?  It doesn’t look like they 

are. 

 MR. NYLES:  Like I said.  I don’t know that answer because I 

haven’t talked with the Doctor.  This is not one of my projects, per 

say.  I’m here to try to represent it for this meeting. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, one of the things we can do is we can stipulate 

that, you know, that it goes off at a certain time and/or um, during 

business hours.  That’s one possibility. 

 MR. NYLES:  Well, normally, we would normally put – 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry? 

 Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, just from an enforcement standpoint 

that’s tough to limit the hours it could be on.  I’m just saying from 

our end, staff’s end of it.  It’s tough to limit that. 

 We can certainly find out the hours of operation, if you want. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  well, I’m looking at the website.  It is a primary 

care physician and they’re generally open during business hours.  It’s 

not an emergency walk-in type of clinic which the intent would be to 

be open at night.  So, common sense would tell me it’s only open 

during the day.  If it is only open during the day, you don’t need to 

get there at night. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Are customers even going to come through this 

door?  It seems like the main entrance is at the back of the parking 

lot. 

 MR. NYLES:  The main entrance is right in front, on the left.  

You see, right under the sign.  That’s the main entrance.  The rest of 

that building is other tenants.   

 So you can’t even take the signage even if we wanted it bigger, 

you can’t come across that building because you would be coming or 

across windows or you would be protruding above roof lines which is 

also part of your Code that you can’t do. 

 There is, to go back to your question about having a timer on the 

lights, it is standard practice for us.  We do that all the time.  You 

can do it two different ways.  You can put a time clock on your 

breaker box so your feed from your sign will run back to the time 

clock. Or you can put a photo eye on the sign.  A photo eye would just 

go on dusk to dawn.  A time clock you can actually set the hours for 

it to go on and off.  So that is an option. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  According to the website, the hours are Monday thru 

Friday, 7:00am to 5:00pm. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. GWOREK:  Would those, the blue and the green, the biggest 

letter being 10.5”, on the first page it looks like it is not that 

bright at all.  The bright thing would be the sun or the logo itself.   

 And, on the fourth page, I assume that is from the street or that 

little green area. 

 Would you even be able to see the blue and green?  How bright 

would you expect that to be from the street? 

 You’re talking like you said, maybe 240 or 250 feet away.  The 

blue / green doesn’t seem to be that intrusive of a light. 

 MR. NYLES:  Well, you will see the sun log.  You’ll see the 

larger letters will obviously be more visible.  At that distance, it 

recommends a 10” or bigger letter.   

 MR. GWOREK:  But it is not something that is going to be 

overwhelmingly bright from that distance from that part of the street. 

 MR. NYLES:  Um, no.  But it will be lit.  You’ll be able to see 

it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do we have any other questions? 

 (No response.) 

 Okay, thank you. 

 MR. NYLES:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  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. 
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 D. APPEAL #6178A, Application of Mark Zommer for a 3’ front 

yard setback variance to allow the placement of awning posts 

associated with an existing restaurant patio under Section7A-00, 11-02 

& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 83 West Main Street, property of 

Rick A. & Joanne Rice in an I-2 zone. 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Good evening, gentlemen.  Mark Zommer, 258 Talcot 

Notch Road, Farmington. 

 I was here eight or nine months ago regarding this canopy to be 

installed in front of our building.   

 Just a quick review.  We had a retractable awning that came out 

about 13’.  That blew off the building just because it’s just too big 

an awning and impractical to have at that location with the wind and 

everything else, the weather down there. 

 So we are proposing an engineered awning with legs, trusses and 

so on and so forth.  Lighting underneath.  To the front of the 

building. If you have plans --- you should have some plans that were 

dropped off a couple of weeks ago. 

 On the south side of the awning, there is a 6” clearance between 

the property line and the awning.  The leg of the awning. 

 And, then as you move northward, you will see that there are 

several feet of distance between the canopy and the property line. 

 The dimensions are 25 wide by 13 coming off the front of the 

building. 

 THE CHAIR:  That is smaller than what you proposed the first 

time, correct? 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because you were coming out almost to the sidewalk, I 

believe. 

 MR. ZOMMER:  No, no. Originally, it was 17’. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, to the west of your building there are picnic 

tables.  Are those your picnic tables? 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Those are actually your picnic tables.   

