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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2019 

 

MINUTES 

 CHAIRMAN JOSEPH LAPORTE, 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: 

 

 Theodore Cabata, Alicia Novi & Robert Salka 

 Ryan Rogers & Erica Byrne, Alternates 

 

 Others: David Lavallee, Ass’t Town Planner    

    

 Absent: Richard Hart, Commissioner 

   Ronald Bohigian & Jeffrey D. Gworek, Alternates 

 

 The Chair seated Alternate Ryan Rogers for Richard Hart.  A 

quorum was determined. 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance.  

 

 Vice Chair Novi explained the procedure of the meeting.  Should 

your appeal be approved after presentation, file it with the Town 

Clerk’s Office as soon as you receive formal approval by mail. 

 Paperwork needs to be filed before you start any work. 

 You have one year to begin your project. 

 The Zoning Board of Appeals is a supermajority vote board.  You 

will need four affirmative votes for your appeal to be approved. 

 All public hearings held this evening will be voted on tonight.  

As stated earlier, you will need a supermajority of four to one to 

approve your appeal. 

 Everyone is invited to stay for the regular meeting to hear the 

decision on the presented appeals  
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JOSEPH LAPORTE, Chair, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

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

meeting.  Ms. Novi seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice 

vote.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6361A, Application of A Brand New Day ABA Services 

LLC for a child daycare center on a lot with less than 40,000 sf under 

Sections 3-01.2.F.1.D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1842 Meriden 

Waterbury Tpke., property of BRYMEGNOL LLC in a B zone. 

 THE APPLICANT:   Hi.  I’ve never done this before, so bear with 

me.  I’m very nervous.   So --- 

 MR. SALKA:  Pull that mike down a little bit. 

 Thank you. 

 THE APPLICANT:  Yes, sir. 

 So, um, do I start? 

 THE CHAIR:  You have to explain. 

 STENOGRAPHER:  We need to have her name and address, please? 

 MS. REINHARDT: Yes.  My name is Anna Reinhardt.  R-e-i-n-h-a-r-

d-t.  You need my home address? 

 STENOGRAPHER:  Yes. 

 MS. REINHARDT:  It’s 60 Pomperaug P-o-m-p-e-r-a-u-g Road, 

Woodbury, CT   0-6-7-9-8 

 STENOGRAPHER:  Thank you. 

 MS. REINHARDT:  So, we’re looking to get what would be considered 

a daycare from your perspective approval for us to be able to provide 

an applied behavior analysis services in clinic for children with 

autism spectrum disorder in Southington. 

 Right now, we use --- that space is our office space that we’ve 

been using it for and we have been providing in home services to the 

families all around the state.  But one of the challenges we’ve had is 

in providing in home only and solely, there is a lot of environmental 

variables within the home that makes it vey difficult for the children 

to learn or for progress to be demonstrated.   It’s also very taxing 
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on a lot of families because they are really glued to the homes, they 

have strangers in their homes, for many, many hours a week and a lot 

of time the families end up closing down services and not using, not 

having services for the children simply because it’s so strenuous on 

the family.  It’s for this reason that we have looked to move forward 

to provide in clinic options for our families.    

 And, there are a lot of families in the Southington region as 

well that we serve in home and there is not clinics around here.  

There is only, the nearest clinic, I think, is in West Hartford?  

Farmington.  Which is, I mean it is Exit 39, which is far for families 

especially if they have other children. 

 We wouldn’t be looking to --- we would only be looking to work 

with six children at one time for --- anywhere from --- I mean, it 

could be an eight-hour day depending on the child’s needs, but it 

would likely look like two to four-hour days.  And, it would be with 

staggered drop offs and pick-ups. 

 So, there would be no parents staying on the premises because we 

would be providing fifty percent in clinic and fifty percent in home.  

So, any parent training that we would be doing would be in the home.  

It wouldn’t have any value to do it in clinic. 

 So, it would be clearly a pick up and drop off – even our intake 

process would happen at home. It wouldn’t happen in our clinic. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, this would have no exterior --- 

 MS. REINHARDT:  There is no exterior --- actually, the office of 

early childhood education is not considering this a day care, so they 

are not taking this as --- we are still going through the process with 

the fire marshal and everybody else here, but it won’t be considered a 

day care by the education thing.  So, we won’t be doing any kind of 

outside activities in clinic. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any questions for the applicant? 

 MR. SALKA:  How much staff do you have there? 

