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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2016 

MINUTES 

 

  VICE - CHAIRMAN Jeffrey D. 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 John 

Weichsel Municipal Center at 196-200 North Main Street, Southington, 

CT with the following members in attendance: 

 Matthew O’Keefe & Joseph Pugliese 

 Alternates: Ronald Bohigian & Paul Bedard 

 Others:  David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 

 Absent:   Robert Salka, Chairman       

    Joseph LaPorte, Commissioner    

    Ryan Rogers, Alternate 

  The Vice Chairman seated Mr. Bohigian for Mr. LaPorte and Mr. 

Bedard for Chairman Salka.    A quorum was determined. 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 Vice Chairman 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. 

 

JEFFREY GWOREK, Vice-Chair, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

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

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

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. APPEAL #6225A, Application of AMPS Electric for a 150-sf 

size variance for an accessory structure (pool house’s covered patio) 

under Sections 2-01A.A.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 75 

Clearwood Place, property of Walter & Anna Czupryna in an R-80 zone. 
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 MR. BOKOWSKI:  Adam Bokowski, 59 (Inaudible) Court, Wolcott, CT.   

 I’m here on behalf of Walter Czupryna.  He would like to build a 

roof over a patio for their pool house so in the summertime they don’t 

have to sit in the back yard, cooking, you know, because there’s not 

much shade and we’d like to gain as much shade as we can. 

 Due to the rules that the accessory structure cannot be any more 

than 350 square feet, we’re exceeding the square footage about 120.  

But we just ask for 150 square feet more because the covered area 

would be 16 by 16. 

 VICE CHAIR:  There is no --- you are not going to have any walls?  

Just covered?  A roof? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  I have pictures of what’s – very similar of what 

it is going to look like. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  That would be great. Do you want to submit those? 

 (Passed around.) 

 (Discussion at the bench.) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Do you have any current pictures? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  There is nothing there, yet.  We are in the 

process of building the pool house. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Oh, you are in the process. 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  Yes. 

 We have to have the permits for this.  This is what it is 

supposed to look like.  This is already approved. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Can we put this in, too? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  Sure. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Those are supposed to be facsimiles of what it is 

going to look like? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  Yes. 

 (Pause, pause)   

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I have a question:  Did you submit any plans for 

anything yet to the town? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI: We did.  For the shed itself. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: For the shed. 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  the patio we don’t really have to. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  For the roof?  You haven’t done anything? 
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 MR. BORKOWSKI:  No.  I did have an approval through --- zoning 

stopped me because of the square footage.  And everybody else --- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I always like to see a drawing of some sort to say 

if it does pass, this is what we are actually passing. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Well, I think what we can do is we can put these in 

as part of the record and we can say it would be similar to this. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Is that fine with you if we say it is similar to 

this structure? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  The only difference is that the pool house that -

-- that shed area sticks out 4’ on each side.  If you take a look at 

the top drawing, it shows it.  And, what we are looking for for the 

variance is for that roof in front of it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  It’s not a shed. 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  It’s a pool house. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I am looking at a couple of different photographs 

and one of them has a raised floor inside? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI: No that will be a patio.  

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is that what it is going to be on? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  Yes, correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: We probably don’t want this photo then. 

 (Discarded the photo) 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  We’re just trying to make sure that you are 

building what you say you are. 

 (Undertone comments.) 

 (Pause) 

 MR. BEDARD:  Just to be clear, there is no intention to enclose 

this open area? 

 MR. BORKOWSKI:  Nope. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Well, we can make sure and put that in the 

stipulations, you know? 

 No side walls whatsoever and ----- 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions from the board? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 
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 MR. BORKOWSKI:  Thank you. 

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

application?  Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6226A, Application of Muamet & Amend IIjazi for 

special exception approval to allow used car sales under Sections 4-

03.32B, 11-03 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 910 Meriden-Waterbury 

Turnpike, property of 910 Meriden Waterbury LLC in a B zone. 

