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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, AUGUST 23, 2016 

MINUTES 

 

 ACTING CHAIRMAN Jeffrey Gworek called the Public Hearing and 

Regular Meeting of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 

7:00 o’clock, p.m. in the Public Assembly Room at the Municipal center 

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

members in attendance: 

 Matthew O’Keefe & Joseph Pugliese 

 Alternates: Ronald Bohigian 

 Others:  David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 

 Absent:   Robert Salka, Chairman        

    Joseph LaPorte, Commissioner 

    Ryan Rogers & Paul Bedard, Alternates 

 The Acting Chair seated Mr. Bohigian for Mr. LaPorte this 

evening.  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. 

 Mr. Gworek also explained there were four voting member present 

this evening.   In order to have your appeal approved, you must have f 

our affirmative votes.  Therefore, you have the option of having your 

appeal heard tonight or you can postpone it to the next meeting when 

there will be five members present. 

 

JEFFREY GWOREK, Acting Chair, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 Mr. Pugliese made a motion to approve the Minutes of the previous 

meeting as submitted.  Mr. O’Keefe seconded.   Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. APPEAL #6210A, Application of Laura & Ashley Martella for a 

variance to allow an above ground pool in a side yard under sections 
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2-01.A.A.6 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 923 Pleasant Street, 

property of Laura J. & Ashley R. Martella in an R-20/25 zone. 

 The applicants are seeking to place a pool in their side yard 21 

feet from the property line. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 State your name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. MARTELLA:  Ashley Martella, 923 Pleasant Street. 

 MS. MARTELLA:  Laura Martella, 923 Pleasant Street. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  What can we do?  Can you describe your appeal for 

us, please? 

 MR. MARTELLA:  Sure.  So, basically we want to have a pool put at 

our house.  When we moved into the home it was new construction in 

2007.  And, there is a septic system in the back yard and leach fields 

that runs pretty much the entire back yard. 

 So, it is impossible for us to have the pool and adhere to the 

setback rules. 

 What we would like to do, if possible, is have a pool put in.  If 

you look to the right side, if you are staring at our house right 

there and you look to the right side, starting in the back yard, a 24 

foot above ground pool that’ll start in the back yard and go into the 

side yard.  According to Southington code, that is against the zoning 

regulations which is why we are here for an appeal. 

 And, we have three --- we have letters, signed letters from 

various neighbors surrounding us say that they feel it is okay for us 

to do it. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  What are the --- I noticed I have I believe copies 

of the letters.  Do you have the addresses or what neighbors in 

particular?  Can you show on that map? 

 MS. MARTELLA:  Sure.  So, do you want me to walk over to the map? 

 ACTING CHAIR:  You can take the pointer. 

 MS. MARTELLA:  So, it is all of our adjoining neighbors.  I’m not 

sure of the exact address, but this neighbor here submitted a letter 

saying he did not have an objection. 

 Our neighbor here and our neighbor here as well (indicating). 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Okay. 

 Now, the map that I have in front, are you proposing to have a 

deck to the west of the pool, basically towards the front of the 

house? 



Zoning Board of Appeals – August 23, 2016 

 

3 

 

 MS. MARTELLA: Yah. That was a question that we had.  I didn’t see 

anything in the regulations that would require us to get a variance to 

put that in in that particular position.  But, if there is an issue 

with that, we’d like to talk about it today. 

 But it does comply with, you know, the forty-foot front yard 

setback as well as the side yard setback.   

 Yah, the idea of putting the deck there would be to provide some 

privacy to Pleasant Street yet we would put the deck and the back wall 

would, we would hope to be like privacy paneling so that we can kind 

of have some coverage from the road. So that when people are driving 

by, you know, there is some coverage there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, the pool is 24-foot, round and above ground? 

 MR. MARTELLA:  Correct.  It is 52 inches above ground. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, you have got it 10 feet from the leaching 

field there.  Is there a reason it is 10 feet?  Is there a regulation 

on that? 

 MS. MARTELLA:  There is.  Yah, I think for an above – well I know 

for an above ground pool you need to be 10 feet from the leach field.  

I think for an in ground pool you may need to be 25 feet from the 

leach field.  That is one reason why we are doing the above ground 

pool.  Because to do the in ground pool, it would really just push the 

pool up too far in the side yard.  I mean it still would comply with 

the front yard setback but really from an aesthetic purpose it would 

really just kind of look silly. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Now are you planning for a --- and I may have 

missed it, but are you planning for a fence to shield from the street 

the view at all in that area? 

 MS. MARTELLA:  We are considering doing a deck with the privacy 

paneling. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  So, no fence from the house to the shrubs across? 

 MS. MARTELLA:  Maybe, we could do a fence or maybe some 

arborvitaes for more of a natural look.  We have arborvitaes along the 

other side of our house. So I could see maybe doing a line of 

arborvitaes there in addition to potentially doing a deck with some 

sort of privacy paneling. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I don’t think we can approve anything with the 

deck.  Did you, when you got your pool permit, did you put in there a 

deck in the permit? 