 MS. REINHARDT:  It would be two staff with the children.  So, it 

would be one board certified behavior analyst and one registered 

behavior technician that would be working. 

 MR. SALKA:  And, what hours --- what are your hours of operation?   

How many days a week? 

 MS. REINHARDT:   It would be Monday thru Friday, um, it would be 

eight to five-fifteen would be the clinic time.  But we would stay 

open until six in the event that parent take a while to pick up their 

children.   So, staff would be there from eight to six. 
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 MR. SALKA:  Well, if we were to stipulate that it would --- it is 

a max of six children is what you said? 

 MS. REINHARDT:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. SALKA:  So, if we were to stipulate there would be a maximum 

of six children at any one time --- 

 MS. REINHARDT:  Absolutely. 

 MR. SALKA:  --- and no outside activity --- 

 MS. REINHARDT:  Absolutely. 

 MR. SALKA:   --- and that the hours would be eight to six, Monday 

thru Friday. 

 MS. REINHARDT:  Absolutely. 

 MR. SALKA:  Okay?  Would that work for you? 

 MS. REINHARDT:  That would work greatly.  Yes. 

 MS. BYRNE:  If I may, I notice in the business plan that you did 

mention one night a week from six to eight?  I just want to make sure 

– 

 MS. REINHARDT:  You know, we were --- we wanted to do a social 

skills group for our children.  It is a pretty complex kind of thing 

to do a social skills group.  So, initially, when I was writing up the 

business plan, I was in conversation with the insurance company and 

it’s not affordable right now for us to do it.  IT’s just that --- 

they pay nine dollars an hour for it.  So, we wouldn’t be able to 

afford it. 

 MS. BYRNE:  I just wanted to make sure before you --- 

 MS. REINHARDT:  Thank you.  I forgot that I put it in there.   

Yes. 

 We would still, I mean, we have for our in-home cases, we do, in 

the evening have one staff that stays on premises until eight o’clock 

at night.  And, they do all of our on-call work.  But it wouldn’t be -

-- we would be receiving children or servicing them there on the 

premises. 

 It would just be for the office piece. 

 MR. CABATA:  Is that office worker, are they there until eight 

o’clock now or is this something – 

 MS. REINHARDT: They are there now until eight o’clock.  It’s 

already something going on.  They work from nine to eight.   And, in 

our homes, it’s usually after school in the evenings.  So, they have 
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to be available to the family if any of the staff in the homes, if 

something were to come up. 

 MS. NOVI:  So, would they be going off premises if they got a 

call and needed to go? 

 MS. REINHARDT:  They might go to a home if there were an issue 

that happened.  They would leave.  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any more questions? 

 This is a reasonable request. 

 Anybody speaking in favor of the applicant? 

 Anyone here to speak in favor of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody here oppose the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 If not, this appeal is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6362A, Application of Sean Sherman/DHM Holdings LLC 

for a special exception to allow restaurant liquor service under 

Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 25 Center 

Street, property of DELTO LLC in a CB zone. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Just for the record, they have applied for a 

café/liquor license instead of restaurant liquor.  That was a last-

minute change. 

 THE CHAIR:  What was that, Dave? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Instead of a restaurant liquor service they were 

asking for originally, it is a café permit.  It has food service so it 

doesn’t really change the application other than the service of the 

food. 

 MR. SHERMAN:  My name is Shawn Sherman.  My address is 4 

Ridgewood Road, Burlington, CT   06013. 

 And, yes, we are --- I appreciate you hearing the application for 

the liquor service.  I am looking to open a restaurant on 25 Center 

Street, the location of the old Frosty’s Frozen Yogurt building. 

 It is an American comfort food type restaurant.  Brisket, pulled 

pork, tacos, burgers.    

 It is called:  Sherman’s Tap House.    

 I have a full bar.  Beer.  Which is obviously why I am looking 

for the exception for the liquor service there in the central business 

zone. 

 I have or had a restaurant in Derby but I closed it down because 

this is a much more favorable location. 

 I currently do have a current existing in good standing liquor 

license that I would look to transfer over.   So, I’ve done that 

before. 

 I don’t really know what else to tell you.   It’s more a 

restaurant than bar.  My hours are, I’ll be closing down service at 

10:30 for food.  Last call usually around 11:00 Sunday thru Thursday.  

Maybe midnight on Friday and Saturday. 

