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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, MAY 8, 2018 

 

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, Matthew O’Keefe, Joseph Pugliese & Joseph LaPorte 

 Others: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner    

    

 Absent: Ron Bohigian & Ryan Rogers, Alternates 

 

 A quorum was determined. 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 Vice Chairman Jeffrey 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 further explained this is a super majority vote board 

and you need four affirmative votes for your appeal to be approved. 

 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: 

 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 Mr. Pugliese made a motion to approve the Minutes from the 

previous meeting as submitted.  Mr. LaPorte & Mr. O’Keefe seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 
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6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6317A, Application of The Fourteen – O- Three 

Group, LLC for a 4-height variance to allow an 8’ fence in the front 

yard & a 40’ front yard setback variance for the same under Sections 

2-19S & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1405 Meriden Waterbury Tpke., 

property of The Fourteen-O-Three Group, LLC in a B zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Commission members:  

My name is Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert, Jones & Associates 

representing the applicant. 

 The subject property is located at the corner of Meriden 

Waterbury Road and CT Route 10.  It is in a Business zone.  Served by 

public water and sewer.  The land area is 8.9 acres.  It is identified 

on the Assessor’s Map as Map 31, Parcel 140. 

 On the screen here, we have Meriden Waterbury Road and Norton 

Street, CT Route 10.   On the upper northeast corner of the property 

last year or so we received approval for site plan for a proposed 

building and the next shot is a close up of that area. 

 (Pause) 

 It’s hard to see up there but maybe you can see it here if it is 

hard for you to see there. 

 But there is an existing 8’ fence which is just about along the 

easterly side of the approved building here, with a line of pine trees 

in front of it. 

 It would be a good idea if we could cut those overgrown Christmas 

trees in this area here and relocate the existing fence, the red line, 

and move it toward Norton Street a few feet and positioning the fence 

in between the existing row of arborvitaes.  If you have driven 

through there you will see these two rows of trees.  They’re growing 

pretty nicely.  So, the fence would be in back of those, to the west 

of the trees. 

 That will allow us to have room to maneuver around this building 

for safety, for fire protection and security for the --- the fence 

would be for security as we have it now. 

 The 8’ fence would be relocated and built with the same type of 

material. 

 For that reason, we need a variance of --- a 4’ variance because 

the front yard allows only a 4’ high fence.  And, the location is 

closer to the street as indicated in the application. 
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 This request is made under Section 2-19S & 15-04 for the 

requested variances. 

 We hope that you find per Section 15-04.3 the granting of the 

variance is not injurious to the neighborhood and it is in harmony 

with the purpose and intent of the regulation. 

 That’s the reason we are in front of you today. 

 If you have any questions, I’ll be glad to answer them. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, the row of trees is coming down? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The overgrown trees that are right up against the 

fence, those are Christmas trees.  Those will come down and the fence 

will be moved a few feet toward the road.  But in front of that fence 

there is a double row of arborvitaes.  Very healthy section of trees 

there.  So that’s what we’ll be doing. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What about the building itself.  The proposed 

building.  Couldn’t that be pushed in?  Ten feet? 

 MR. BOVINO:  No --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  You could keep the fence. 

 MR. BOVINO:   We have, a site constraint.  We’re tight on space 

on this property.  Very tight on space. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, when you say tight on space, that’s because 

you have a big building proposed. 

 What is it about the land that would not allow you to push that 

building 10’ away from the street and then just replace the existing 

fence and leave the existing trees. 

 Because there are houses across the street from this site. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The reason being this site is 8.9 acres but the 

business has grown over the years, as you’ve seen.  And, uh, there is 

a lot of need for space.  So, any time you move anything this way 10’, 

it creates a cut.  There is an established travel way from the back of 

the building here. The current operation has this travel way that 

heads north throughout the site and has a circular pattern there.  

And, there is storage of material and equipment in this area here. 

 Land is at premium in this corner, so that’s why we need that 

little bit more room there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Except you are putting a building near the street 

as opposed to you know, somewhere else on the site.  You could 

probably put it somewhere else on the site and have something up 

against the fence. 
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 MR. BOVINO: Well, we --- there is multiple buildings on this 

site, already.  We have a lot of other buildings.  And, the need is to 

have this building with this kind of use at his location.   

 And, the trees, if you have driven through there, they are 

overgrown and they’re really not in good shape.   

 So, that’s only one of the reasons we want to cut them down.  