 MS. MARTELLA:  We haven’t done that process, yet.  We are seeking 

the variance first.  And, so if we --- if the variance is granted then 

we will go through that process. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – August 23, 2016 

 

4 

 

 You know, when I spoke, when we submitted the application, I 

asked the person there if we would need a variance for the deck.  She 

didn’t think that we did.  She was going to check with someone and get 

back to us so that if we did we could address all of that here 

tonight.  But because I didn’t hear from her, I just assumed that we 

wouldn’t need a variance for that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  You didn’t go to the town for a pool permit at 

all? 

 MS. MARTELLA:  We actually submitted an application a few years 

back and it was granted by the building department and because the 

pool was in the same spot, close by, and it complied with the 

requirement that you need to be a certain distance from the septic 

field, I think when it got to planning & zoning, it was denied because 

of the regulation that you can’t have a pool in your side yard. 

 So rather than go through that permit process, we just decided to 

start here with the variance and see if we could get that first. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Can we do that, approve that without them going 

through the permit process? 

 MR. LAVALEE:  Mr. Chairman, typically, decks or anything 

associated with a pool have to be in the rear yard.  But since they 

are seeking a variance to have the pool in the side yard, the deck 

would be accessory to the pool, so I think the variance would go along 

with that.  Plus, it meets the front and the side yard setbacks.  So 

it is a structure.  So you are covered both ways.  It meets that 

separate from being attached to the pool it meets the side yards and 

the front yard setback.  But since it is accessory to the pool, it 

would, the permit kind of exists outside of the building permit. 

 If we vet it, they still have to come in for a zoning permit 

because of the pool and the deck.  Once we sign off on the zoning 

permit, at that point it goes to building. 

 There is space behind it if you were to go to aesthetics and 

probably wouldn’t be as big of a deck but you still have to keep the 

10 feet from the leach fields.   So it would be a little bit more of a 

narrow deck on the back side. 

 As they said, they are willing to screen it if you want that as a 

stipulation with arborvitaes or some kind of fencing. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  The question I had was I didn’t know if we could 

approve their variance without them being approved for a permit. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Sure. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What are the dimensions of the proposed deck? 
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 MR. MARTELLA:  So, what we had here is --- you know, going from 

the house horizontal, that was 19 feet.  Coming in towards the pool 

that was 12 feet. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So, 19 by 12? 

 MR. MARTELLA:  Yes, 19 by 12. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That is 19 by 12 at the longest part, right?  But 

it is a little bit less than 12? Or is it 19 by 12 at the narrowest? 

 MR. MARTELLA:  The 12 is going away from the pool.  The 19 is 

going, you know, towards the arborvitaes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But away from the pool at the --- which point in 

the arc? 

 Is it coming off the edge or is it coming off the middle? 

 MR. MARTELLA:  No, it is coming off the edge. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:    Okay.  So, it is actually less in the middle. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Does the Board feel like adding the stipulation 

for either arborvitaes or a privacy fence in the front yard? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:    I don’t think it is needed. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  There is going to have to be a pool fence anyway.  

But that is not something that we have to deal with. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I don’t know.  If it is a 4-and-a-half-foot pool 

you don’t need a fence. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Mr. Chair, I think they just need a locking gate at 

the top of the stairs. 

 MR. MARTELLA:  We are using Paradis Pools who does a lot of 

Southington pools.  So, they mentioned that. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  The building department takes care of that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Yah, there is no fence as long as it is 4 and a 

half feet, though. 

 I’d like to see something like the arborvitaes. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Would you be opposed to adding --- if we added a 

stipulation of either some kind of privacy fence extending from the 

house to your existing arborvitaes or just arborvitaes either or a 

fence --- arborvitaes or a fence? 

 MR. MARTELLA:  No.  How far would you want us to go?  Would you 

want us to go all the way or just the length of the pool, you think? 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, basically from the house almost to the other 

arborvitaes.  Sort of connecting them. 

 MS. MARTELLA:  There is also a tree on that side.  I don’t know 

if you can see it.  It will provide some coverage.  Kind of like right 

in the middle there.   

 MR. MARTELLA:  It’s a maple tree. 

 MS. MARTELLA:  There is a pretty good sized maple tree. We put 

that in right when we moved in.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But the deck would be behind the maple tree? 

 MS. MARTELLA:  Uh --- 

 MR. MARTELLA:  Yes.  It would be behind, yah. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  We could have a stipulation that they would leave 

the maple tree in place and that in and of itself is a mature wood and 

it would be aesthetically pleasing. 

 You wouldn’t have a problem keeping the maple tree? 

 MS. MARTELLA: No. 

 MR. MARTELLA:  We planted it. 

 MS. MARTELLA: We wish we had more trees, honestly. 