 It is a more of a focus on the food even though it is called a 

Tap House.  It is food first and alcohol second. 

 THE CHAIR:  We do have stipulations.  The Vice Chair will read 

the stipulations.  We have stipulations. 

 MR. SHERMAN:  Okay. 
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 MS. NOVI:  No exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 No bar --- uh, the number of bar seats shall not exceed thirteen 

which is what is laid out on the plan. 

 Entertainment shall be limited to three musicians. 

 Any significant change in floor plan as determined by the zoning 

enforcement officer shall require a new application.  

 Any change in management/permittee shall also require a new 

application. 

 And, the license will be renewable as long as there are no --- as 

long as there is nothing --- you are in compliance with the 

regulations. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any questions for the applicant? 

 MR. CABATA:  If I remember, this has been a restaurant multiple 

times in the past.  So, I don’t think it is anything new that we’re 

putting in there.  I like the plans.  I think it is in our best 

interest to give you the chance to run your business in town. 

 MR. SHERMAN:  I appreciate that. To my understanding, it has been 

restaurant before and it has had a liquor license in that location.  

But not obviously with Frosty’s place, but before that.  

 It has had that existing before.  So, I would like to – I love 

the street.  

 When I was looking to build something there, I actually used to 

visit it often, so I think this is actually a great location. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 MR. SHERMAN:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Anybody in favor of the applicant? 

 In favor? 

 (No response) 

 To speak against the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 If not, this appeal is closed. 
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 C. APPEAL #6363A, Application of D & B Realty Associates, LLC 

for a 19.6’ front yard setback variance under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 

of the Zoning Regulations, 843 Marion Avenue, property of D & B 

Associates LLC in an R-20/25 zone. 

 MR. BOVINO: Good evening, Mr. Chairman and commission members, my 

name is Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert, Jones & Associates.  I 

represent the applicant. 

 The property is located at 843 Marion Avenue at the corner of 

Pacer Lane.  Dave was nice enough to have this up on the screen here. 

 This is Marion Avenue (indicating).  Pacer Lane (indicating).  

And, the property in question is here (indicating). 

 The property is zoned R20/25.  As you can see, it has an existing 

house on it.  A garage and a shed.  

 The property is bounded on the north by a single-family residence 

and on the east the same way.  To the south by Marion Avenue and on 

the west by Pacer and a small business plaza here (indicating). 

 The proposal is to remove the existing house and build a new one 

in the same general location.  The current home has a distance of 12.7 

feet from the street line at this location (indicating), which is a 

nonconformity.  The new home is proposed to be 21 feet from the street 

line and this is 12.7.  So, we are moving the new home n this 

direction (indicating), to make it more conforming. 

 By the way, if we turn the house facing Marion Avenue, we would 

still need this variance because the length of the house will not fit 

in there without the variance. 

 This would reduce a nonconformity. 

 However, if Pacer Lane is considered a front yard and this 

property a corner lot, we need a 19-foot front setback variance.  So, 

it is a nonconformity.  But if you look at it as two front yards, then 

we do a variance here (indicating). 

 Right now, if you consider this a side yard, we are okay, because 

we are 21 feet away from that property line. 

 This road was put in after this house.  This house has been here 

for years.  The road was put in but the property was not part of this 

subdivision here (indicating). 

 We believe that this proposal will be in harmony with the 

neighborhood with the surrounding properties and it will not injurious 

to the neighborhood or detrimental to the public welfare. 
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 I have maps here to show the neighborhood which is similar to 

that.  So, I’ll just put in some copies. 

 I have copies of the house plan to show you.  The kind of home we 

are going to put in is a colonial, two story. 

 MR. SALKA:  Sev, do you have pictures, can you put pictures up on 

the screen there. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Not of the house.   No. 

 It’s a two-story colonial. 

 The house is similar to the home that is to the north.  It’s a 

two-story colonial. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, you are making this actually better because it’s 

not as --- 

 MR. BOVINO:  As close to the road as that one. 

 THE CHAIR:  You are improving the nonconformity. 

 MR. BOVINO:  We are reducing the nonconformity. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MS. NOVI:  I have a question.  It wasn’t quite clear which way 

the house will be facing. 

 MR. BOVINO: The house is facing Pacer Lane. 

 MS. NOVI:  Oh, it is going to be facing Pacer Lane.   Okay, 

 MR. BOVINO:  It fits better because the lot is longer versus the 

width of the lot which is kind of narrow. 

