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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2016 

MINUTES 

 

  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 John Weichsel 

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. 

 Mr. Gworek also explained all public hearings heard this evening 

would have a vote this evening.  You will need a four to one, super 

majority vote to approve your appeal. So, you are welcome to stay for 

the regular meeting to hear the decision on your appeal. 

 

ROBERT SALKA, Chair, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 Mr. LaPorte made a motion to accept the Minutes as presented.   

Mr. Pugliese seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. APPEAL #6217A, Application of Susan V. Marks for special 

exception approval to allow a family flock of chickens under Section 

3-01.31B & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 1603 Meiden Avenue, 

property of Susan V. Marks in a R-80 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or their representative please 

state their name and address for the record, please? 
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 MS. MARKS:  Susan Marks, 1603 Meriden Avenue, Southington, CT. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you.  

 MS. MARKS:  We are looking to get some chickens.  We have a 

chicken coop that we can put on wheels so we can move it.  And, then a 

little run so the chickens can kind of run in the run and go in the 

coop.  Not free range or anything because there is lot of coyotes.  

They would be contained at all times. 

 And, I understand that you can’t have roosters.  I wouldn’t want 

one. 

 So, that’s our plan. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. Questions? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  How many chickens were you planning on having? 

 MS. MARKS:  Six to eight. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. Because the regulation is not more than 

twelve. 

 MS. MARKS:  Right. I read that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the enclosure would be at least 30’ from your 

side yard? 

 MS. MARKS:  Yup.  Um-hum.  And, then we plan on putting it on 

like little tractor wheels so we can just kind of move it to a couple 

of different spots. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Is it going to be a fenced area or just the coop 

itself. 

 MS. MARKS:  Well, the coop and then a run outside it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But the run will be fixed, right? 

 MS. MARKS: Well, it is attachable.  We can attach and detach it 

to the kind of run thing. 

 It can be affixed, yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: It will be a hundred feet from the street? 

 MS. MARKS:  Yes.  Um-hum.   Our house is setback on Meriden 

Avenue, so it would in the back of the house in the middle of the back 

yard. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Is this going to be fenced in?  Just the coop? 

 MS. MARKS: Well, the coop.  The chickens can’t get out of the 

coop.  And, then they have a run. 
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 MR. LAPORTE:  Inside the coop? 

 MS. MARKS:  Well, there is the coop and they have a little door 

and they can come out the door and come into the run. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I think the question is, you are calling this a 

run.  Is it really, I assume, it is a fenced in area? 

 MS. MARKS:  Yah.  Well, calling it a run, but it is a fenced in -

-- sorry.  Just verbiage.   

 There is a fence area around it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That is what I was getting at.  In other words, the 

fenced area is the fixed area. 

 MS. MARKS:  It is fixed, yes. But you can detach it also if you 

wanted to.  Yah. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  So, any time the chickens are out, they are going 

to be fenced in? 

 MS. MARKS:  Yes.  Yes.  I have a little dog who wouldn’t --- 

well, he (inaudible) chickens around. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: And the fenced area is less than 400 square feet --- 

 MS. MARKS:  Oh, yah. It’s probably 15 by 15 feet.  Just so they 

can exit. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions?   Pretty straight forward. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I have just one other question.  We’ve done a lot 

of these but I’ve never had one movable.  So, we know that it is 

showing on the drawing here --- 

 MS. MARKS:  Well, I mean, I could leave it there. The only reason 

why we talked about just moving it, in case we wanted to clean it, we 

could just move it over like 10’ or 15’ or something.  You know, let 

the grass grow back.   

 What we’re doing and people are starting to do now is they put 

sand on the bottom rather than just dirt so it doesn’t get --- okay, 

we are not farmers.  So, with the sand on there it is sort of more 

like a kitty litter.  So, you kind of scoop out the poop.  And, then 

it doesn’t get muddy and the poop, you know, hanging in there. 

 It’s easily cleanable and that is the reason for that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  The other question I have for the board is, does 

it matter, as long as it’s 30’ from the line? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, I think what you are saying though is the 15 

by 15 area is going to be fenced. 
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 MS. MARKS:  Well, I mean, they both could be moved.  You know.  

One is attached to the other one.  The only reason why we are --- our 

concept was to make it a little movable is so we can move it and have 

the grass grow back and clean up.  That kind of stuff. 

 It doesn’t have to be movable. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, I think we’d rather probably have the fenced 

area fixed and then you can move the coop within the fenced area. 

 MS. MARKS:  That’s fine.  We can do that, too. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Because from an enforcement standpoint it would be 

very difficult – 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  To know where it is. 

 MS. MARKS:   Yah, I mean, that’s fine. We can do that. 

 That was just our theory. 

 THE CHAIR:   If we stipulate that, that wouldn’t be an issue 

then? 

 MS. MARKS:  Okay, thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay? 

 MS. MARKS:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 Thank you. 

 Anyone here speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6218A, Application of Center three LLC for a change 

in permittee of restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-

04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 75 Center Street, property of 

Center three LLC in a CB zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  John Migliore, 557 Long Hill Avenue in Shelton. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. What can we do for you?  

 MR. MIGLIORE:  We are looking for a change of permittee for a new 

liquor license. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 What else?  Go ahead? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  That’s really it.  We are looking for a new liquor 

license.  75 Center is the name of the place.  It is at 75 Center 

Street.  We’ve recently bought the building, my partner and I.  We 

began some renovations.  We started cleaning it out.  We are pretty 

excited about it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   So, um --- are you going to be changing --- 

is the inside basically staying the same or is what we are looking at 

new? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  The inside is going to be decorated differently 

but it is staying the same basic layout. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  What you have there is the layout.  That’s 

correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, do we have questions? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Are you going to have music there? 

 MR. MIGLIORE: Yes.  We’ll have DJs on the weekends.  Karaoke on 

probably Tuesday and Wednesday.  Trivia on a Monday.   

 MR. LAPROTE: What are your times? 

 THE CHAIR:  What I’d like to do is maybe run through, okay --- 

you’ve talked, you are getting a liquor license.  They had one 

previously.  So, it is a transfer of permittee. 