 (Chuckles) 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 Is there anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing the application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6211A, Application of Justin Armack for a 15’ front 

yard setback variance for a new attached garage under Sections 7A-00 & 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 926 Woodruff Street, property of 

Justin M. Armack in an R-20/25 zone. 

 MR. ARMACK:  Hi.  Justin Armack, 926 Woodruff Street.  I’m 

applying for a variance for adding a two car garage to my house. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the garage you are showing is 24 by 24 feet?  

It’s shown on the --- 

 MR. ARMACK:  It’s 24 by 28 feet. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 (Pause) 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Are you going to remove the existing --- is it a 

paved driveway or is it just dirt/gravel? 

 MR. ARMACK: Just dirt/gravel.   

 So basically where the existing driveway is there, it would just 

almost flow into the attached two car garage.  Instead of doing a 

bend, it would go straight. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Now, is that pool in place?  The one that was 

approved earlier? 

 MR. ARMACK:  It is.  Yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  My only other question would be on that GIS map 

that is up there, it looks like there is a temporary carport.  Is that 

what that structure is?  It might be hard to see without being zoomed 

in, but that dark green --- 

 MR. ARMACK: Yes.  That is not there. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Okay, just making sure. 

 MR. ARMACK: Yup. 

 Basically, the issues of zoning issues is it is a corner lot.  

The house is at an angle, weird shaped.  The house was built a year 

before I guess the law went in for the setback. 

 And, from the street to my actual property line it is 20 feet. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  So, basically, you are 45 feet away?  From the 

street itself on that corner? 

 MR. ARMACK:  Right. I do have about 20 or 25 before my own 

property it is about 20 or 25 feet.  But there is also 20 feet that is 
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not my property.  That’s there.  There is quite a bit of land still 

there before you get to the garage. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So, where is it going to be attached, on the side? 

 MR. ARMACK:  Right there where you see a little porch.   

Basically, it would be a small breezeway to get into the garage. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Most of it is going to be in the back of the 

house?  Or to the side? 

 MR. ARMACK:  To the side. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Where is the roofline?  Is it going to be the same 

height as the existing house or is it going to be lower? 

 MR. ARMACK:  Same if not lower.  But not higher. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The only concern I have is we don’t have a 

rendering of what it is actually going to look like.  I don’t have a 

problem necessarily with the location, but I would like to see -- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  All I see is this.  Is this it? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yes. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Pass this down.  Have you got it, Matt? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So, it is going to be facing the side this way, I 

think. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Mr. Chairman, it looks like the front plane of it 

will be in direct line with the back part of the house. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  And, it goes backwards a little bit. 

 MR. ARMACK:  And, the pool is in there.  So you can’t really 

slide it any more. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So almost half of it is in the back of the house. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes.  It starts at the back of the house. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, pretty much, Mr. Chairman, like he said you 

drive right into from the existing drive. 

 MR. ARMACK: Just not as much of a sharp angle.  A little bit more 

straight forward. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Do we have any other questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’m just assuming that the hardship that you are 

claiming is the shape of the lot.  Would that be a fair statement? 
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 MR. ARMACK:  Correct. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Looking at the elevations, you have like two 

elevations now, right?  You have two. 

 MR. ARMACK:  The porch is a lower elevation than the main house. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Where does this garage match?  Does it match the 

house? 

 MR. ARMACK:  Not as tall as the house.  It would be shorter than 

the house itself. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Anything else? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 Is there anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposed to this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 C. APPEAL #6212A, Application of a 2’10” front yard setback 

variance for a porch under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 49 Wyndcrest Court, property located in an R-12 zone. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Will the applicant or their representative please 

approach the podium? 

 SPEAKER:  I live at 49 Wyndcrest Court. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 And, you are the homeowner? 

 SPEAKER:  Yes. 

 (Pause) 

 ACTING CHAIR:  What can we do for you? 

 SPEAKER:   So, we want to put a porch on the front of the house -

-- 

 STENOGRAPHER:  Would you please speak up? 

 SPEAKER:  We want to put a porch on the front of the house and 

because of the setback requirement, we can only do like a 7-foot porch 

which isn’t very deep. 

 So we would like to do um, I think I was asking for 8 feet. It 

was 2 feet 10 inches that we needed.  I don’t have the measurements.  

I think I wrote them down on the application. 

 So we are asking for 2 feet 10 inches just so we can have a porch 

on which we can sit and people can still pass. 

 The lots are small, so, you know, there is really nothing else we 

can do.   If we can’t get the variance, we can’t put the porch on. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So basically, your porch would be about 37 feet 

from the street. 

 SPEAKER:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, would the porch be extending beyond the side 

of the house? 

 SPEAKER:  No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So, it would be on the front of the house? 

 SPEAKER:  Um-hum. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Did you have any additional questions of the 

applicant?  
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 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Yah.  I mean, does it have a roof to it? 