 MS. NOVI:  And, the front yard set back for that would have been 

21? 

 MR. BOVINO:  If you consider it to be a front setback, it’s 40 

feet.  We applied for the variance. 

 MS. NOVI: Gotcha. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman?  Can we just find out what 

structures are going to remain and which ones are going to be taken 

out? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The house will be removed.  The garage removed – uh, 

will be staying.  And, the shed. 

 MR. SALKA:  The garage is going to stay? 

 THE CHAIR:  And, the shed? 

 MR. BOVINO:  And, the shed, yes. 
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 MR. SALKA:  So, this house, how many, is this going to have 

garages in it?  What is on the left-hand side? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The two-car garage with the proposed house.  So that 

means we would have to close off one of the doors here (indicating) 

because in this zone allows up to a three-car garage. 

 MR. SALKA:  Right.   Now, is it a new owner that bought the 

property since the street was put in?   

 Or, is this the existing owner that’s going to rebuild. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The existing owner is going to rebuild. 

 MR. SALKA:  Okay. So, it is not a new owner.  It is the same 

owner that was there prior to the road going in. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes.  

 THE CHAIR:  So, that would be the hardship. 

 MR. SALKA:  What’s that? 

 THE CHAIR:  The street went in after. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes.  

 MR. SALKA: That’s why I was asking.  If it was a new owner then 

it would be a self-imposed hardship. 

 THE CHAIR:  Right. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, I just want to be clear that if this 

moves forward that we just want to make sure, if the total garage area 

on the site is above 1,092 that they would need a special permit for 

that size. 

 MR. BOVINO:  We have no problem with that stimulation. 

 MR. SALKA: What about the shed that is in the back, in that back 

left-hand corner?   Is that coming out? 

 MR. BOVINO:   We don’t plan to take it out.  It is a nice shed. 

 MS. NOVI:  So, would you be okay stipulating that you will only 

have a three-car garage and you will close off one of the bays in the 

other garage? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: If I may, by special permit, they can have more 

than 1,092.  They consider a garage space 14 by 26.  It doesn’t really 

have much to do with the doors or the configuration.  It’s just the 

area. 

 So, by putting the stipulation in that they file for the SPU that 

would cover it. 
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 So, we haven’t seen any walls or any interior of the garages or 

anything.  Right now, we’re just dealing with the set back.  It is 

just clarification for them what they need for it. 

 MS. NOVI:  Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: So, when they file for a zoning permit, we’d catch 

that, anyways.  We’d see the building plans. 

 I just want to make sure there is only --- there is a shed 

attached to a shed, right?   Is there a second shed in that upper 

corner? 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s in the corner. Yah. 

 MR. BOVINO:  I see only one here. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: But there are two patios. 

 MR. BOVINO:   There’s two patios like concrete blocks. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Okay.  I wasn’t sure.  That’s fine. 

 MR. SALKA:  I couldn’t see it very well when I went by.  All I 

saw was the shed. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The A-2 survey shows two small patio blocks next to 

the shed.  One is right here (indicating) and one is that right there 

(indicating).  It is not an above ground structure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions for the applicant? 

 MR. SALKA:  Well, this, the drawing shows two sheds.  Is that 

correct?  Or it one. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: I think it is one attached to another. 

 MR. SALKA:  Is it one attached to the other?  How many square 

feet? 

 MR. BOVINO:  It’s like a lean-to attached to the current shed in 

the back right here (indicating).  The roof area extends out a little 

bit. 

 MR. SALKA: Okay, so it’s more of a --- okay. 

 MS. BYRNE:  Just a quick question:  Are all of the existing trees 

and shrubs and all of that staying with the new construction? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Let’s see. The map doesn’t show any trees that would 

be --- 

 MS. BYRNE:  Yah, it does.  Okay, so the existing shrub row and 

the trees, everything are staying. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The shrubs along Pacer Lane, those are staying. 
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 MR. LAVALLEE: Well, that is going to be the front of the house, 

though, right? 

 MS. BYRNE:  Right. 

 MR. BOVINO:  That’s going to be the front of the house here 

(indicating). 

 MR. SALKA:  Will the arborvitaes go from the back all the way 

toward, about half way toward Marion Avenue? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Right.  So, some of them might come out. 

 MR. BOVINO:  The house extends up in this direction (indicating).  

So, we might save if we can.  But we are not placing the garage, yet.  