 You are leaving the layout the same.  But I think you are adding 

more than just a switch of a liquor license.  Maybe we’ll run through 
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what you see, you know, the music, the hours, days of operation and 

those kinds of things. 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  We have a place currently now in Naugatuck.  We do 

a DJ Thursday, Fridays, Saturday.  They start about 9:00 and they wrap 

up at closing time on those nights.  Closing nights is 1:00 during the 

week and 2:00 on Friday and Saturday. 

 We intend to be open as long as we can, until 2:00, of course. 

 Sundays, we do a brunch.  We would probably open at 11:00, 10:30 

or 11:00.   You can’t serve liquor on Sunday in Connecticut until 

11:00 am.  So, we would probably open then. 

 We do a Taco Tuesday. 

 As far as music and everything else, really it’s kind of just 

background music.  So, Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday it would be just 

background music. 

 Thursday, Friday and Saturday would be background music early and 

transferring into a DJ. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  You are not proposing live bands?  Just a DJ? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  I don’t intend to do live bands. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  We are talking just the interior? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  Yes, just the interior. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  And, when there is music the doors and windows have 

to be closed? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  That’s what I was told. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You agree with that? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  I do. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  The DJ, in my mind, implies dancing.  Yet, I see 

seating here and I don’t see a place for that.  Can you tell me how 

that’ll layout with the DJ? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  We would move some tables and chairs.  Towards 

that front bar area, where you do see some tables and chairs, we would 

move those out late night.  A little bit more room for people to move 

around.  If people wanted to dance, they could. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, that’s, what, the bottom of the picture for 

us over here? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Where it says:  dining room? 

 (Approached the bench) 



Zoning Board of Appeals – October 25, 2016 

 

7 

 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  Over here, along this wall. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Where the unisex bathrooms are? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  Right below here.  That’ll give enough room. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  And, that is similar, I believe, to what the other 

permittee used to do. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yup, yup. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Twenty-four bar seats, is that accurate? 

 MR. MIGLIORE: It’s accurate. 

 It actually might be a little bit less. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, if we stipulated 24, that would be the max.  That 

would be okay? 

 MR. MIGLIORE:  Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do you have the hours of operation and stuff? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’ll just run through what I believe to be the 

stipulations: 

 - Entertainment limited to DJ.  

 - No outside amplification. 

 - Limited to 24 bar seats. 

 - Windows and doors to be shut when there is music playing. 

 - Hours of operation until 1:00 am on weekdays and 2:00 am on 

the weekends. 

 - Notify the zoning enforcement officer if you propose to 

vary the hours. 

 - Reapply for a special exception if you modify or expand the 

floor plan you presented to us. 

 - Any change in permittee would require a new application. 

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

 Is that correct? 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, do we have any other questions? 

 (Undertone comments) 

 Okay, thank you. 
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 MR. MIGLIORE:  Thank you. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  A question for you:  The other permittee used to 

have something outside, is that something he’d have to come back for?  

 THE CHAIR:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  That’s not part of this.  

 THE CHAIR:  This is strictly inside.  It’s not part of the 

application. 

 Is there anyone here speaking in favor of the application? 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response.) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response.) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 Thank you. 
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 C. APPEAL #6219A, Application of John & Michelle Lord for a 

23’ front yard setback variance under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 999 Andrews Street, property of Michelle Riel & 

John P. Lord Jr., Trustees in an R-80 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or their representative please 

state their name and address for the record, please. 

 MR. LORD:  Yes.  My name is John Lord.  I live at 999 Andrews 

Street. 

 (Pause) 

 Essentially, the request is to put on a front porch so that we 

can close out an existing permit that we have to do some modifications 

to the house done.  And, now there is too large a step. 

 The contractor is recommending we go with a 6’ front porch. 

 Oh, and I’d like to point out that I don’t know where the 23’ set 

back comes from.  The plot plan shows 45’.  And, we are planning a 6’ 

porch with steps down the front, give or take, whether or not we need 

three or four steps to the grade.  It’s probably going to be somewhere 

around a foot and a half, maybe two foot.  So, I am figuring it is 37’ 

and not 23’. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, just for clarification.  It’s 60’ 

set back there.  The 37 and the 23 equal the 60.  So, he’ll be 8’ more 

towards the street.  That map we just happen to have better mapping.  

So, this is more accurate for the appeal. 

 He’ll still be able to do what he wants in his mind, but it was 

just measured a little differently. 

 MR. LORD: I was measuring off the plot plan on file.  I had 

nothing else. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, so we did a little bit better on that.  So --

- 

 MR. LORD:  You are measuring off of the satellite. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  What we used is more accurate. 

 MR. LORD:  The satellite image.  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LORD:  That’s essentially – I didn’t understand where that 

came from. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But it sounds like the house is over the building 

line. 

 MR. LORD:  Correct. 
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 THE CHAIR:  So, it is nonconforming, already. 

 MR. LORD:  It’s nonconforming.  It was built in ’54. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But I think everyone is saying it is 37’ from the 

property line. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, we are not working against you in that sense.  

It’s just for the record. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Just the terminology. 

 MR. LORD:  Okay. 

 Um, and that’s essentially the request.  So, we can add this 

porch to --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What are the dimensions of the porch? 

 MR. LORD:  The dimensions of the porch are 6 by 8. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is that exclusive or inclusive the stairs? 

 MR. LORD:  Exclusive of the stairs. 

 MR. O’KEEF:  So, it is 6 by 8 plus the stairs running off it. 

 MR. LORD:  Coming off the front. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, according to the drawing that we have here, the 

porch is 6’ and then you’ve got --- which is --- and then the stairs 

go down to 48” wide? 

 MR. LORD:  In width. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LORD: But it would be 6, plus, and we’re not sure if it would 

be two or three steps. 

 THE CHAIR: But it is not going to be enclosed. 

 MR. LORD:  No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR: Any other questions?  Pretty straight forward.  It’s 

already nonconforming. 