 THE CHAIR:  They’re what? 

 MR. ZOMMER:  They’re yours.  That patio is on town property.  I 

built that patio and donated it to the Town of Southington for people 

using the trail. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, this is a lot better than I think --- 
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 MR. ZOMMER:  Yah.  The last time, the last meeting we were here, 

you guys wanted an engineered drawing which I went and got last 

September but at that point it was too late to seek it. So, I figured 

I would wait until spring. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The variance is for poles.  What are you going to 

put on top of the poles? 

 MR. ZOMMER: Um, well, the awning. The legs will hold up the 

awning. 

 THE CHAIR: And, the awning will not stick out any further than 

the poles? 

 MR. ZOMMER:  No, it goes right to the --- right to that point, 

6”. 

 And, then immediately drastically the distance between the awning 

and the property line increases as you go, as you move northward. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Will that be a fabric awning? 

 MR. ZOMMER: Yes, it’s fabric.  It’s fabric.  The awning could be 

removed if I choose to elongate the life of the awning.  Which, you 

know, I probably will end up doing because of the cost of the awning. 

It’s not that expensive to have them come out and take it down before 

the winter, before the snow flies. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: What is the hardship then? 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Well, the hardship is we’ve had a retractable awning 

out there since I’ve opened and patio dining has become very popular 

as at any restaurant.  Not to mention the addition, you know, of the 

events that we are the centerpiece of.  You know, like Halloween in 

the Village, Christmas in the Village.  Zingarella becomes a 

centerpiece and having a canopy for people to take cover under or you 

know, linger around, has proved to be very beneficial for the 

community down there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Couldn’t you accomplish that with umbrellas over 

tables? 

 MR. ZOMMER: Oh, sure.  I replace six to ten umbrellas every year 

that get blown right out of the tables. 

 Not to mention I’ve had three customers struck by umbrellas that 

flew out of the tables.  One woman had a very deep scratch on your 

arm.  The other one got hit in the face and broke her glasses. 

 Umbrellas are not practical. They just --- you can weight them. 

We screw them down.  The biggest weights on the bottom.  You get wind 

gusts down there and there is nothing you can do about it. 
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 This awning withstands winds up to 80 mph. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, the umbrellas are dangerous.  I was there one 

time when it did blow over. I’ve seen at other places where umbrellas 

have fallen over. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  For safety, this is a good thing. 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Absolutely. 

 THE CHAIR:  For some reason, the wind down whip around, around 

Summer Street, that whole area. 

 MR. ZOMMER: It’s very windy down in Plantsville Center. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I understand that but I just don’t understand the 

hardship.  It’s almost self-inflicted.   

 I mean you are going to have trusses under this.  Is this thing 

going to be retracted in the wintertime, taken down? 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Yah.  Taken down is the proposed idea. Yah. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I mean, the hardship --- I understand how nice it 

will look and everything else, but I don’t see the hardship. 

 MR. ZOMMER:  What exactly do you mean by hardship? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What is it that makes your property unique as it 

relates to this line.  I mean, we could say every restaurant in town 

we want to put up an awning right to the street because if we did that 

it would look better.  And, they’d be right. 

 But that’s not what our zoning regulations allow. 

 MR. ZOMMER: Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, just typically when we review 

projects we look at how they relate to the streetscape and that type 

of thing that’s down there.   

 In this case you see the surrounding buildings are right at the 

street line and the property line. So if you take the average setback 

in that area, it’s 3.6’ from the property line. So this building is 

actually further back than that.  So the setback would be 3.6’.  So 

his variance is only 3’. 

 THE CHAIR:  In relationship to the surrounding— 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  When you look across the street and you look at the 

Hawthorne --- or I mean the Hearthstone, I’m sorry.  That’s right on 

the sidewalk.  Their patio is pretty close to the sidewalk.  
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 So, I mean it is not out of character with the neighborhood. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  That’s the point. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s the point. 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Well, there is a Thai Restaurant across from the 

Dollar Store.  They have an awning and the patio seating about 8’ from 

the road. 

 Antony Jack’s has a retractable awning.  They have patio seating 

probably 5’ from the road. 

 My seating will be 10’. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But you are not proposing a retractable awning like 

Anthony Jack’s. 