There is a 20-inch maple there we can save and then there are the 

arborvitaes which they’re half way down.  The new home will be right 

in this area here (indicating), coming forward and then back.   So 

those arborvitaes possibly can be saves.  I don’t think they will have 

to come down.  They’re right next to the sidewalk. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think someone building a new house would take care 

of that. 

 Any more questions for the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone speaking in favor of the applicant? 

 In favor? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 If not, this appeal is closed. 
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 D. APPEAL #6364A, Application of Slawomir Olchanowski for a 

fence height variance of 2’ under Sections 2-19S & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 54 Triano Drive, property of CT Mons LLC in an I-2 zone. 

 MR. OLCHANOWSKI:  My name is Slawomir Olchanowski – 

 THE CHAIR: (Interjecting) Excuse me.   Dave, do we have a 

violation on this property? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  The Director and I have to go take a look at it.  

The fence and the materials were brought in.  There was a site plan 

that was approved through planning & zoning previously.  So, if he 

kind of adopted that site plan, which is okay, if that is exactly what 

he does on the site.  But I think he still has an outstanding zoning 

permit.  So, we just want to make sure that what was brought in prior 

to the approval --- typically, you get the approval first before you 

bring stuff on to the site.  So, we want to make sure that fits the 

set backs if there is any structures on the site, you know, there is a 

roll off with some roll up doors on it.  We wanted to make sure that 

that is in compliance with the setbacks, if you want to finish. 

 MR. SALKA: So, are you suggesting that we continue the public 

hearing until we’ve done that? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah.  We just want to make sure that uh, we get 

ahead of everything before we approve this because this will give the 

green light to sign the zoning permit which would allow whatever else 

he needs on the site.  If there is any building issues.  I don’t think 

at this time he is going to build a structure, but he does have quite 

a few materials stockpiled there.  We just want to make sure it is in 

compliance. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’d like to have a motion to table. 

 MR. ROGERS: So, moved. 

 MS. NOVI:  Second. 

 MR. SALKA:  Well, excuse me.  May I suggest that perhaps that he 

goes through it and then we continue the public --- because you may 

have, I don’t know if there is anyone here that came for this.  Or we 

can send him home and have him come back where he can explain it and 

then we can continue the public hearing. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Mr. Chairman, you can just say what’s in the future 

for the site. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s fine.  That’s fine. 

 MR. ROGERS:  Remove my motion. 
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 MR. SALKA:  Is that okay with the rest of the board.  He came all 

this way so we might as well hear what he has to say. 

 MR. OLCHANOWSKI:  Should I explain it all or --- 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Just the site itself.  What it is going to look 

like with the fence and all of that. 

 MR. OLACHANOWSKI:  Uh, okay, so it is a construction business.  I 

am a mason.   And, even with the building, that’s just going to be 

trucks and cements and stuff.  But most of my equipment and 

scaffolding specifically, lots of aluminum and metal is being stolen 

every year.  That’s why I need the fence six feet.   

 Other locations are not as secure.  Many things on this property 

here people just rob everything.  Right now, that is the problem with 

a four-foot fence. It’s too low.  People grab aluminum ladders and 

stuff.  For the building like I said. 

 THE CHAIR:  Are you planning on building a building there? 

 MR. OLACHANOWSKI:  Not yet.  We just got approval, so.  Then I 

have to make the plans for the building and the permit.  Its just 

going to be just like the building next door.  Two bay garages.  Just 

keep the trucks and most --- but most of my stuff is outdoor storage.  

Big blocks.  I don’t care about them.  But like I said a lot of metal, 

aluminum.   

 THE CHAIR:  So, when you did the building, you’d probably keep 

everything nice and neat over there. 

 MR. OLACHANOWSKI:  Yes, yes.  Right.  I know, its been kind of 

rough, the winter.  But it will be neater, yes.  As it is right now. 

 Like I said, a lot will be stored in side.  Right now, I can’t 

store it because with the building going to be built, I can’t put 

anything on it so that’s why I pile everything up on one side.  Once 

the building is built, then I can move most of it inside.  Metal, 

aluminum and stuff. 

 But there is still going to be lots of things outside but I will 

organize it better. 

 MR. SALKA:  Well, I guess one of my concerns is, you know, the 

fence is already up.  Now he is coming and asking us for permission to 

up a fence.    

 And, number two is, we’ve got, I don’t know if the fence company 

that installed it, I took a picture of it, but you know is he local?  