 SPEAKER:  Yes.  Just your standard porch with white columns and a 

roof to match the roof of the house. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, what would the dimensions of the porch be?  

Eight feet by what? 

 SPEAKER:  I think from where the garage comes forward in front of 

the house.  So this would stick out 2 feet 10 inches from the garage.  

From the garage down, I think it’s 36 or 37. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I can see on here it says 8 by 36.  So basically, 

starting at the garage and going to the end of the house and coming 

out 8 feet. 

 SPEAKER:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It would be starting at the garage and going to the 

other side of the house and coming out 8 feet. 

 SPEAKER:  Yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Anything else? 

 Ron? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I would like to see where the roofline is and 

everything else on the house.  You know?  I’m all set. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  That’s it?   

 Thank you. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this application?  

Please approach the podium and state your name and address.  

 MR. ZYGMUNT:  Mark Zygmunt, 50 Wyndcrest Court.   

 ACTING CHAIR: Explain why you are in support? 

 MR. ZYGMUNT:  It would be aesthetically pleasing to the 

neighborhood.  And, I live next door. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  That’s it?    

 Thank you. 

 Anybody else speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 D. APPEAL #6213A, Application of Michael D. Gianatti for a 

variance to allow a pool in the side yard under Section 2-01.A.A.6 and 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1010 Matthews Street, property of 

Michael D. and Patricia A.  Gianatti, in an R-12 zone. 

     AND  

 E. APPEAL #6214A, Application of Michael D. Gianatti for a 

7.8’ front yard variance to allow a roof over an existing patio and 

locate a pool with associated deck under Section 7A-00 and 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 101 Matthews Street, property of Michael D. 

and Patricia A. Gianatti, in an R-12 zone. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  I remember this lot. 

 SPEAKER:  Tough lot. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Yah.  What can we do for you? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  Mike Gianatti, 101 Matthews Street.  Well, we’re  

-- we’d like to put a patio with a roof – open-air roof over the 

patio.  And, then off of the patio, um, a deck with an above ground 15 

by 30 oval pool. 

 It was a variance for the house originally.  We just want to 

continue that line out for the pool. 

 So, it’s a road that’s a dead road.   

 And, you see the patio on top.  We’re going to put a roof over 

that and then extend the deck and pool off of that.   There is no room 

for anything in the backyard basically is the hardship because of the 

setback zone. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Is the roofline of the --- when you enclose the 

patio --- it is not going to be closed, it is going to be open-air, 

correct? 

 Is it going to match the existing roofline of the house? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  It’s going to be lower. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  It is going to be lower. 

 MR. GIANATTI:  Pretty much match --- exactly. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is the deck basically the same level as the 

existing patio? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  Yes.  And, the pool. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Is there a reason the pool can’t go a little bit 

more toward the rear within the buildable square? 
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 MR. GIANATTI: Um --- it contours down a little bit. I’m not sure 

--- I do have something a little better. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman?  There is a storm tech unit, it’s a 

recharge unit. 

 MR. GIANATTI:  So, I also, that’s not in the way.   

 On this plan you can see.  That storm tech is plotted wrong on 

the as built.  This is plotted to show where it is and we’d be above 

it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Is the shed there existing? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  No, that’s to be built. We got the building permit 

for that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So the ground does go down? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  It goes down severely into the houses to the 

right. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  If it’s four and a half feet, if you go down low 

and keep it high, you’ll need a fence around it. 

 That’s a dead end road right there, right? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  Right.  My lot. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Do we have any other questions for the applicant? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  I am going to also along the left side of the 

patio and where the deck is, I am going to do a wind row of 

arborvitaes so you won’t be able to see it from any of the houses to 

the left.  And, there’s --- it is all wooded to the right and to the 

back. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What is --- if you go beyond the side yard, what 

does the next lot look like? 

 MR. GIANATTI:  The house is all the way to the right.   

 (Undertone comments) 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 Anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 State your name and address, please? 

 MR. MONBARON:  Al Monbaron, 18 Wolcott Street, Southington.  Just 

– I know the property really well.  To the right side there, the 
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topography drops off and in the back it’s all wooded in that long lot 

there.  You couldn’t ask for a spot that doesn’t impact anybody in any 

way, shape or form with either of these projects.  So I am in favor of 

them.   

 Thank you. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Anybody else speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I do want to add one thing.  The stipulation with 

the roofline. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, just to add one thing on it.  I am 

not sure that we saw the approval for the shed which we can do 

separately through zoning. So if you could entertain a stipulation 

that the location of the shed isn’t approved with the variance. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  No one opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed.  That is both Appeal D 

& E. 
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7. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6203A, Application of Say it With Signs for a 

variance to allow a second pylon sign on a lot in a B zone under 

Sections 13-05.D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1103 Queen Street, 

property of 1103 Queen Street LLC in a B zone. 

 MS. MARTEL:  Cynthia Martel, Say It With Signs, 216 Summer 

Street, Plantsville, Connecticut. 