 

    AND 

 

 C. APPEAL #6227A, Application of Muamet & Amend IIjazi for a 

special exception approval to allow motor vehicle repair under 

Sections 4-03.32B, 11-03, & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 910 

Meriden-Waterbury Turnpike, property of 910 Meriden-Waterbury LLC in a 

B zone. 

 ACTING CHAIR:   Will the applicant please state your name and 

address for the record. 

 MR. ILJAZI:  Muamet Iljazi, 48 Blossom Way, Southington, CT  

06489. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  What, can you just give us a description of what 

you are going to be conducting on site? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  We are going to be doing used car sales and repair. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  We have previous stipulations that we put on the 

record and then we also have a map that you provided. 

 Can you just go over how many parking spots you are going to use 

for car sales, for repairs, um --- 

 MR. ILJAZI:  As far as car sales, I believe it is 88 cars. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Eighty-two. 

 MR. ILJAZI:  Eighty-two.  And, we have customer parking and 

repairs. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Actually, as I understand, there is 82 spots, ten 

of which are for customers, so it would be for 72 cars.  Are you aware 

of that? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  I was under the impression that it was actually 82 

cars. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Eighty-two cars which includes the ten-customer 

parking. 

 MR. ILJAZI:  I thought that was plus. 

 ACTING CHAIR: Dave? 
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 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, if you want to reference the 

previous plan for this. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: We did. That was the December 15
th
 and I went through 

the application and the public hearing. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Right. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the applicant had at that time requested 90 

cars.  There was a motion made to reduce it to 76 which was withdrawn. 

 And, eight spots were eliminated from the 90, reducing it to 82.  

But the 82 was inclusive of the ten cars for customer parking. 

 So, it would be 72 cars for sale.  And, ten spots for customer 

parking. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Sounds good. 

 MR. BEDARD:  Will you be performing automobile repairs at this 

location on cars other than the used cars that you are selling? 

 MR. ILJAZI: Uh, yes, we would be.  But the majority would be on 

our used cars we sell. 

 MR. BEDARD:   Do you have an idea of what that ratio might be, 

repairs on --- 

 MR. ILJAZI:  I would say about 90 percent our own and 10 percent 

others. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Would the repairs be done indoors or outdoors? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  Indoors. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Has the applicant seen this at all (indicating a 

sheet)? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  Yah.  We did.  Thank you. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I just want to make sure you know what we are 

talking About. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, there would be no cannibalized vehicles 

outdoors at any time? 

 MR. ILJAZI: No.  No. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  You have seen that one of the reason was we were 

trying to keep the building open on side where there would be no cars. 

 MR. ILJAZI:  Yes.  For circulation and for entrance. Yah. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  So, basically, the approval we gave last time was 

for a total of 82 parking spaces which were shown inclusive of 

customer spaces as shown on the drawing which has been referenced to.  
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 Ten customer spaces to remain in front of the building. 

 A split rail fence to be maintained along the front of the 

property line between the road and the parking lot.  

 You don’t have a problem with any of that? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, then additionally, I think we would want to 

say that there would be no automotive work to be done outside of the 

building.   

 No cannibalized vehicles outside of the building.   

 No outside storage of equipment, parts or material.   

 And, the vehicles for sale we have covered. 

 All new vehicles would be parked in specified parking spaces --- 

or marked parking spaces. 

 Outside storage --- you are not going to have any outside 

storage? 

 MR. ILJAZI: No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No outside storage. 

 No advertising flags, banners, strings or pennants, festoons, 

flood lights, twirlers, propellers, streamers, sandwich board signs or 

similar devices of a carnival nature to be displayed on the site. 

 Parking spaces will be striped so we can identify your 82 spots.  

 And, no gasoline sold. 

 And, handicapped signage installed for customer parking. 

 What about hours of operation?  What would those be? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  The hours of operation would be from 9:00am to 8:00 

pm sale.  And, as far as service, 9:00 to 5:00.   

 And, also sales on Saturday would be 10:00 to 4:00. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  No Sunday? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  No Sunday.  That may change.  It depends. 