 MR. ZOMMER: No.  At this point, we already tried that.  After ten 

grand, a retractable awning, a couple of dozen umbrellas, we decided 

to go this route which would be safer and more permanent. 

 THE CHAIR:  So I think one of the hardships that we could look at 

really would be from a safety standpoint. 

 We’ve seen a lot of these fabric, especially this size, you know, 

you get the bad weather. They collapse.  So I think you’ve got a 

safety issue here. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  My problem is the size of it.  It’s right 6” from 

the road.  That, to me, is too close. 

 THE CHAIR:  It’s not 6” from the road.  It’s 6” from the property 

line. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Are there any other questions? 

 (No response.) 

 Thank you, sir. 

 MR. ZOMMER:  Thank you. 

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

application?   Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response.) 

 Anyone opposing this application?  Anyone opposing? 

 (No response.) 

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

 A. APPEAL #6174A, Application of Bryant Carlino for a variance 

to allow a 6’ high fence 4’ is allowed: and an 11’ variance for 

placement of a structure within a secondary front yard under Sections 

2-19S, 7A-00, 11-02.2 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 14 Lacey 

Road, property of Kaitlyn M. Burns & Bryant Carlino in an R-12 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you.  Will the applicant or his representative 

please state their name and address for the record? 

 MS. BURNS:  Kaitlyn Burns, 14 Lacey Road. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you speak up a little bit? 

 MS. BURNS:  Sorry.  Kaitlyn Burns, 14 Lacey Road. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Speak right into the microphone. 

 MS. BURNS: I am not very good at this. 

 Can I bring my address up on here? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Sure. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Go ahead.   

 MS. BURNS: I just explain now? 

 We are just asking for or to be allowed to put up a 6’ fence 

where 4’ is allowed on the Surrey side of the house. 

 THE CHAIR:  On which side now? 

 MS. BURNS:  The Surrey side.  East.  The east side of the house. 

Right now it’s only allowed to be 4’.  Not to the sidewalk but like 6’ 

back. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, originally, it was 2’ back from the 

sidewalk.  Now they are proposing 6’. 

 THE CHAIR:  On the Surrey, on the Surrey Lane side. 

 MS. BURNS:  Correct.  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, if I remember right, the fence was going to cut 

back in to the side of the house. 

 MS. BURNS:  Correct. 

 Between the two and the – 

 THE CHAIR:  So you are not circling your yard with it? 
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 MS. BURNS: No.  It would go from the middle of the house towards, 

like on an angle --- here, let me us this little thing.  I have shaky 

hands so let me see if I can do it. 

 From here, it’s going to go out like this way and then to the 

side. 

 MR. CARLINO:  It’s going to cut to the left side of the tree.  

And, go 6’ off the sidewalk, 16’ off of the street and then 32’ down 

to the back side of our property along Surrey. 

 And, then it’s going to cut across our back yard.  It’s going to 

continue into our back yard to the other side of the property. 

 But all we’re asking for is to come 2’ down to Surrey at 6’. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Six feet in.  Is that right? 

 THE CHAIR:  I think the issue we had was the --- close to the 

property line, closer to the street, I think initially.  We had some 

concern about the 6’ going all the way down to where you are proposing 

along Surrey Lane.  I think that was the issue, correct? 

 And, the 6’ that would come from Surrey south on the corner of 

your house. 

 Because you are asking for 6’ all of the way around.  And, I 

guess the real question is why do you need 6’ all the way around the 

building.  

 Like, for example, you are going to have 6’ sections on Lacey 

Lane. 

 MR. CARLINO:  No. 

 THE CHAIR: Right? 

 MR. CARLINO:  Behind our house that’ll be 6’. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Behind our driveway. 

 THE CHAIR:  Correct.  So it is 6’ all of the way around. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Right. But that is what is existing already.  There 

is 6’ on the back side. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman?  They did provide a rendering.  So 

the top of the post apparently is 6’ but it is actually lower 

(inaudible) of the fence. 

 THE CHAIR:  I don’t have that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  It’s underneath the pile. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Oh, okay.  Sorry about that. 

 MR.  LAVALLEE:  And, behind his driveway, behind the house they 

can have the 6’.  It’s only on the Surrey Lane side where they would 

be limited to the 4’.  So in this case you can see that the top of the 

posts would be the 6’ and then it is slightly lower. 