 Good evening Mr. Chairman and board members.  We were asked to 

bring a letter from the property owner which is Mr. Manafort which we 

have which gives his approval for the sign. 

 (Passed in) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  One of the questions I had was the size of the 

sign.  Did you reduce the size of the sign? 

 MS. MARTEL: Yes.  The size of the existing sign is 10 feet wide 

by 5 feet high.  And, I’ve redrawn it to the same measurement.  It 

does make a little bit of a difference.  And, Mr. Jason McCormick, the 

owner of Good Guys would like to go with a 10 by 7 drawing.  And, I’ll 

show you both drawings. 

 It still allows us to be under the total signage for the size of 

the property but we are asking for a variance.   

 That’s the original and this is the redrawing.  

 (Passed around the original and the redrawing.) 

 I also have a few other pictures if you’d like them.  This is the 

problem with the visibility with the existing sign.  You can hardly 

see it there.   

 This is what the existing sign looks like. 

 We’re going to replicate the wall on the bottom but we don’t want 

to replicate it overall look of that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, that is 5 by 10, is that correct? 

 MS. MARTEL:  Correct.  This is a picture of his entrance.  And, 

the other sign is right in front of it. 

 I’ll get you some more copies. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  How high off the ground would the sign be?                 

The 5 by 10.  Because you’ve got the wall and that’s going to I would 

imagine the wall is 2 feet off the ground? 

 MS. MARTEL:  Let me look at my drawing, please.  Okay? 

 (Pause) 
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 On the 5 by 10, we were --- the wall is 30 inches high and then 

we’re going another um, 40 inches underneath from the bottom of the 

sign to the top of the wall. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the existing sign is lower than that I 

imagine. 

 MS. MARTEL: The existing sign is closer to the bottom of the 

wall.  It’s only 24 inches.  But because of traffic visibility, we 

don’t want to block people’s view.  So we raised the sign so you have 

a sight line underneath the sign and you’re not, if people want to 

turn out of the driveway, you don’t want to block their view. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, how far from the end of the driveway does 

your sign plan to be? 

 MS. MARTEL:  Um, it is --- the same distance as the current sign.  

I don’t have that measurement with me tonight. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: It should be at least ten. 

 MS. MARTEL:  Pardon me? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Yes, because there is a sidewalk there. 

 MS. MARTEL: Yes. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Right.  It calls for at least ten feet. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean, one of the things I don’t like is the 

height.  If you are talking about 30 inches plus four feet before you 

get to the bottom of the sign, it’s almost like a billboard as opposed 

to a sign. 

 MS. MARTEL:  Well, a brand new pylon sign, if we remove the other 

sign, would be much, much higher.  So we thought this was a compromise 

to come down this low. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I was thinking in terms of matching.  You know, a 

complete match.  Where it was the same size on the same platform.  I 

think aesthetically that might look better than a big sign and a small 

sign. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR. MCCORMICK:  The hill slopes where the original sign is.  So 

if you look at the base of it, it kind of tapers on the original sign. 

 MS. MARTEL:  Correct. 

 This part of the property where the existing sign is is higher 

than the part of the property that we’re going for. 

 So are you saying to make the tops of both signs the same height? 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, basically, if you did 5 by 10 and had the 

same size wall, with the same space between the wall and the sign. 

 MR. MCCORMICK:   It is going to sit lower than the original sign 

because the ground level where the original sign is up closer to the 

restaurant so the ground height is higher there than where the new 

sign is.  So --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.  But the ground is lower, too on the road, 

so it is the same height relative to the road. 

 MS. MARTEL:  So, as long as it doesn’t --- I’d like to look at 

that --- I don’t want to carry over this variance.  As long as it 

doesn’t interfere with people pulling out of the driveway where they 

could or are potentially going to have a problem seeing to make a left 

hand turn, I don’t have a problem with it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Look at this picture here.  You have a lot of room 

to see both ways. 

 MS. MARTEL:  Right.  But now he’s saying to lower that sign. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I mean, you could pull your car here and look both 

ways.   

 I didn’t vote on the last one, but I was here.  His intention was 

to lower the sign to the same height off the pedestal and no make a 

smaller sign and put it up higher. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No, I was thinking a matching sign which is or was 

shrinking the sign and lowering it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Correct. 

 MS. MARTEL:  We don’t want to go as high as this neighbor, you 

know, which is way up in the air. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  If you look at the sign in front of the 

restaurant, he was trying to duplicate at that location.  Correct me 

if I’m wrong? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No.  That was my intention. 

 MR. MCCORMICK:  And, do you like it not backlit like the original 

one?  Having external lighting, is that okay with you guys?  Cleaner. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  External lighting would be better. 