 If we have Sunday, it would be from 12:00 to 4:00.  Just sales. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, you are not doing service on the weekends? 

 MR. ILJAZI:  no. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Not even on Saturday? 
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 MR. ILJAZI:  No.   

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions from the Board? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you. 

 MR. ILJAZI:  Thank you. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Is there anyone speaking in favor of this 

application? 

 Anyone speaking in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 D. APPEAL #6228A, Application of David Carabetta for special 

exception approval to switch from a restaurant liquor permit to a café 

liquor permit under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 837 Meriden-Waterbury Turnpike, property of Bruno A. 

Carabetta in a B zone. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Will the applicant please state your name and 

address for the record? 

 MR. CARABETTA:  Bruno Carabetta, 1031 Peck Lane in Cheshire. 

 Me and my brother own Fratelli’s Italian Restaurant on Route 322 

in the Plantsville section. 

 You know, we’ve been there for 27 or 28 years now.  Anyway, we 

built – for years, we didn’t have a bar.  And, then a couple, three 

years ago we put a bar in.  And, you know, I consulted with the State 

Liquor Commission before I did it. 

 And, she says, you know, you have to have a side door so the kids 

don’t have to go through the bar.  And, all.  Or she says, you can 

just get a café license and not put the door in.  She goes, its your 

choice. 

 So, we got done building the bar.  You know, we looked at it and 

we said, we would ruin the feel of the whole dining room.  You know, 

it is a little restaurant. It only has 44 seats. 

 So, we didn’t want to put the door in.  So, we just want to get a 

café license and then this way here we can just leave it the way it 

is.  We don’t have to change anything.  

 The café license is $500 more a year.  That’d be the only 

difference. 

 And, you know, then kids can’t come in unless they are with their 

parent or somebody over 21, a guardian.  Right now, they can come in 

but that’s what we want to do.  We just want to switch over to a café.  

Nothing much would change.  Nothing at all would change.   

 Our clientele is, you know, we don’t do pizza or grinders or 

anything like that.  So, we don’t get that clientele.  You know?  So, 

it wouldn’t hurt us. 

 But it would hurt us to lose 12 seats if I did have to open that 

door up.  There’s like a little side door there. 

 The building department says, you know, he approved it back then.  

He says, well, when you are ready, give me a call. And, I said, let’s 

not do it.  Let’s just switch over.   
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 So, that is where I am at.  I just want to get a café in.  But 

nothing will change.  Nothing.  Just stays just the way it is. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  So the floor plan is the exact same? 

 MR. CARAETTA:  Yah. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  And, you are familiar with all the stipulations we 

had previously? 

 Do you want me to read through them? 

 MR. CARABETTA:  Sure. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  The first one is no exotic dancers, male or 

female, public or private. 

 Bar seats shall not exceed nine.  Is that still accurate? 

 MR. CARABETTA:  Yah.  Nothing will change. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  No live entertainment? 

 MR. CARABETTA:  No. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any significant change to the floor plan that is 

determined by the Zoning Enforcement Officer shall require a new 

application. 

 And, any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 Is that all fine? 

 MR. CARABETTA:  It’s all --- nothing changes, at all. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I have a question:    What is difference with a 

café license?  You can’t sit at a bar?  You’ve got to be served? 

 MR. CARABETTA:  No.  If say two teenagers come in and they’re 

both 18, they can’t come in. 

 If one of them is 18 and the other is 21, they can come in.  

That’s the difference. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  But if it is a restaurant, they can both come in 

under age? 

 MR. CARABETTE:  No. They can’t come in.  As long as one of them 

is aged --- 

 MR. PUGLIESE:   If you already had the door, then they could. 

 MR. CARABETTA:  What’s that?    Then they could, yes.  Yah.  But 

we don’t want to do that.  Take away 12 seats, I’ve only got 44 seats 

in the main dining room.  If you take 12 away, you can’t make a 

living. 
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 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Okay.  It was just a question. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 Pretty straight forward. 