 MR. LORD:  I think the only other thing I’d add is we’ve chosen 

this dimension just so that --- long range planning on our part is 

that if it’s ever necessary, we can use it for turning of a wheelchair 

for access to the area. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LORD:  That was the reasoning. 
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 THE CHAIR:  When you have the handicapped, you will need a lot 

more --- you’d have to come much closer to the street in order to put 

the ramp in, I would think. 

 MR. LORD:  The ramp would come down along the side of the house 

and it would not intrude any further out. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, we typically exclude those in 

variances.  The pad is normally at least a 5 by 5.  But any removable 

ramps would be excluded. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, okay. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  A comment on that 23’ number.  That’s really the 

difference between where your house is supposed to be set back and 

where it is. 

 MR. LORD:  Ah!  Okay.  To the 60’.   Okay. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Learn something new every day. 

 MR. LORD:  And, again, it’s a matter of perspective. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you very much. 

 MR. LORD:  Thank you very much. 

 THE CHAIR:  Anyone here speaking in favor of the application?  

Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response)  

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed as well. 
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 D. APPEAL #6220A, Application of Christopher R. Campbell for a 

detached garage to exceed 1 ½ stories under Sections 2-07 & 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 76 Clearwood Place, property of Christopher R. 

Campbell & Laura A. Stock in an r-80 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please. 

 MR. CONDON:  Yah, my name is Harry Condon and I’m here to 

represent Christopher Campbell at 76 Clearwood Place. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, just to clarify.  As you probably know, the 

oversized garage, which this is, that’s handled now by the planning & 

zoning commission.  What we are here for is strictly the story and 

half height.  Not the size of the garage itself. That is handled by 

the planning & zoning. 

 Okay? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So the garage at this point has not been approved. 

 THE CHAIR:  It is not --- it will have to --- we approve the 

height and then it goes to planning & zoning for the remainder of. 

 So, go ahead.  Why don’t you explain to us what you want to do? 

 MR. CONDON:  Okay.  So, from what we understand, the proposed 

plan submitted, it is the rear dormer that is an issue.  That is 

creating what you are considering a two-story building. 

 Chris’s thoughts are that the building could be built as designed 

with the same height if the rear dormer was eliminated or pulled back 

in from this back wall so the building wouldn’t be considered two 

stories.  The second floor is supposed to be a workshop/hobby area.  

That would greatly reduce is usable area. 

 And, he is also under the impression and we’re not sure if we’re 

correct that another option is if he connected it to the house, it 

would be a mudroom.  And, then the building as drawn would be in 

compliance.  But with the additional cost on his part ---- 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  So, this is not going to be connected to the hosue? 

 MR. CONDON:  He would prefer not. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, just for clarification, it is 

actually the usable area within the second half story. It is not 

typically the height that the issue is. It is the usable area within 

that loft area, if you will, above the garage.  So, you could have a 

compliant garage the exact same height as a noncompliant garage if the 

roof was pitched a certain way, differently.  So, the dormer kicks 
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this out 2’ up from the plate which is the top wall that connects to 

the roof.  You can only have 50 percent of the floor area above 5’.  

So, in this case, you put a dormer in and then it is at least 5’ 

further out.  So, that is where that comes into play.  So, it is not 

really the height. It’s more the area above the garage. 

 THE CHAIR:  And again, the reason for that is basically so it’s 

not turned into a living space. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.    So, what is it going to be used for? 

 MR. CONDON:  He’s going to use it for a workshop/hobby area. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  

 MR. O’KEEFE: I think we can stipulate that there be no cooking 

area in there.  We can stipulate that there be no sleeping area in 

there.  And, we can stipulate that there be no bathroom in there. 

 MR. CONDON:  But if possible, he would like to have some heat in 

there at some point. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Typically, under the special permit through PZC, 

they sign an affidavit that says that it is not for commercial 

purposes.  So --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Commercial, we can put no residential use, rental. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, if they gain money from it.  You can kind of 

interpret that. 

 Yah, you can stipulate it here, certainly.  And, then reinforce 

it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Not used for dwelling purposes. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  You can attach it in the future with a breezeway.  

Some of them do, but not for rent. 

 THE CHAIR:  But since he is not attaching it – we can feel free 

to stipulate. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  No water.  No plumbing.  No water. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 I mean it is pretty straight forward.  I understand exactly what 

Dave is talking about.  It’s an extremely nice looking structure. And, 

since the dormer is in the back, anyway.  I mean it is not like it is 

going to be in your face or anything.  Right?  It’s in the back. 
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 MR. CONDON:  Yah.  And, I know he wasn’t looking to have a 

bathroom there but with the option --- no sink?  No water of any sort? 

 I mean he was looking to put, again, a wash sink if that was 

possible. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  A wash sink? 

 MR. GWOREK:  I’m fine with that.  No bathroom. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean, I don’t have a problem with a dry sink. 

 THE CHAIR:  But if he has a dry sink does he then need plumbing 

in order to drain it and all of that?  So, I mean, it is not that 

easy. 

 MR. CONDON:  Well, the septic tank is located there and the 

health department told him he could, as far as they were concerned, 

put a bathroom in.  So, the drain could be connected to the septic.  

There is an outlet on the tank on that side which is near the 

building.   

 He’s not looking to put a bathroom.  He would like to have a   

sink. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  We could do the sink but there be no bathroom. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, through you, no toilet or shower. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  He said typical spec is that they don’t use it for 

commercial purposes.  That implies to me that it could be used as a 

bathroom and there wouldn’t be any problem. But I don’t know if I am 

looking at or thinking of this correctly. 

 Dave, do you have a comment on that? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  In terms of what PZC would require?   It’s just a 

standard no commercial because we don’t want say a landscaper to run a 

business out of the back of a large garage or something like that. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I understand.  But does that imply then that a 

resident can use it as a bedroom or a living space? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, I think if you stipulate no bathroom, no 

toilet or no shower, then it’s open to the sink, certainly. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  I question whether we have to eliminate the 

bathroom. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Oh, that’s completely up to you.   I mean, that’s 

just --- it’s a very nice neighborhood. They’ve done improvements 

beyond this.  I believe there is a pool house and a pool area. 