 MR. MCCORMICK:  That’s what we’re in favor of.  More clean and 

neat.   Dress up the area versus dress down the area. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  You are showing downlights on that, too? 
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 MS. MARTEL:  Correct.  And, we need a little bit of height on the 

super structure to give us that room to install the lighting up above 

and not have it in front of the lettering. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  you should be able to get that if you lower the 

sign to the stone and have the pillars a little shorter you can still 

keep the same type of top that you have currently on the sign.   

 MS. MARTEL:  So, the existing sign for --- is --- I have some 

pictures here.  I believe it was 24 inches from the bottom of the sign 

to the top of the brickwork and stonework.  So, if --- we would agree 

to do that.  I don’t see there is a problem with that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.   Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman?   Do you want to discuss the 

existing sign, what is going to be allowed to stay or if they have to 

take it out in relation to that business? 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Yes.  I don’t know what the board agreed to 

previously as far as when we discussed leaving that panel, the --- 

what is it two feet by ten feet? 

 MR. MCCORMICK:   Twenty inches in that range, yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  I don’t know how the board felt about leaving that 

existing sign? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Which one? 

 ACTING CHAIR:  The existing one.  Their Good Guys sign on there. 

 MS. MARTEL:  The bottom panel, actually, just the temporary 

banner that was put up because it was voted number one. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So that would come off, is that correct? 

 MS. MARTEL:  That comes off.  Their original --- Jason was just 

telling me tonight, Mr. Manafort thought he was going to have four 

tenants in those two buildings and now it’s turned out to be two 

tenants. 

 That’s why there is four slots. 

 MR. MCCORMICK:  That’s why there is four slots. 

 MS. MARTEL:  We’re just trying to make it look half way decent 

instead of looking at --- 

 ACTING CHAIR:  So your plan is just to keep the new sign and not 

have the temporary banner on there? 

 MS. MARTEL:  Correct. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Okay. 
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 MS. MARTEL:  That’ll come off. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  the other sign is still on with the name on it, 

right? 

 MS. MARTEL:  Um-hum. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I think the last time that we were talking about 

that, that was one of the reasons why shrinking this one and keeping 

that one (inaudible). 

 You’d have to go back into the record to be sure. 

 MS. MARTEL:  I think that was one of the reasons. 

 MR. MCCORMICK:  The restaurant (inaudible). 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Do you have a picture of that?   

 (Undertone comments) 

 MS. MARTEL:  You see, once they put this expansion on it really 

was – 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I am going to put this in the record. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  He is still allowed to have that? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, it is on the table.  Whatever you want to do 

with it.  

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I think last time we spoke you left the other one 

smaller.  We didn’t care if he left that up there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Um-hum.  Yah, we just don’t want the new one to be 

more than --- 

 MS. MARTEL: So, we’ll go with 10 by 5 and lower it to 24 inches 

or whatever the match is to the existing sign. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, if you said 24, why don’t we say 24.  And, 

the wall is how high?  Is t 24 to 30 inches? 

 MS. MARTEL:  The block wall is 30 inches. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It’ll be the same as the other one. 

 MS. MARTEL:  Correct.  I measured the other one.  So --- it would 

be the same width and the same height.  And, we’ll try to duplicate 

the block. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean, not that that is part of the application 

but do you have plans to make them look the same?  Would you do the --
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- is it still going to be a lit sign on the other one or would you do 

the external? 

 MS. MARTEL:  We weren’t in this application talking about 

changing. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No.  You don’t have to do that.  I was just 

wondering that if you did, I think it would look better.     But 

that’s not part of the application.   

 MS. MARTEL:  That is up to the people that have to pay for it and 

not me. 

 (Chuckles) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No.  It is not a condition and we wouldn’t make you 

do it, but it would probably look better. 

 MS. MARTEL:  I would say if in the future they want to change the 

sign they would reconform to the new look   versus the old look 

because the old look is really not readable. 

 Okay? 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Okay, thank you. 

 MS. MARTEL:  Thank you. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Anybody speaking in favor of this application? 

Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 SPEAKER:  I want to speak in favor. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Okay.   A little too quick for you.  I’m sorry. 

 MR. MONBARON:  That’s all right. 

 Al Monbaron, 18 Wolcott Street.  Good business owner in town.  It 

sounds like he’s got a good plan with the signs.  He is in the hands 

of a true professional for signage.   

 So, I am in favor. 

 Thank you. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone else speaking in favor? 
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 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 This application is closed.  
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 B. APPEAL #6205A, Application of Fiderio & Sons for a 10.2’ 

side yard setback variance for a proposed sunroom & deck addition 

under Sections 7A-00& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 61 Woodruff 

Street, property of Joseph, Amelia & Regina Mastrogiacomo and Joanne 

Kerr in an R-12 zone. 

 MR. GABLE:  Good evening.  For the record, John Gable with 

Connecticut Consulting Engineers.  I’m here on behalf of Fiderio & 

Sons who is the applicant.  He was here at the last meeting. 

 I know the commission has some concerns about the addition that 

they want to put up and the decking so close to the side line. 