 MR. CARABETTA:  Yah.   Thanks. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Anyone speaking in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 E. APPEAL #6229A, Application of Dale Akerley for a 6.1’ front 

yard setback variance and a 11.3’ side yard setback variance for a 

garage addition to a home under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 1055 West Center Street, property of Joel Gibson in an R-

20/25 zone. 

 ACTING CHAIR:   Will the applicant state his name and address for 

the record. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  My name is Dale Akerley and I live at 192 Village 

Street, Bristol, CT.   I am with ADPAC Designs and I am the contractor 

hired by Mr. Gibson to build this attached garage addition. 

 ACTING CHAIR:   All right. Go ahead.  What’re we building? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Um, you have a set of the building plans in front 

of you? 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Yup.  Looking at them now. 

 MR. AKERLEY: We want to attach a garage and house but the zone is 

an R-20/25 zone so the frontage is 40’, the side yard is 20’ and the 

way the existing garage is going to sit, it would be 32’ from the 

front and 9’ on the side instead of 20’ and 40’. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Does the garage extend any further than the house 

that is currently on the property? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  No.  It is going to be flush with the house.  The 

front of the house.  It is going to be some 36’ deep from there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What would be your hardship? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Well, according to the R-20/25 zone, it requires 

40’ from the front. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But that is not a hardship.  That’s a requirement 

of the zoning.  The hardship would be what makes that property unique 

that you couldn’t have it there? 

 Because as I look at the size of the garage that you are 

proposing, the footprint of the garage is bigger than the footprint of 

the house. 

 Just a little bit overwhelming, I think. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  The customer required me to build a two-car garage 

with extra depth in the back to put a lawn mower, other mowing 

equipment and other vehicles he may have like a motorcycle of some 

sort along with the two-car garage.  That’s the reason for the depth 

of it. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, it just seems excessive.  You know, you 

wouldn’t need a variance if the garage was attached to the house, but 

you’d lose the breezeway of if it were, you know, a one car garage. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Yah, you know, cosmetically, if we attach it to the 

house, we would have like a porch roof there and a breezeway so when 

he came out of the garage he would be covered and when he went into 

the garage instead of being detached away from the house. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think as I look at the drawing, the drawing looks 

nice and the structure looks nice.   The problem is you’re building 

very close to the line when there are probably other alternatives. 

 Have you explored putting the garage behind the house? 

 MR. AKERLEY: I talked to the customer about that and he would 

like to do this route if he could for cosmetics.  Because it would 

look better for the front the house and he’d have --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE: But he would also be close to his neighbor’s house.  

And, that’s --- 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Yes.  He’d be 9’ feet from the property line 

instead of the required 20.   

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, it looks like the neighbor is probably within 

the 9’ so there wouldn’t be a lot of room for him to build this. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Have you spoken with that neighbor? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Yes.  He’s fine with it.  We spoke with the 

neighbor next door, the neighbor across the street and they don’t 

oppose it at all. 

 I posted the sign in the front yard so they knew of the meeting.  

They decided not to come because they aren’t opposed. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Is there an existing shed still on the property? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Yes. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Is that going to remain or – 

 MR. AKERLEY:  No, that’ll be removed once the garage is up. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  How many --- is there going to be --- I didn’t get 

through all of these drawings --- a vaulted hobby room or anything up 

there?  Is that useable space? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Just storage.  Maybe a hole downstairs inside the 

garage to get up there for rough storage like whatever he wants to 

store up there. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – November 9. 2016 

 

14 

 

 MR. BEDARD:  Are there any plans to run either heat or water into 

this space? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  No.  Just electrical.  That’s it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think one of my concerns would be you are 

building basically a garage structure that has got a bigger footprint 

than the actual house and half of it is not even inside the building 

line.    

 UNIDENTIFIABLE:  Or almost half of it. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Dave?  I can’t tell for sure in that presentation, 

is that lot narrower than the one to the right? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It’s pretty close.  Within 10’ I would say. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: What does the percentage come out to as the 

variance on that? 

 (Pause, pause) 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Well, it would be more than halfway into the side 

yard setback. 