And, also, we want to move the fence over to allow some circulation 

around the building here. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Sev, what do you have for a hardship?  What is your 

hardship? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Our hardship is security and expansion of the site 

and fire safety. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Expansion of the site wouldn’t be a hardship.  

That’s financial. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The fact that we want to serve the building that we 

got approval for and to be able to have a proper fire safety around 

the building instead of being encumbered by that fence right there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:   We are not saying you can’t build the building, 

but possibly not build the building where you want to put it. 

 I mean, if you pushed that building back 10’, you could replace 

the existing fence and you wouldn’t need a variance for that.  You’d 

have less of a variance on the front yard and you’d have more of a 

buffer across the street. 

 So maybe instead of an 8.29-acre lot, you’d have an 8.19-acre 

lot. 

 MR. BOVINO:  By the way, this is 40-some feet away from the --- 

the pavement is over here.  We have a lot of green space in between.  

Way more than 40’.  

 We have extra space there that is really wasted space for the 

site. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Is the existing fence 8’ tall? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The property line is right here.   Between the 

property line and the pavement area there is probably another 20’ in 

this area and there is 30’ in this area.  A lot of excess of space 

there.    

 And, there is already sidewalks installed around this area along 

the road, so it won’t be any additional impacts to that. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, you want to go from a 4’ fence to an 8’ fence, 

is that it? 
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 MR. BOVINO:  We have an 8’ fence right now.  We just want to 

replace the existing fence and move it over 10’.  That’s all we are 

asking. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But you are also asking to remove the trees which 

then would make the building more visible from across the street. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The trees that are being removed, they are really 

scroungy, they don’t have any more branches, you know a lot of needles 

on the branches.  

 And, the ones that are growing in the front, you know, the double 

row or arborvitaes, actually are healthier.  And, they will continue 

to grow.  This row of trees that is in the front here. 

 THE CHAIR:  How tall are they now? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Those trees? 

 THE CHAIR:  The arborvitaes? 

 MR. BOVINO:  How tall are they?  They’re already 15 to 20 feet 

tall.  Some are a little shorter.  But they’ve already grown pretty 

nice now.  It’s a nicely put together buffer.  A double row offset.  

One row and then the next row is offset with --- it was done 

intentionally to keep that screening there. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  You see, the issue I have is you have a large lot.  

You have a building that’s approved.  You could easily put that 

building in many other places on the lot, except for the applicant’s 

desire to put it there. 

 MR. GWOREK:  He would be allowed to put a 4’ fence there.  He is 

just asking for an 8’. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.  I am not talking about the fence so much as 

the location of the building. 

 THE CHAIR:  The application is not for the building. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  It’s just for the fence. 

 THE CHAIR:  We are talking strictly for the fence. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  The question is, you know, are we going to allow the 

fence to be moved?   You know, ten foot closer to the road.  That’s 

really what the appeal is for here.  Not for the building. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The building complies with zoning. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Okay. 
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 MR. PUGLIESE:  I think if I was living in the houses across the 

street from that, I would prefer the new condition because that 

building’s actually going to be more of a barrier for sound and 

whatnot from the yard to protect those houses.  So, I don’t – 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  On the basis, I mean, if the building is compliant, 

I wouldn’t – I misread it when I looked at the side yard. 

 So, now I don’t have the same concerns. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. Any other questions? 

 MR. GWOREK:  If we just add the condition that the larger 

evergreen trees or pine trees or whatever they are, are to be removed 

and then arborvitaes left in place and maintained, is that acceptable? 

 MR. BOVINO:  That is what we --- 

 THE CHAIR:  I do think that we --- you know, if an arborvitae 

happens to --- something happens to it, it gets replaced and that 

those double rows of arborvitaes stay.  I think that is important. 

 Because also, isn’t this part of this, um, going to be realigned 

with the --- by the state? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Eventually. 

 THE CHAIR:  Didn’t they already start that process?  I know they 

acquired some property? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yah, they are not touching this area.  They are 

realigning, grade wise, the road that starts somewhere here.  I have 

the plan & profile in my office, and it goes down to the 

intersections. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   Because they are taking something on the east 

side of Norton Street, right?  They are taking some property on the 

east side. 

 MR. BOVINO:  They are redoing the entire area there. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  The fence would be a stockade fence? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The fence, what? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is it a stockade fence? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes.  The same wood fence that is there now. 