 Our new proposal, as you can see in the plan there, we actually 

pushed the deck further away from the addition.  We had the full 

length, the 13 feet down to 11 feet to allow a greater side yard 

setback of 6.7 feet versus the 4.8 that was proposed at the last 

meeting. 

 So we feel that this was a better compromise for the commission. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Did we have two drawings with even one that’s 

closer to the chimney? 

 MR. GABLE:  Yes.  Now, this is the preferred layout but there is 

one that is --- 

 ACTING CHAIR:  And, that one, you would have to deal with tying 

into the rooflines?  Different rooflines? 

 MR. GABLE:  Based on their sketch, the roofline is only halfway 

up the house.   It is a two story house.  The deck is only one story.   

 (Undertone comments) 

 The preferred one would be the first one, but we are willing to 

look at the second one.  If you’d like to see those. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So the 10.2 side yard setback is based upon the 

6.7?  Or that never changed? 

 MR. GABLE:  That never changed from the original. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  He held that. 

 So this would be further away. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  He only needs 8 feet?   Because we were not sure 

which the commission wanted to go with. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  If you did the other one, you’d probably be down 

to almost 5 feet. 
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 If you look at our list, the appeal says 10.2 but that’s the old 

one.   If you take this new one at 6.7 --- 

 ACTING CHAIR:  The original is 4.8 you’re saying? 

 MR. GABLE:  Yah, but you take that from the setback that is what 

you are asking. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Then if we take the other plan and you have an 

almost like 5-foot variance.  Something of that nature. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It would be a 7-foot variance as opposed to a 10-

foot variance. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: But there is two.  There is another one here, Matt.   

We have an alternative after this one which brings it down to 8 feet. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Can you just go through the design and building 

difficulties or hardships?  I know you’d rather go with the 6.7 over 

the 8 foot but is there any other hardships besides ---- 

 MR. GABLE:  Just the way was built.  It is a pre-existing 

nonconforming in that area.  So close to the side yard.  We did a 

survey on that.  It’s already in the setback, the house is. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I think, Mr. Chairman, the other is they just 

don’t want to too offset from the addition if that is correct me if 

that is the goal, aesthetics.  If the deck is further in line with the 

sunroom which would be more of the variance it would line up better.  

But if you offset it, it is less of a variance, you know, but it is a 

little bit different look.  You can see it from the back yard, I 

guess. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Oh, I see what you are saying.  It wouldn’t be in 

line with the house. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Correct. 

 MR. O’KEFE:  Fifteen inches off. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  I don’t know if we should pick and choose which we 

want here.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, I mean, I think we have a couple of plans in 

front of us and they’re asking for a variance and they have to submit 

a hardship and we have one that shows less of a hardship than the 

other.  So, I think I would be inclined to go with less of a hardship 

than more of a hardship. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  If I may, in our last meeting, we expressed a 

desire for this view that has more of an offset.  Is there anything 

from your point of view technically that prevents you from doing that? 
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 MR. GABLE:  The framing on the house.  We can’t do any further 

than that. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I understand.  But you are showing two different 

options here with these two plans. 

 MR. GABLE:  Yes. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Are they both possible? 

 MR. GABLE:  Yes. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So, you take the least invasive. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  That would be preferred. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Would you like to go with --- knowing that we have 

four commission members? 

 MR. GABLE:  Yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Okay. 

 We’ll go with the 8 foot --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Alternative Number Two. 

 ACTING CHAIR: --- alternative number two. 

 MR. GABLE:  Okay. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Okay, thank you. 

 MR. GABLE:  Thank you. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

7:51 o’clock, p.m.  
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NEW BUSINESS: 

 

 A. APPEAL #6210A, Application of Laura & Ashley Martella for a 

variance to allow an above ground pool in a side yard under sections 

2-01.A.A.6 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 923 Pleasant Street, 

property of Laura J. & Ashley R. Martella in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6210A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. The pool be shown as depicted on the sketch that was 

attached 10 feet from the septic and at least 21 feet from the side 

yard and that the maple tree between the pool and the street be 

retained. 

 Mr. Bohigian seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said for discussion purposes because this is a 

variance and we have to find that there is a hardship, you have a lot 

that there is not much backyard, but the backyard is basically totally 

unusable because of the septic system and the leaching fields. 

 And, in terms of the layout of land, as it happens, there is a 

row of arborvitaes that already shelters it from the neighbor. 

 So it would not be unsightly to the neighbor. 

 Mr. Bohigian agreed. 

 Mr. Pugliese added the neighbors submitted letters.   

 Mr. O’Keefe pointed out as opposed to the letters, there is a 

legal hardship with more credence. 

 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6211A, Application of Justin Armack for a 15’ front 

yard setback variance for a new attached garage under Sections 7A-00 & 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 926 Woodruff Street, property of 

Justin M. Armack in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve 6211A.  Mr. Pugliese 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe noted if you look at the lot it is a classic hardship 

in terms of there is no real backyard.  You have a tremendously wide 

yard and it doesn’t angle towards the back.  Essentially it is a side 

yard on another lot.   