 MR. BEDARD:  About 55 percent on the side?  Right? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Roughly. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  There is an existing driveway already there.  That, 

basically, we are not going any past that driveway footprint.  The 

driveway to the left side will still be existing.  We’re just going 

from flush with the front of the house 36’ deep past that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  The driveway is not a structure.  You being 55 

percent, that’s very excessive without a hardship. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  But if I was to build a garage that would be the 

same size, detached, that’d be okay? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: If it was to the rear of the house. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  If it was to the rear and over. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think it depends on the size.  I don’t know what 

the size would be.  But 24 by 36, I haven’t looked at the regulations 

as to whether or not that would be permitted. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  I talked to the --- I forgot what her name was in 

the zoning --- she actually mentioned to me that if I left it 

detached, I wouldn’t need a variance because I could push it back and 

still be within 10’ of the property line. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, that is the argument that you are making 

against us giving you a variance. 
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 MR. AKERLEY:  Well, I know that.  We don’t want to do that.  We’d 

rather do this, attached to the house, for cosmetic and the 

functionality. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But the reason they’d allow you to do it behind the 

house is then you are not right on your next --- you know, not right 

on your next-door neighbor’s house.  You are behind your next-door 

neighbor’s house. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Well, if I pushed it back, I could still go 10’ for 

the property line instead of 9’.  It’d be almost the same as far as 

the side property. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, I don’ know how big of a structure you could 

put there without a variance. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Up to 1092 and Mr. Chairman, this would be 864. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  How big is that breezeway? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  I believe it is 8 by 10. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  It would change the whole structure of the garage.  

I mean, if you move the breezeway and came close to the house and then 

have the entrance from the garage into the house, I don’t know how 

much that would detract from it. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  That would require the cost of the project to go 

up. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Cost isn’t a factor, though, for hardship purposes. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I’m not trying to --- 

 MR. AKERLEY:  I understand.  I’m just trying to keep my costs 

down. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  On the two properties to the right of the subject 

house, the first one seems like it’s close to the line but it is 

probably more than 10’.  DO you know what the distance would be? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  No.  Through the Chair, that could’ve been done 

prior to zone. It couldn’t have had a variance itself.  Um, you know, 

it’s probably 12’. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  And, then the farthest one you can see on the 

right, is that a structure, also? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  It kind of looks like (inaudible).  That’s what it 

looks like. 

 And, you have to take each request on it’s  own merit. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.   Keep in mind when you are looking at this 

garage and you are looking at it in relation to the house, it dwarfs 
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the house.  Whereas, if you look at the breezeway next door, it is 

much smaller in relation to the house. 

 MR. LAVALEE:  Twelve feet. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  I’m not sure if you --- I assume you get a sense 

of what the Board is currently leaning to on this current application 

you’ve provided.  I think the Board would rather and I’m speaking from 

what I hear and what I’d like to see:  the breezeway gone and moving 

the garage I guess would be one option.  Like you said, the detached 

garage in the back of the property, I’d feel more comfortable with 

myself. 

 You have the option to continue with this motion.  We could make 

a motion later or I don’t know if the Board, if you want to withdraw 

the application?  It’s up to you. 

 So, Dave, he is not going to need an application if he detached 

more than 10’ away from the rear of the property? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Just a zoning permit. 

 You could also “L” it.  Like have the three bays this way 

(indicating) with the same in the back and then come in this way 

(indicating).  That is an option.  If it is attached it’s tough 

(inaudible) there if it is attached.   

 MR. AKERLEY:  I’m just curious.  As far as like the main Board’s 

opinion is you are worried about the size of the structure being 

overpowering to the house?  Is that what your main issue is? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, the location.  The location being you are 

building it closer to the side yard. There is a reason for the 20’ 

side yard.  It’s to keep separation. 

 And, you have plenty of room in the back.  When you look at the 

shape of the lot, it’s not as if, at least from here it doesn’t appear 

that you are saying well you can’t put it in the back because I’m 

going to fall off of a cliff or --- it looks like there is area back 

there. 