 And, as I said, if you drive through there, the trees that are 

there really don’t have the covering.  You know, you see these 
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Christmas trees and they grow too tall and --- they lost the cover.  

They are not providing the screening they were intended to. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, I mean, moves it a little bit closer, but it is 

still behind the trees. You are not even going to really see it.  So, 

we’re talking from a height standpoint, I don’t see where that is an 

issue. You’ve got 15’ arborvitaes. 

 And, I think, the taller the fence, the less sound that is going 

to go across – you know, to your point, Joe. 

 Okay. 

 Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 Thanks, Sev. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anyone here to speak 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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 B. APPEAL #6318A, Application of Martin Frausto for a 9’ side 

yard setback variance on each side of an existing home for a fence 

with concrete piers under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 37 Summit Street, property of Martin Frausto in an R-12 

zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant or his representative please state 

their name and address for the record, please? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Hi.  My name is Alfredo Frausto.  I’m here on 

behalf of my father, Martin Frausto.  The address is the home that we 

will be possibly working on is 37 Summit Street in Southington, CT. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Why don’t you explain to the board what you 

want us to do for you? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  We are looking to install a – two piers of concrete 

with cement blocks on the side of the house, connected to the house. 

 If you, if there is a problem connecting those piers to the 

house, the existing house, uh, it will be sort of like a fence on both 

sides coming down.   

 We are looking to put down two gates on both sides.  Metal gates. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  How far is that fence going to come toward the 

road?   These pillars, are they going to be near the road? 

 MR. FRAUSTO: No, no, no.  This is closest to the house.  Right, 

it comes up to the front of the house, that’s it.  It doesn’t come up 

to the road. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  No, the fence.  Goes towards the back? 

 MR. FRAUSTO: Yes.  There is already a fence on the back of the 

house coming towards the front of the house.  But it doesn’t come up 

to the road.  It’s right next to the house. 

 MR. LAPORTE: It is going to stop where the pillars are? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  But, I am looking at the picture, the proposed 

drawing that you gave us and I am not quite sure I understand.  You 

are calling it a fence.  To me, it looks like an addition to the 

building, based on the drawing. 

 Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yah, Mr. Chairman, the way it was described to me 

and certainly he can fill you in, but it looks like --- almost like an 

arbor, an archway with the metal fencing. 
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 MR. O’KEEFE: It is almost like a wall with a gate inside of it. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, I mean, why wouldn’t that be classified as a 

structure --- 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  That’s why it is here.   

 THE CHAIR:   He could consider it a structure and put it right up 

against the property line. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Within a foot, I think. 

 THE CHAIR:  Within a foot. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, can you, Mr. Chair --- 

 MR. FRAUSTO: We weren’t really sure if it would be considered a 

fence or if it would be considered an addition to the structure to the 

structure of the house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, I think that is why you are here.  I think it 

is classified as an addition to the structure of the house not just a 

plain fence that you would --- you know, like I’ve got an arbor that’s 

just a fence next to the house and it goes toward the property line.  

That’s different than attaching it to the house because it almost 

looks like an extension of the home itself. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, and it looks like there is a neighbor’s house 

that it would go right up to the neighbor’s house. 

 THE CHAIR:  Exactly.   On the right-hand side. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, he may just find something on line 

that gives a better picture of it. You know, an actual one that is 

installed.  It is a little confusing here, you know, the width of it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, because I looked at it and I thought maybe it 

was a room or something and I didn’t know how that relates to the 

application. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Maybe you can find out how wide it is. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  It is going to be like a foot or less. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Of the podium?  The post on the podium? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Yes.  Just about that. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Just enough to face it with stone. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Correct.  Correct. 
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 MR. PUGLIESE:  So, the reason for this is to make the house look 

wider and you are putting a stone façade on this whole thing? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Correct. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  How close would it be to the neighbor’s house?  I 

am looking at the existing picture and it looks like I almost over to 

the neighbor’s. 

 MR. GWOREK:  Do you have the GIS? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Well, it is my understanding we can only come up --

- we can be a foot short.  Right?   

 (Undertone comments) 

 THE CHAIR:  Because the back of the house, on the property line, 

is only --- so Dave, am I reading this right to say that the house is 

already nonconforming?  It is 10, it’s supposed to be 12’ right? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes.  This may be a case where they have deficient 

frontage.  If they are in an R-12, they are allowed 8’ side yards. 