 THE CHAIR:  Oh, okay.  But again, it’s not just going to be --- 

I’m sorry I didn’t see that.   

 It’s not going to be a solid 6’ wall. 

 MR. CARLINO:  It’s not going to be a stockade fence.  It’s going 

to have a top on it. 

 THE CHAIR:  That was one of my concerns.  There is nothing worse 

than just looking at a solid 6’ wall going down --- you know, 

surrounding your house. 

 MR. CARLINO:  No. I agree, as well. 

 It’s going to be two tone to give more of an appeal look to it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Would it be the same color all the way around? 

 MR. CARLINO:  Oh, yah, of course.  We’re trying to get our whole 

property --- 

 THE CHAIR:  That would be the style all of the way around. 

 MS. BURNS:  We have a picture.  I brought a sample if you’d like 

to have it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  You would only do this on the Surrey side and then 

the other one would be full or all the way around the whole thing. 

 MR. CARLINO:  That’d be around the whole property. But instead of 

grey, it’s actually going to be tan.  I just couldn’t get the color to 

change. 

 MS. BURNS:  I thought it would be more neutral in case we ever 

resell or anything like that.  Anybody buying the home would be able 

to match it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  The posts ae 6 and everything else dips in. 

 THE CHAIR: Yah.  This is a lot different than what I --- okay. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Right.  And, I just got another picture that I’d 

like to show you just for a second.  Only in case they were out of 

stock, I do have an alternative one. 

 (Pause, pause) 
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 THE CHAIR:  Yah.  We really need to see what you are going to put 

up because that’s what we approved.  We can’t approve well, you know, 

they’re out of stock so we’re going to put up something else. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Very similar. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What we approve is the picture that you have 

submitted with the application.  So, if it was different, then you’ll 

have to come back. 

 MS. BURNS:  Then we’ll be getting that one. 

 (Chuckles, chuckles) 

 (Comments) 

 THE CHAIR:  I like the one you submitted. 

 MR. CARLINO:  I like to have back up, just in case.  I wanted to 

address that issue. 

 THE CHAIR:  If worse comes to worse, come back. 

 Okay?  If we approve it, what you have submitted. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  The sketch that you gave us showed 6’, a 6’ 

dimension from the fence to the --- is that actually implying--- 

 MR. CARLINO:  To the edge of the sidewalk. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  To the edge of the sidewalk. 

 MR. CARLINO:  And, then from 6’ back from the curb side of the 

road, it’s 16’ total.  So it’ll be 16’ from the road to where the 

fence is going to be. 

 THE CHAIR:  Um-hum.  Okay. 

 MR. CARLINO:  And, then for line of sight from the stop sign to 

where we are going to have the fence come 32’ off of our house, it’s 

42’ distance between the stop sign and the back side of the fence.  So 

I imagine that is not going to cause any problem with line of sight 

with the traffic --- not that there is traffic in that neighborhood --

- but we live --- we wouldn’t want to cause that, either. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, thank you. 

 Any other questions? 

 (No response.) 

 Thank you very much for coming back. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Thank you. 
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 THE CHAIR:  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. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Have a good night, everybody. 

 

7:47 o’clock, p.m. 
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NEW BUSINESS: 

 A. APPEAL #6175A, Application of Polish Falcons Nest 307 for a 

variance to allow more than one accessory shed under Sections 2-

01.A.A.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 33 Knowles Avenue, 

property of Polish Sokol in America Local Nest No. 304 in an R-12 

zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve Appeal $6175A.    Mr. 

O’Keefe seconded for the purpose of discussion. 

 Mr. LaPorte said they are doing it for all the right reasons. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said his concern is that it’s two sheds and it could 

really accomplish it with one and they haven’t stated a hardship. 

 Mr. Pugliese added the existing shed is not suitable construction 

and not in compliance. 

 Roll Call Vote:  Pugliese:  No 

     LaPorte:  No 

     Gworek:  Yes 

     O’Keefe: No 

     Salka: No 

  

 Application is denied. 
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 B. APPEAL #6176A, Application of Joseph Fazzino for a 6’ side 

yard setback variance to allow an addition to an existing deck under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 282 Mulberry Street, 

property of Joseph F. & Julie A. Fazzino in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve #6176A.  Mr. Pugliese 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe stated for discussion purposes, he didn’t like the 

proximity of the structure to the side line.  However, the uniqueness 

of it is the shape of the lot and the placement of the house on the 

lot.  They really have the back door 8’ from the property line.  I 

think if the house were turned around I would think differently, but 

when you are talking about hardship you have to look at the way the 

house is built in relation to the shape of the lot.  So what you end 

up having is probably better than what exists. 