 MR. CONDON:  No. He did a deck last year.  He does not have a 

pool. 
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 MR. LAVALLEE:  Okay.  So, he is doing improvements to the         

property.  The neighbors would certainly notice if they put an 

apartment up there. 

 MR. PUGLIESE: Yah, um-hum. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I think if we just stipulate no bathrooms. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I was just going to say no toilet or bath tub.  

And, no commercial purposes.  Not be used for dwelling purposes.  That 

covers the residential.   

 THE CHAIR:  Fine.   Is that okay with you? 

 MR. CONDON:  Good. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you, sir. 

 MR. CONDON:   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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 E. APPEAL #6221A, Application of Bryant Carlino for a 31’ 

front yard setback variance to locate a pool & deck within the 

secondary front yard of a corner lot under Sections 2-01.A.A.6, 7A-00 

& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 14 Lacey Road, property of Kaitlyn 

M. Burns & Bryant Carlino in an R-12 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please?1  

 MR. CARLINO:  Byrant Carlino, 14 Lacey Road, Southington.   

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   Now, you came before us a while ago for 

fencing on this piece of property. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Yes, which is --- the project has been completed 

and installed. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right.  I saw that.  Okay. 

 MR. CARLINO:  What I am looking for tonight is I am looking for a 

variance for the set back to put a deck on the side of my house on the 

Surrey side of our home in the secondary front yard which is now 

fenced in which I consider my back yard.  It is the only location that 

makes sense for me to put it as the back yard now, if I was to put it 

off my kitchen, I have my bulkhead doors entering to my basement and 

anywhere else further down the house would be, I’d have to walk out to 

my deck through my bathroom or through my closet. 

 So, this is pretty much the most suitable spot I can figure out 

where to put a deck. 

 And, I have an open area that is fenced in there now. 

 And, later on towards the summer we’d like to put a pool over 

there to use with the deck, as well. 

 MR. GWOREK:   So you would be accessing the deck through the 

bedroom door?  You’d replace a window with a door? 

 MR. CARLINO:  Exactly. 

 Now, when we put in the fence off the sidewalk, you guys wanted 

it 6’ away from the sidewalk and I pushed it back a little bit further 

to 7’ so between where I am going to have the pool and the fence, I 

still have 14’ between the pool and the fence plus the 7’ on the 

opposite side of the fence to the sidewalk.  It gives me 21’ from 

where the edge of the pool is to the sidewalk. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  

 MR. CARLINO:  The deck will be 12 by 12 in dimension. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I would almost like to see a better scale drawing.  

I don’t see the dimensions from here to here.  I see 12’. I see 15’.   

And, the 37’.  I don’t know how far it is from here to here. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, this thing, this drawing we are looking at was 

the hand drawing and it is not, doesn’t correspond to this that we’re 

looking at because your house is on an angle, correct? 

 MR. CARLINO:  Right.  But I switched the angle of the fence where 

it runs. 

 THE CHAIR:  No, I understand. Forget the fence for a second.  I 

understand that. 

 But what you’re saying is, if you look at the drawing, your porch 

is going to be off of here and then the pool is going be over in this 

section.  It’s not a straight shot to Surrey Lane from the back of the 

house the way this hand drawing is laid out. 

 Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah, Mr. Chairman.  I had to work a bit to get the 

numbers, but I am confident with what is there now because I used the 

last application and this one as well as the GIS to get the proper 

distance for the appeal.  So, it is a 31’ front yard setback for what 

he wants to do.  That’ll be the closest point. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thirty-one feet from the – that’s the pool or the 

deck? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: The closest point would be --- 

 THE CHAIR:   Because it looks like, according to this hand 

drawing, it looks like 7’ from the sidewalk to the fence and then 41’ 

from the fence to the house. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, so I would be 9’ because it’s a 40’ --- keep 

in mind that is a 40’ set back. So, the 31’ is the remainder that he’s 

taking out and 9’is actually left for the actual setback. 

 So, it is the 7’ for the fence and to the edge of the pool would 

be another 2’ roughly.  So, it will be the 9’. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  But he is here tonight for the deck.  Correct? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  No. The pool is on it. 

 THE CHAIR:  A pool? 

 MR. CARLINO:  Yes.  I put that in on the application. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I mean, I’d rather see --- your problem is with the 

drawing.  It doesn’t make sense. 
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 MR. PUGLIESE:  It doesn’t match reality. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  You’ve got a house on an angle and then you’ve got 

a square and then you’ve got all these handwritten dimensions. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  The question I have is the pool is going to be 

behind the fence, anyway.  So, if the fence is already okay, you know 

what I’m saying? 

 So even if it is on an angle, it’s all within that fence backed 

area. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Dave, did you look at the fence to see if the fence 

was built where it was supposed to be built? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Uh, I didn’t measure it.  No. 

 But he said he actually kicked it back more. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  What? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  He said he actually kicked it back more.  Is that 

accurate? 

 MR. CARLINO:  Instead of the 6’ I went the 7’ back. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I mean, if the fence is where it is supposed to be 

then everything is inside of it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Then that is not so bad.  But I’d like to see that 

the fence is where it is supposed to be. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Okay.  We can measure it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Maybe we table it and --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   I mean if the fence is where the fence is supposed 

to be and we’ve given the variance for the fence, then inside the 

fence is a little bit easier. But we don’t want to approve the 

variance and then find out that the fence is 5’ where it is not 

supposed to be. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because you’re not --- you won’t be putting the pool 

in this year, anyway, right? 

 MR. CARLINO:  No.   I’m trying to get the footings for my --- I 

put everything in here just so I don’t have to come back a third time 

and go through this all again. 

 What I’m trying to get done --- 

 THE CHAIR:  What we are asking is we will table the public 

hearing for two weeks until the next meeting and Dave will go out or 

send someone out to actually measure the fence to see that it is where 
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it is supposed to be.  And, then when you come back, we’ll have all 

the information that we need. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Yah.  I am going to be in town. I am leaving for 

California this Saturday and I won’t be back for or until after the 

15
th
. So, I don’t know when the next meeting is. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave?  Well, you see the next meeting would be on the 

second Tuesday of November.  So, you’ll be back by then, I would 

think. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave, when would somebody go out? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  We can go tomorrow. 