 THE CHAIR:  Because he’s got 10 in the back. 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  How big will these gates be?  How wide will the 

opening be? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  It would just come, like I said, it would come off 

a foot away from --- 

 MR. PUGLIESE: No, no. The swing.  When the gate is open. 

 See, you are stopping any access to the backyard.  You will have 

no way of getting into the back yard. 

 MR. FRAUSTO: Yah.  Those are going to be open.  They are 

accessible to the back. 

 MR. PUGLESE:  That is what I am asking:  How big are these gates? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Like 8’. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Wide.  It’s got to be how wide. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Eight feet. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Eight feet wide? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’ll tell you what I would prefer to do, would be if 

you could come back with, I know you’ve got a hand sketch here, I’d 

like you to come back with something with a real picture of what it is 

going to look like, you know, height, width.  You know, how wide the 

stances are going to be.  How wide the gate is going to be.  Because 
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from this picture, I would be concerned because it is going to go 

right up, you’re saying a foot from the property line.  That means 

that the house next door, you are probably 10’ away from the house 

next door, the end of the gate. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Yes. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, it looks like here, and I’m just guessing, but 

10’ or 12’ high.  Right on the property line. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there a height there, Dave?  I don’t see any 

height. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’m just looking from the sketch.  That’s the 

garage door. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  It’ll come down to a about 9’, right when it comes 

down. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, so, it’s going to be like 12’ to 9’ and slope 

down. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, it is going to be a pretty big --- it is a 

structure, actually. 

 Could you come back with, is there any way you could come back 

with a real rendering, colored rendering you would find on line, or 

something, to show us what we are really talking about here? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Okay.  All right. 

 Would it be better if we put a contour joint right in between the 

structure and the two piers?  That way it’ll be considered --- it will 

be considered like a fence, almost like, only? 

 MR. PUGLIESE:  You’re saying don’t connect it to the house?  

Leave a space. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  He would still have the same issue. 

 THE CHAIR:  What’s that? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: It would still be a structure.   It is in excess. 

 THE CHAIR:  It would still be classified as a structure.  Then 

you are limited to the number of structures you could have.  So, you 

are caught between a rock and a hard place.  

 So, what I would like to see, if that is okay with the board, I’d 

like to see a scaled drawing, and a colored photograph or picture that 

--- what it is going to look like.  Because we would then take that, 

vote on that and that is what would be included with the Minutes and 

that is what you would have to actually create. 
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 MR. FRAUSTO:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay? 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  With measurements and everything. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes, please.  The width of the gate.  As much detail 

as you can give us would be helpful. 

 Is that okay with the board? 

 MR. LAPORTE: And, how close to the line of the house next door. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  That is a foot away. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay, can I have a motion to continue the public 

hearing? 

 MR. LAPORTE: Motion to continue the public hearing. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Second. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any discussion? 

 (No response) 

 Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Will you be able to do it in two weeks? 

 MR. FRAUSTO: Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  We’ll see you at the next meeting then in two 

weeks. 

 MR. FRAUSTO:  Two weeks. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 

7:24 o’clock, p.m. 
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NEW BUSINESS 

 A. APPEAL #6317A, Application of The Fourteen – O- Three 

Group, LLC for a 4-height variance to allow an 8’ fence in the front 

yard & a 40’ front yard setback variance for the same under Sections 

2-19S & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1405 Meriden Waterbury Tpke., 

property of The Fourteen-O-Three Group, LLC in a B zone. 

  

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve #6317A with conditions. 

Conditions: 

 - That the applicant installs a stockade fence in the 

location as shown. 

 - That the applicant maintains the arborvitaes shown on the 

plan. 

 Mr. LaPorte seconded. 

 Mr. Pugliese said he personally felt that if that building goes 

up where he says, it is going to be good for the neighbors because it 

is going to act as a sound barrier against any traffic or other action 

that is happening inside facility. 

 And, I agree, those other Christmas trees or whatever those trees 

are, are not as nice to look at as the two rows of arborvitaes. I 

think that will be an improvement in the area. 

 Mr. O’Keefe added if the building is going to in that location 

and it is already approved, then I think the fence would also serve as 

a buffer between the building itself and the street.  The arborvitaes 

would hide enough of the building. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6318A, Application of Martin Frausto for a 9’ side 

yard setback variance on each side of an existing home for a fence 

with concrete piers under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 37 Summit Street, property of Martin Frausto in an R-12 

zone. 

 Application continued to the next meeting. 

 

 

7. MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 No new business to report. 

 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:26 o’clock, p.m.) 