 And, then from the street, it wouldn’t be as overpowering. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  But from the front view, it’s not any higher than 

the existing house.  It’s actually the same height.  It would just 

look like a two-car garage from the front of the house.  The only size 

you would see as far as a large structure would be from the rear which 

no one really would see that unless you entered the yard. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But you are 8’ from the boundary.   

 ACTING CHAIR:  Yah.  You are around 55% over the boundary there. 
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 MR. AKERLEY:  So, get rid of the breezeway and build the same 

structure off set 8’ and still have the same look except it won’t be 

9’ from the property line. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Correct.  That would be much more workable. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  It’s less of an encroachment on the side yard. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: (Inaudible) but it is certainly an option. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Let me put it this way.  It’s less of an 

encroachment. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  I mean, the neighbor’s yard, their encroachment is 

12’.  That’s out of the zone, too. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It is not a 24 by 36-foot structure. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  And, it may have predated zoning laws. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I think off set and without the breezeway would be 

much more palatable. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  So, where do I go from here?  Are you denying the 

appeal? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  No.  We wouldn’t deny it.  You could ask that the 

public hearing be continued and you can withdraw the application and 

resubmit and maybe request that we would waive the filing fee if it 

were done within a certain time period. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Or just postpone to the next meeting and come back 

at the next meeting. Table it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Because we meet again in two weeks. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  If I don’t come back with a different drawing, it 

would be a totally different view.  Everything like that?  It would be 

the same drawing I have now, right?  It’s kind of pointless. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Yes. It would be updated based on what you’ve 

heard from us and what we are looking for.  An updated drawing. 

 MR. AKERLEY:    So my best option would be just to demo the 

breezeway, attach it to the house, and I don’t need a variance. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I don’t know.  We don’t know how close it is. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  And, you would still need one because of the front 

yard setback.  Right? 

 MR. AKERLEY:  I would push it back and push it to the house where 

I would be within 20’. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, so if you are within 20’, you presumably just 

need a building permit. 

 If you needed a variance, and it was a variance for twelve 

inches, that’s a lot different than asking for a variance of 12’. 

 The drawing does look nice.  I would say that. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, I am not sure the numbers would 

work.  We can certainly talk off line about it if you want.  Probably 

try to make it work. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Why don’t we table it and then after your 

discussion, if it is not warranted, then we can just dismiss it.  This 

way here you don’t have to go through another application. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Okay. Table it for two weeks. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Its 24’ as shown here.  It’s 24’ wide with 9’ to 

the property line.  If you need to be 20’, that’s only leaving you 14’ 

in width.  So, that doesn’t get you want you want. 

 MR. AKERLEY:  Well, I’ll talk to the customer and say that if we 

demo the breezeway, attach it to the house directly, and push it back 

or do it detached altogether.  Set it back. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, the breezeway is shown on the assessor’s card 

as 10’. So, if you eliminate the 10, now you are 18.5’ so you are now 

at one foot three inches for a variance as opposed to 11 foot three 

inches. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Which wouldn’t be as substantial as 55%. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Any other questions?   

 No? 

 (No response) 

 Can I have a motion to table this? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Make a motion to table this. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  Second. 

 Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 ACTING CHAIR:  Public Hearings are closed for this evening. 

7:38 o’clock, p.m. 
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NEW BUSINESS: 

 

 A. APPEAL #6225A, Application of AMPS Electric for a 150-sf 

size variance for an accessory structure (pool house’s covered patio) 

under Sections 2-01A.A.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 75 

Clearwood Place, property of Walter & Anna Czupryna in an R-80 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6225A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

 - The pool house and cabana be built to the dimensions that 

are shown and attached to the application. 

 - That the pool house is 9 by 25 feet and it be enclosed. 

 - The roof on the cabana be 16 by 16 feet and attached to the 

pool house and open on the three directions that are not attached to 

the pool house. 

 - It be built similarly as shown on the sketches or 

substantially similar to the sketches submitted with the application. 

 Mr. Bohigian seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added that if you look at the structure and the house 

and the neighborhood, it seems to be in conformity and with the look 

of the neighborhood. 