 FROM THE AUDIENCE:  The second Tuesday is the 8
th
. 

 THE CHAIR:  At the same time, could we get a drawing that 

actually matches the GIS layout?  You know, showing your house on a --

- so we have an actual, the way the GIS is laid out.   Not a square 

like you’ve got here.  Okay? 

 Go ahead? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Somebody said something that they’re not going to 

be back on the 8
th
.  Is the actual next meeting on the 8

th
? 

 THE CHAIR:  They’re going to be back by the 11
th
.  You said? 

 FROM THE AUDIENCE:  The 15
th
. 

 The second Tuesday is the 8
th
. 

 MR. GWOREK:  We won’t have a meeting that night.  It’s Election 

Day. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It is on Wednesday the 9
th
. 

 THE CHAIR:  We usually go the next day.  It would be the 9
th
. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, it’s up to you.  If it is accurate, I can’t 

say vote for it now, but we’ll have information at that time if it is 

accurate.  In the meantime, you can get me a drawing between now and 

when we meet. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:   Would we want to make the motion and stipulate 

that it be checked? 

 THE CHAIR:  We can do that.   What do you want?  Matt, what do 

you think?  Would you rather see the drawing? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think I’d like to see everything.  And, I think 

that in fairness to the applicant, if the applicant is not here and 
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there were questions, we would table it for the questions in the 

applicant’s absence so we wouldn’t be voting on something that there 

were questions on and he would not have an opportunity to be heard. 

 THE CHAIR:  So that means that --- I’m sorry, Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I think that we just, right now, I think we can 

ask the applicant if he is willing to request an extension just in 

case we run out of time.  We have 35 days.  I’m not sure.  

 THE CHAIR:  Because we have to act on it within a certain period 

of time and if you are not available and we have questions, that might 

go over that period of time. 

 So, what we could ask you is:  would you be willing to give us an 

extension. 

 MR. CARLINO:  Of course.    Just need to get this done.  So, 

whatever it takes to get this process done with. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 So, we’ll table this until the – actually, it would be the fourth 

Tuesday in November. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah.  Just a couple of questions.  So, the deck you 

are proposing is 12 by 12 and the pool is 15 round? 

 MR. CARLINO:  It is 15 round, yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay.  Because that looks rectangular and it is 

not. 

 MR. CARLINO:  I am not the best drawer.  I’m trying to put this 

stuff together and I have to apologize. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Can I have a motion to continue the public 

hearing until the second meeting in November? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’d make a motion first to approve the request for 

an extension. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Motion to continue the public hearing. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 

 The public hearing is continued. 
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 F. APPEAL #6222A, Application of Kenneth P. & Evelyn M. 

Semataska for a 4.6’ side yard setback variance to accommodate an 

addition under Section7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 39 

Greystone Drive, property of Kenneth P. & Evelyn M. Semataska in an R-

20/25 zone. 

 THE CHAIR: Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:   Evelyn Semataska, 39 Greystone Drive, 

Plantsville. 

 THE CHAIR:   Okay. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  WE are requesting a 4.6’ side yard variance which 

is going to decrease the existing 20’ side yard variance.  So, it 

would be down to 15.6’ for the purpose of accommodating an addition, 

first floor master bedroom, bathroom and small office area off the 

side of the house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Do you have any elevation drawings or additional 

drawings so I can see what it would look like? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  From the street view? 

 MR. GWOREK:  Street view, yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Normally, we like to have drawings so when we approve 

an addition we know what we are looking at. 

 (Pause) 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  So, this would be the addition from the road 

view. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Can we keep these?  Enter them into the record? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:    Sure.  Yup. 

 This is the street view and this would be the addition. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Is there a second floor? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  No.   

 THE CHAIR:  So it is going to match the roof.  The original line 

on the existing home? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Yes.  It will abut to the existing home. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Can I see those? 

 (Pause, pause) 
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 MR. GWOREK:  What is currently located off the side of the house 

near the back of the house? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  That’s a small bump out for our dining room.  But 

that would be gone. 

 MR. GWOREK: Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  How much bigger --- how big is the bump out versus 

what you are proposing as far as going out from the house?  Is it the 

same? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  We would be going out 16’ from the main wall of 

the house.  That does not include the bump out. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think the question was how far out does the bump 

out go? 

 THE CHAIR:  How big is the bump out? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  I’m not positive. 

 THE CHAIR:  Approximately? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Approximately 5’.  Four and a half, five feet. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 So, that’s coming off. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Um-hum. 

 THE CHAIR:  So the bottom line is it is a 4.6’ variance. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Correct. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 (Undertone discussion) 

 THE CHAIR:  Do we have any questions? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  It is kind of minor, isn’t it?  Four feet. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I wouldn’t necessarily say minor, but it’s not 

huge.   

 THE CHAIR:  Well, when you look at where the pool is.  It’s not 

going to come out anywhere near where the pool is. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  No. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, we can stipulate that they’ve agreed that they 

will put --- what is there arborvitaes? 
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 MS. SEMATASKA:  Yes.  There’s arborvitaes along the border 

between our house and the others along the length of the pool.  And, 

then it kind of goes to an “L”.  You know. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay.  So, you can swing that around and you can put 

the arborvitaes going towards the front of the house. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  We could.  We could.  Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  How tall are those arborvitaes? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Right now they are maybe over 20’ right now.  

They’ve been there awhile. 

 THE CHAIR:  Not going to replace those. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  No. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So it is not going to come out any further than 

the line that you currently have from the house? 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Right. It won’t go any further towards the front.  

It’s going to be --- the front has a front porch on it and this will 

extend to the porch. It would be the same as the garage.  We have a 

garage to the right side of the house.  It will be equal distance in 

from the street as the garage. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So to keep the same line. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Right. 

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

 (No response.) 

 Okay.  Thank you very much. 