 Mr. Pugliese added he didn’t really feel you could change the 

size of that deck to make it farther away from the property line and 

still make it suitable for egress. 

 Mr. O’Keefe noted not with the stairs.  I think if you didn’t 

have the issue of the stairs, it would be different.  But you’re stuck 

with it. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 Application is approved. 
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 C. APPEAL #6177A, Application of Sign Pro Inc. for a variance 

to allow internal illumination on a sign in the CB zone under Sections 

13-07.D & 15-04 of the Zoning REgualtions,714 Main Street, property of 

Clocktower Square LLC in a CB zone. 

 Mr. Gworek made a motion to approve Appeal #6177A.  Mr. Pugliese 

seconded. 

 Mr. LaPorte said he didn’t think that they needed that sign with 

what the hours are. It is daytime. 

 Mr. Gworek noted his concern would be during the winter months 

when it gets dark around 4:00 or 4:30. Obviously, if the time does 

close at 5:00 pm, I understand the concerns. But based on what is 

shown to us, it’s a small sign for that building and it doesn’t seem 

to be illuminated too much to be a distraction or aesthetically 

displeasing to the neighbors.  Especially in that neighborhood. 

 MR. O’Keefe added the sign isn’t really in character with the 

building itself, though. 

 Mr. Pugliese pointed out there are other medical facilities in 

those buildings as far as I can tell and none of them have signs in 

the front.  They all have access from the back with the signs in the 

back, if anything. 

 Roll Call:  Pugliese:  No 

    O’Keefe:  No 

    LaPorte:  No 

    Gworek:  Yes 

    Salka: Yes 

 

 A supermajority is needed.  So this application has been denied. 
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 D. APPEAL #6178A, Application of Mark Zommer for a 3’ front 

yard setback variance to allow the placement of awning posts 

associated with an existing restaurant patio under Section7A-00, 11-02 

& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 83 West Main Street, property of 

Rick A. & Joanne Rice in an I-2 zone. 

 Mr. Pugliese made a motion to approve Appeal 6178A as submitted.  

Mr. Gworek seconded. 

 Mr. Pugliese stated what the applicant has done is a far better 

use of that land than what he had before. I don’t like the idea of 

umbrellas because they are dangerous and difficult.  I think this is 

much better and I think it is going to look good on that property. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 Application is approved. 
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7. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6174A, Application of Bryant Carlino for a variance 

to allow a 6’ high fence 4’ is allowed: and an 11’ variance for 

placement of a structure within a secondary front yard under Sections 

2-19S, 7A-00, 11-02.2 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 14 Lacey 

Road, property of Kaitlyn M. Burns & Bryant Carlino in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to approve #6174A.  Mr. O’Keefe 

seconded.   

 Mr. O’Keefe added that a condition be that it be in accordance 

with the drawing and fence type attached to it. 

 The Chair noted a motion with an amendment.  We’ll take that as 

an amendment. 

 Mr. Gworek felt that the applicant has successfully, in his eyes, 

revised the plans.  Now he is 2’ away from the curb and the fence is 

6’ high.  I was picturing a 6’ full vinyl fence straight across and 

the fence shown today was much more pleasing. 

 Mr. Pugliese was concerned about the closeness to the road and 

the sidewalk for snow removal purposes.  I could imagine the town 

coming by and knocking down the fence. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 Appeal has been approved. 
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MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS  / NEW BUSINESS 

 

 Mr. Lavallee noted a previously approved parking lot layout for 

display vehicles at the Auto House on the Meriden Waterbury Turnpike.  

It does not appear that they are adhering to that so we’d like to 

bring them in and question as to why they are not in compliance.  

We’ll do that at the next meeting. 

 The Chair agreed.  Absolutely.  I don’t know how many times we 

stressed that.  This is really the second or third time they’re out of 

compliance. 

 (Hand out) 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:56 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Robert Y. Salka, Chair  

  