 And, I just say for discussion purposes that when I made a motion 

without conditions, I did that predicated on the structure being built 

as the plan was submitted and attached to it.  So it would be the same 

size. 

 Mr. Bohigian added it would have the same roofline. 

 Acting Chair agreed that off the road, the property line starts 

about 20 feet and so that with the extra 25, he is right around 45 

feet where the garage meets the pavement on the road.  It is far 

enough back where I wouldn’t have an issue with it. 

 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 C. APPEAL #6212A, Application of a 2’10” front yard setback 

variance for a porch under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 49 Wyndcrest Court, property located in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6212A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. That the porch be no more than 8 by 36 feet starting from 

the garage and running no farther than the end of the house and be 

attached to the house. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe stated for discussion he felt this was a diminimus 

application.  It is a 2-foot variance.  It’s the difference between 

having a deck that is a usable deck and not having a deck at all. 

 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 D. APPEAL #6213A, Application of Michael D. Gianatti for a 

variance to allow a pool in the side yard under Section 2-01.A.A.6 and 

15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1010 Matthews Street, property of 

Michael D. and Patricia A.  Gianatti, in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6213A. 

 This is just for the pool.  I was going to make a statement on 

the record that this does not include the shed which is not part of 

the application. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said it is a classic lot for this.  There is a house 

on the lot next to it that’s forward.  There are woods to the back.  

The lot is too narrow to have anything to the rear of the house.  

 I would say for the record that the sketch that was shown us, we 

would be requiring the pool by 15 by 30 as shown on the sketch. Any 

reference to the shed on the sketch is in no way to imply we’re 

approving any shed or any location thereof. 

 Mr. Bohigian said the topography of the property dictates where 

it needs to go.  There is definitely a hardship. 

 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 E. APPEAL #6214A, Application of Michael D. Gianatti for a 

7.8’ front yard variance to allow a roof over an existing patio and 

locate a pool with associated deck under Section 7A-00 and 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 101 Matthews Street, property of Michael D. 

and Patricia A. Gianatti, in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve 6214A.  Mr. Pugliese 

seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said for discussion purposes, same comments as the 

previous application. 

 I would note that the roof is basically extending the house in 

the same direction. 

  In terms of the way the lot sets up, I think the hardship is the 

shape of the lot and also the fact that the neighborhood is all built 

and there won’t be additional houses that will be impacted by this. 

 Acting Chair added the house is on a dead-end road with no 

further construction so he didn’t see any issue with the variance to 

allow the open-air roof over the patio or the pool with the deck. 

 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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7. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6203A, Application of Say it With Signs for a 

variance to allow a second pylon sign on a lot in a B zone under 

Sections 13-05.D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1103 Queen Street, 

property of 1103 Queen Street LLC in a B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6203A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. The approved sign would be 5 by 10-foot sign that was 

submitted to us. 

 2. That the brickwork on the sign be identical in terms of 

height and width to the existing sign. 

 3. That the sign be no more than the lesser of 24 inches or 

what the existing sign is from the top of the masonry to the bottom of 

the sign. 

 4. Exterior lighting across the top of the sign. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Acting Chair asked if we wanted to amend the stipulation to 

remove the temporary banner or keep that one existing sign? 

 Mr. O’Keefe amended the motion and also required that the 

existing banner or existing sign be removed.  

 Acting Chair clarified he still gets to keep his panel.  There 

was just the temporary banner that was on the sign in the picture. 

 Mr. Lavallee clarified there are two panels plus the banner. 

 Acting Chair stated he is okay keeping two panels. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Acting Chair further added he agreed with resizing the sign and 

his coming back to us and helping us so that it all looks similar.  I 

like the exterior lighting, as well.  I think that is going to be a 

nice look to the property. 

 Mr. Pugliese hoped they decided to do that on the other sign in 

the future. 

 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6205A, Application of Fiderio & Sons for a 10.2’ 

side yard setback variance for a proposed sunroom & deck addition 

under Sections 7A-00& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 61 Woodruff 

Street, property of Joseph, Amelia & Regina Mastrogiacomo and Joanne 

Kerr in an R-12 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #605A and the drawing 

would be Alternative 2 which was submitted today. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said for discussion purposes, it is an odd shaped 

lot.  I think that by offsetting it from the house, it won’t be 

visible from the street.  And, it would be consistent with the 

neighborhood. 

 Acting Chair stated he was glad the applicant came back and 

worked with us.  I believe this has achieved both what we were looking 

for and hopefully what they plan to do in the back there. 

 Motion passed 4 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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8. MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS  / NEW BUSNESS 

 Next time just a food truck. 

 

 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:02 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

 

    Jeffrey Gworek, Acting Chair 