 MS. SEMATASKA:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there any one here speaking in favor of this 

application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 G. APPEAL #6223A, Application of Universal Package IV LLC c/o 

Carl Brady, Jr for special exception approval to allow alcohol sales 

as part of a package store under Sections 4-01.32B, 11-04 & 15-05 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 1095 West Street (Map 131, Parcel 043) 

property of S&G LLC in a B zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record. 

 MR. BARDY:  Carl Bardy, Jr.  19 Pearl Street, Noank, CT.   

 THE CHAIR:  Go ahead. 

 SPEAKER:  We are building a strip center there. 

 STENOGRAPHER:  I need his name, please? 

 THE CHAIR:  I’m sorry? 

 MR. LOMBARD:  Frank Lombard. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you state your name and address for the record, 

please, too. 

 MR. LOMBARD:  Sure.  Frank Lombard, 110 Laurelwood Drive, 

Southington. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LOMBARD:  We are doing a strip center at 1095 West Street.  

It’s 15,000 square feet and Suite 1 is the liquor street, 4475 square 

feet. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I have a question.  When you say alcohol sales, 

okay, is that separate from the package store?    You’re selling 

liquor inside the store?  Is that what that is? 

 MR. BARDY:  It’s going to be a liquor store, a package store.  

It’s defined by the liquor control and it is a package store. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.  You are not just selling alcohol for 

consumption on the premises. 

 MR. BARDY:  That is correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  What is there now? 

 MR. LOMBARD:  Nothing. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  It is going to be built. 
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 THE CHAIR:  I thought we were maxed out on liquor stores as far 

as –- 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  One came up for sale.  So, they grabbed it, 

apparently. 

 MR. LOMBARDID:  It is nothing new issued by the state.  It is an 

existing permit. 

 THE CHAIR:  So this is all new and not just a replacement. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think they are moving a --- my understanding is 

they are moving a permit to a new location. 

 MR. BARDY:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  It’s pretty straight forward as far as --- 

again all we are asking for is the license and nothing else. 

 Any other questions? 

 Pretty straight forward. 

 (No response) 

 Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. LOMBARD:  Thank you. 

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

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Zoning Board of Appeals – October 25, 2016 

 

26 

 

 

 H. APPEAL #6224A, Application of Michaels c/o Carolyn Parker 

for a variance to allow a second attached building sign over the 

allowed square footage limit under Sections 13-05.C & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 99 Executive Boulevard, property of Exectwest 

Retail LLC in a B zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or their representative please 

state their name and address for the record, please. 

 MS. PARKER:  Carolyn Parker, 3 Lorion Avenue, Wooster, MA.  I am 

here representing Michael’s. 

 There is a new strip mall going on.  It’s in front of the Target 

& Lowes.  On Executive Drive.  And, there’s a Mobil station in front 

of the parcel. 

 They asked for a second wall sign from the building inspector and 

they were denied.  So, we are here asking for a variance and the 

reason we are asking for a variance is because the Michael’s is on the 

end of the strip mall.  So, they have a whole wall that is open to 

Executive Drive.  On the main pylon sign they just have a very tiny 

sign at the bottom of the sign.  So, we are asking for a second wall 

sign so people know to come in to the strip mall instead of continuing 

down Executive Drive and ending up at the Target and having to turn 

around. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MS. PAKER:  We are approximately 250’ from Executive Drive where 

the mall would be.  The sign will only take up four percent of the 

wall.  We are asking for the same size that’s on the front.  But there 

is a little leeway there, if needed. 

 We’re just trying to keep them similar. 

 And, the reason we need the bigger sign is the Michael’s on the 

front of the building is only three percent of the fascia and we are 

over 500’ from the road, you know, in that direction, so. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Could you be able to see the front sign clearly from 

West Street itself? 

 MS. PARKER:  Well, there is --- from West Street? 

 MR. GWOREK:  When you’re coming past the gas station – 

 MS. PARKER:  Well, the Mobil station is kind of in front of it.  

And, then going down Executive Drive they have all trees.  So, that 

kind of blocks the sign from view. 
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 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Where is the entrance into the parking?   

 MS. PARKER:  The entrance is to the – like if you’re looking at 

the Mobil, it is to the right of the Mobil. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  That’s the entrance here? 

 (Undertone discussion.) 

 MS. PARKER:  So you are driving down Executive Drive. 

 (Undertone discussion.) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So there are two entrances into this parking lot. 

 MS. PARKER:  Right. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Now, the sign is going to be internally 

illuminated?  It’s just going to be the --- the sign is just going to 

be the letters, is that correct? 

 MS. PARKER:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  There is no back lit other --- 

 MS. PARKER:  Just Michael’s.  The word Michael’s.  Nope. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Will the illumination track hours of operation? 

 MS. PARKER:  Yes.  As far as would they shut it off when the 

store is not open?  I mean, I would assume so.  Energy efficient. 

 I would think they would just keep safety lighting on in the mall 

like that. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Not necessarily.  They could be leaving it on all 

the time for safety purposes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Like Target.  Target’s sign is --- 

 MS. PARKER:  Lit all the time? 

 THE CHAIR:  --- lit all the time.  Right?  The one that is facing 

I-84.  It’s lit most of the time. 

 MS. PARKER:  I mean, if that is a stipulation, you can just say 

that and it will be shut off when the store is closed. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  The question that I have is, you have other 

locations in there you’re going to see from West Street.  I don’t know 

how you are not going to see to get in there --- to get into that 

parking spot --- to get into that mall. 

 MS. PARKER:  It’s not saying that you can’t get in there.  It’s 

that if you continue on Executive Drive, you’ll end up at the Target 

and the Lowes before you realize that the Michael’s is there. 
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 MR. BOHIGIAN:   There are going to be other locations in that 

same spot that will suffer the same thing. 

 MS. PARKER:  Well, we are the end spot, so we have an extra wall 

with this on the front. 

 THE CHAIR:  They’ll be the first building going into that parking 

lot.  So, -- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  But they are all attached, pretty much. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  If you miss that, everybody else is going to get 

missed to pull into that parking lot. 

 MS. PARKER:  Right.  So, we helping everybody.  We’re helping the 

other people by letting people come in that way.   