 Mr. Bohigian noted it is very much in harmony. 

 Mr. O’Keefe stated the aesthetics are nice. 

 Mr. Pugliese said he didn’t know if you could even see it from 

the road. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6226A, Application of Muamet & Amend IIjazi for 

special exception approval to allow used car sales under Sections 4-

03.32B, 11-03 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 910 Meriden-Waterbury 

Turnpike, property of 910 Meriden Waterbury LLC in a B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6226A with 

conditions. 

 (Relates to auto sales) 

 Conditions: 

 - The approval be for a total of 82 parking space inclusive 

of customer spaces as shown on the drawing attached to Appeal 6227A. 

 - Ten customer spaces be maintained in front of the building. 

 - A split rail fence be maintained along the front of the 

property between the road and the parking lot. 

 - That all parking spaces are to be marked and striped. 

 - Handicapped parking signage is to be installed. 

 - Sales be limited to Monday thru Friday, 9:00 am to 8:00 pm. 

  Saturday, 1:00 to 5:00 pm. 

  Sunday, 12:00 to 4:00 pm. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded as did Mr. Bohigian. 

 For discussion, Mr. O’Keefe said we had probably an hour and a 

half of discussion a year ago and it was approved at that time on a 4 

to 1 vote.  It’s been in existence for a year.  There really is no 

change other than we’re actually having an additional condition of 

marking the spots so that it be more easily ascertainable and 

enforceable. 

 Mr. Pugliese added that the last iteration of that business 

seemed to look very nice in the area and functioned quite well. 

 Mr. Bohigian was glad to see that it is not going to sit vacant 

very long and put it back on the tax roll. 

 

 Mr. O’Keefe added one more thing as an additional stipulation: 

 - There be no advertising flags, banners, streamers or 

pennants, festoons of lights, twirlers, propellers, streamers and 

sandwich board signs or similar devices of a carnival nature to be 

displayed on the site.   
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 Mr. Bohigian and Mr. Pugliese removed their seconds. 

 Mr. Pugliese reseconded adding that new conditions. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 Motion passes. 
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 C. APPEAL #6227A, Application of Muamet & Amend IIjazi for a 

special exception approval to allow motor vehicle repair under 

Sections 4-03.32B, 11-03, & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 910 

Meriden-Waterbury Turnpike, property of 910 Meriden-Waterbury LLC in a 

B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6227A with 

conditions: 

 Conditions: 

 - There be no automotive work done outside of the building. 

 - Any stored vehicles for repairs be stored behind the 

building in marked approved spots as allowed in Appeal 6226A. 

 - No outside storage of equipment, parts or any material. 

 - There be no gasoline sold. 

 - Hours of operation are 9:00 am to 5:00 pm Monday thru 

Friday. 

 - All work be done indoors. 

 Mr. Bedard seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe observed this is a similar use to the previous use.  

It’s basically the same. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 Motion carries.  
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 D. APPEAL #6228A, Application of David Carabetta for special 

exception approval to switch from a restaurant liquor permit to a café 

liquor permit under Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 837 Meriden-Waterbury Turnpike, property of Bruno A. 

Carabetta in a B zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 6228A with 

conditions. 

 Conditions: 

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

 - Number of bar seats shall not exceed 9. 

 - No live entertainment. 

 - Any significant change to the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

 - Any changes in management or permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 Mr. Pugliese seconded. 

 The Acting Chair pointed out it is as basic as it gets.  It makes 

sense what the owner is trying to do. 

 Mr. Pugliese said nothing is changing with the floor plan. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 Motion carries 5 to 0. 
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 E. APPEAL #6229A, Application of Dale Akerley for a 6.1’ front 

yard setback variance and a 11.3’ side yard setback variance for a 

garage addition to a home under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 1055 West Center Street, property of Joel Gibson in an R-

20/25 zone. 

 Item tabled during the public hearing. 
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MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 Nothing this evening. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:46 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

    Jeffrey D. Gworek, Acting Chair 

 

 