 You know, we have a couple of options to make the sign smaller to 

at least get a sign on the wall.  

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I mean, what is going to step the rest of them 

from wanting something illuminated --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.  There is one on the other side saying, 

well, we want on the other end --- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  When you are leaving Target, we want you to be able 

to see us. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Exactly.  My stance. 

 So, I mean, you see it from the road.  You’re pulling in there.  

You can’t miss.  Even if you went around, you are still going to be 

able to get in there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I mean, then you are going to have illumination on 

both sides and then on the back and ---- 

 MR. GWOREK:  What is the square footage allowed for signage 

there, Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman:  It’s 137 square feet.  That’s what 

is proposed.  You can have up to 150.  Because their frontage is so 

long. 

 MR. GWOREK:  So, basically, they are not over at all.  They just 

want two signs is what you are saying, correct? 
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 MR. LAVALLEE:  Uh, the second one would kick it over.  If it was 

--- 13 square feet or something.   So --- 

 MS. PARKER:  A sign 250 to 300 feet from a roadway should be 4’ 

high.  We do have an option for a smaller sign that would reduce the 

amount of the variance if you’d like to see that sign? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes, I’d rather see that one.  Not rather, but I 

would like to see that one. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 (Undertone discussion.) 

 That’s more in keeping with the distance from the road. 

 (Undertone discussion.) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I don’t agree with that.  They are all in that 

same parking area.  Yes, they are. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But these are just the wall signs.  There is also 

going to be a pylon I would imagine. 

 MS. PARKER:  Yes.  We have a very small --- the pylon is mainly 

the Target and the Lowes. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Is that out near the West Street entrance? 

 MS. PARKER:  It’s on West Street.  It’s very small.   It’s on the 

bottom almost near the ground. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is it almost premature.  If the plaza were to be 

built and the signs were to be on the front, the pilons were up, 

wouldn’t it be more appropriate to come back in a year if people are 

actually missing it rather than anticipate that they might.  

 MS. PARKER:  Well, while they’re putting the signs up, they want 

to be able to put them both up. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  My thing is, there is how many more tenants in 

that --- 

 MS. PARKER:  There is only two other tenants. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But the other --- 

 MS. PARKER:  And, one is in the middle. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  --- tenants will want the same thing. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  My point. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, they may want the same thing but the bottom 

line is they don’t have the building --- uh --- 
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 MS. PARKER:  They are not on the roadway, the Executive Road. 

 THE CHAIR:  They’re not on the roadway so they really can’t ---

unless they put it underneath Michael’s, which I’m sure Michael’s 

might have a problem with that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, they could ask for one over here coming out 

of Target.  Here and here. 

 THE CHAIR:  But they don’t --- can you get off --- from Target, 

can you get into that – 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  --- okay. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So, that is what I am saying.  I mean, you’ve got 

two ways to get into this place. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yup. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I mean, I go over to that area.  I see where they 

are building.  And, I believe the other one over there is a Home 

Goods.  Though, I mean, I just, I don’t know. 

 MS. PARKER:  Well, the size of the fascia, the sign on the front, 

is normal what a sign should be:  6’ in height.  It’s only three 

percent of the fascia. 

 You know, your by-laws are only allowing that one sign and 

normally you could cut the signs in half and separate them and have 70 

on each side, but that’s just not feasible because you are 500’ from 

the road, also. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Right.  Because we don’t want to have all those 

signs.  So, that’s ---- I don’t know. 

 MS. PARKER:  And, then the Mobil gas station is in front, also.  

I mean, that’s another stipulation. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do we have any other questions of the applicant at 

this point? 

 MS. PARKER:  If you look at the notch out on the second plan, 

that’s the Mobil gas station right in front of Michael’s.  That big 

white spot. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Where is the pylon sign going to be? 

 MS. PARKER:  The pylon sign is right where Executive Boulevard 

is. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Right on the edge. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right. 
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 MS. PAKER:  If I get my phone, I believe I took a picture of 

there.  It’s basically the Target and Lowes and then there is just a 

small square on the bottom for Michael’s. 

 THE CHAIR:  We did the same thing with Target.  They got the sign 

on the side of the building.   

 MR. LAVALLE:  The Fireplace Distributor, too. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right.  And, we’ve done a number of these on the 

sides of the building.  You know, quite honestly, to be as business 

friendly as we can --- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:   I’m concerned about the size.  There was two --- 

 MR. GWOREK:  The 4’ one. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  We are talking about the smaller one. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, we’re talking the 4’ one. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  And, the stipulation should also read that off 

hours it should be off.  Or, I don’t know what the other ones are over 

there. 

 I mean, we are talking about so close to the other buildings that 

are being business friendly to all of those industrial --- 

 THE CHAIR:  The commercial buildings. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: That is going to be very close to them. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I agree with Ron.  It should be off when they’re 

off.  When they are closed. 

 THE CHAIR:  What’s that? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I agree they should be off when they’re closed. 

 MR. GWOREK:  There is no residential that’s outside of work hours 

for the businesses in that area.  So, I would --- 

 MS. PARKER:  I don’t know if it’s controlled by (inaudible) or 

the building is like that. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think if it were in a residential area, or there 

were a residential area nearby, I would definitely want to --- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I just want to soften the blow to the whole area.  

Don’t want it to be totally – 

 MR. GWOREK:  A Vegas strip? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Yah.   
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 MR. LAVALLEE:  I would just keep in mind that sometimes it acts 

as security, too.   It is pretty dark in that back corner there.  And, 

we do have full cut off lights that are further down on the building.  

That’s another way to get security lighting without having full cut 

off is to have a sign there. 

 So, whether that plays into it or not I am not sure. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Put a sensor light out there. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  But isn’t that the back? 

 (Everyone speaking at the same time.) 

 I’m sure there is going to be some lighting in the back, anyway.  

Because that is the back of the building.   So, they’ll probably have 

something.  This is the back, right?  So, they’ll probably have 

something on the back door. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you very much. 

 MS. PARKER:  Thank you. 

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

application? 

 Anyone in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 

 

8:00 pm. 
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NEW BUSINESS 

 

 A. APPEAL #6217A, Application of Susan V. Marks for special 

exception approval to allow a family flock of chickens under Section 

3-01.31B & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 1603 Meiden Avenue, 

property of Susan V. Marks in a R-80 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6217A with 

conditions.   

 Conditions: 

 1. That there be no more than 12 chickens. 

 2. There be no roosters. 

 3. That the fenced area be a fixed area of not more than 400 

square feet at least 30 feet from the boundary and 100 feet from the 

road. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 Mr. Pugliese noted we have done this before and it works out 

fine.  I’ve had no complaints. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added that the property next door is just a driveway 

and no house. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6218A, Application of Center three LLC for a change 

in permittee of restaurant liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-

04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 75 Center Street, property of 

Center three LLC in a CB zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6218A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. Entertainment be limited to a DJ and no outside 

amplifications. 

 2. That the windows and doors be shut when there is 

entertainment on the interior. 

 3. Limited to not more than 24 bar seats as shown on the plan 

that was attached to it. 

 4. Hours of operation be until 1:00 am on weekdays and 2:00 am 

on weekends. 

 5. Owner/operator would notify the zoning enforcement officer 

if the permittee proposes to vary the hours of operation. 

 6. The permittee would reapply for a special exception if 

he/she modifies or expands the floor plans which were presented to us 

for the restaurant. 

 7. That any change in permittee will require a new 

application. 

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

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said it is a restaurant going in to where there used 

to be a restaurant with essentially the same uses. 

 In actuality we are going from live entertainment and bands to a 

DJ which is less. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 C. APPEAL #6219A, Application of John & Michelle Lord for a 

23’ front yard setback variance under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 999 Andrews Street, property of Michelle Riel & 

John P. Lord Jr., Trustees in an R-80 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6219A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. That the porch not be enclosed. 

 2. That the base of the porch not extend more than 6’ from the 

dwelling and not be more than 8’ wide. 

 3. The steps would come from that to the front. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe noted the reason they are seeking a variance is 

because of the location of the house.  The house was built over the 

zoning line.  Had the house been built further back, they probably 

wouldn’t be seeking a variance.  

 Basically, they are not adding any livable square footage to the 

house.  They’re just adding a stoop so that they have egress from the 

house. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 D. APPEAL #6220A, Application of Christopher R. Campbell for a 

detached garage to exceed 1 ½ stories under Sections 2-07 & 15-04 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 76 Clearwood Place, property of Christopher R. 

Campbell & Laura A. Stock in an r-80 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6220A with 

conditions.  

 Conditions: 

 1. That the garage not be used for commercial purposes. 

 2. That the garage not be used for dwelling purposes. 

 3. That there be no toilet, shower or bathtub in the garage. 

 4. That there be no kitchen in the garage. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 It’s a well laid out addition to an existing structure.  Again, 

the story and a half, we are talking a dormer here which is what is 

really driving it to the two stories, commented the Chair.  With that 

said and with the stipulations, I think it is well laid out. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added the stipulations speak for themselves in terms 

of the use that has been represented to us.  It is going to be used 

for basically a hobby room and that is what we have limited it to. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 E. APPEAL #6221A, Application of Bryant Carlino for a 31’ 

front yard setback variance to locate a pool & deck within the 

secondary front yard of a corner lot under Sections 2-01.A.A.6, 7A-00 

& 15-04  of the Zoning Regulations, 14 Lacey Road, property of Kaitlyn 

M. Burns & Bryant Carlino in an R-12 zone. 

 

 Public Hearing continued and duration of the application has been 

extended. 
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 F. APPEAL #6222A, Application of Kenneth P. & Evelyn M. 

Semataska for a 4.6’ side yard setback variance to accommodate an 

addition under Section7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 39 

Greystone Drive, property of Kenneth P. & Evelyn M. Semataska in an R-

20/25 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6222A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 1. The addition be as shown on the plan that was submitted and 

it is approximately 16 by 33 feet. 

 2. That it match the building line and the roof line. 

 3. That there be arborvitaes that extend from the pool area 

towards the front of the house between the structure and the property 

line. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. LaPorte pointed out he felt it was a minor variance. 

 The Chair agreed. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 G. APPEAL #6223A, Application of Universal Package IV LLC c/o 

Carl Brady, Jr for special exception approval to allow alcohol sales 

as part of a package store under Sections 4-01.32B, 11-04 & 15-05 of 

the Zoning Regulations, 1095 West Street (Map 131, Parcel 043) 

property of S&G LLC in a B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve 6223A with conditions: 

 Conditions: 

 1. The applicant move the existing permit to this new 

location. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 The Chair observed it is pretty straight forward.  Just moving 

the license. 

 Mr. O’Keefe, it is moving to an area that would be conducive to 

having a liquor store permit. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 H. APPEAL #6224A, Application of Michaels c/o Carolyn Parker 

for a variance to allow a second attached building sign over the 

allowed square footage limit under Sections 13-05.C & 15-04 of the 

Zoning Regulations, 99 Executive Boulevard, property of Exectwest 

Retail LLC in a B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6224A with 

conditions: 

 Conditions: 

 1. That the sign on the front of the building be limited to 6’ 

x 22’ 9 1/2” as set forth on the drawing. 

 2. That the sign on the side of the building be limited to 4’ 

by 15’2 3/8” as shown on the drawing. 

 3. Basically, just the letter themselves be illuminated. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. Pugliese said because of the situation with this building and 

where it is, this is something that I can support.  It’s good for the 

town to have something like this. 

 Mr. O’Keefe said if you look at Target and Lowes, this building, 

the commercial uses nearby, it is compatible. 

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

 A. Adoption of 2017 Meeting Schedule 

 After discussion of the dates, it was decided the first meeting 

in July (11
th
) and August (8

th
) would be eliminated.    

 Mr. O’Keefe so moved the motion for approval.  Mr. LaPorte and 

Mr. Pugliese seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

8. Adjournment 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:12 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

    Robert Y. Salka, Chairman 

 

  