And, if so, he knows what our regulations are. 
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 This has happened more than once when they come in after the 

fact, after the fence company has put up the fence, then they ask for 

permission to have a larger fence.   

 You know, it sort of puts us in a bind of saying “no”.  Then they 

have to rip the fence out.   

 Personally, I’d like to have the fence guy come in and tell us 

why he put it up.  Or did he do at the direction of the owner who 

said, I don’t care, put it up.   Or did he do it you know, because you 

know, obviously it’s profitable to put up a fence. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is he from town, the fence guy? 

 MR. OLCHANOWSKI:  He’s not from Southington.  No. 

 MR. SALKA:  What? 

 THE CHAIR: I asked him if the fence guy was from town and he said 

no. 

 MR. OLCHANOWSKI:  No.  Not from this town. 

 THE CHAIR:  This has happened a number of times in town. 

 MR. OLACHANOWSKI:  You know, I had no idea it was supposed to be 

four feet high. I always had eight- or six-foot fence.  You know, I 

saw the fence.  We put in exactly where it was supposed to be.  I 

hired a surveyor to lay it out.  I asked him to build it and no one 

asked about, you know, why is it six feet. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 Yes.  I directed him to build it six feet, but he did not ask why 

isn’t it four feet.  I didn’t know it was supposed to be. 

 MR. SALKA: And, I will say, you know, down the street at the end 

of Triano Drive there is a four-foot sliding fence to block off --- I 

don’t know if it’s HQ or whoever, but also across the street from your 

place there is a white vinyl fence that is six feet. 

 So, I mean, there is a hodgepodge of stuff there.  So, it sort of 

puts us in a little bind as far as approving or not or disproving it 

and having him take out the fence.    

 But since we have time to contemplate it, to continue the public 

hearing to give the planning & zoning time to look at it. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, through our definition of a 

structure, if it is in the front yard itself, it has to be less than 

four feet. 

 MR. SALKA: Right. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  But if it is outside it could be --- 
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 MR. SALKA:  It could be six foot. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes.  Six feet from the side and less than seven. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, have you got more presentation or anything 

else? 

 MR. OLCHANOWSKI:  No.  That’s it. 

 MR. SALKA:  I make a motion to continue the public hearing. 

 THE CHAIR:  Second?  Could I have a second?  

 MR. ROGERS:  Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 

 THE CHAIR:  So be it. 

 Is there anybody to speak in favor of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody here opposing? 

 (No response) 

 Continue it. 

 

7:34 o’clock, p.m.) 
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NEW BUSINESS 

 

 A. APPEAL #6361A, Application of A Brand-New Day ABA Services 

LLC for a child daycare center on a lot with less than 40,000 sf under 

Sections 3-01.2.F.1.D & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 1842 Meriden 

Waterbury Tpke., property of BRYMEGNOL LLC in a B zone. 

 Mr. Salka made a motion on Appeal #6361A with stipulations. 

Stipulations: 

 - There is no more than six children at any one time. 

 - Hours of the children are eight am to six pm Monday thru 

Friday. 

 - No outside recreation or activity other than going to/from 

the parking lot to the cars. 

 Mr. Cabata seconded. 

 

Discussion: 

 Mr. Cabata offered as long as they are not going to have the 

recreational stuff outside and as long as they are going to be within 

the hours, I think it is a good idea.  I think it is a great business 

to have in town.  It is not truly a day care but it falls into the 

category.  I think it is something that is beneficial to our residents 

and it fits in the area.  It is not going to cause a lot of traffic.  

It’s not a day care where you have many people dropping off and 

picking up all at the same time.   So, I’m in favor of it. 

 Mr. Rogers said he was not sure why it was considered a day care.  

I understand there is children going in there but it’s more of a 

medical facility. 

 Mr. Salka noted it is a great location.  It’s one thing 

Southington is noted for is the centralized location right off I-84.  

It is a perfect location for people coming from out of town with 

children that are special needs. 

 Ms. Novi said they’ll have a good pull not just from Southington 

but from the surrounding communities.  I think it is something that 

needs to happen. 

 The Chair concluded it is great for the kids. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6362A, Application of Sean Sherman/DHM Holdings LLC 

for a special exception to allow restaurant liquor service under 

Sections 4-01.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 25 Center 

Street, property of DELTO LLC in a CB zone. 

 Mr. Cabata made a motion to approve Appeal #6362A with 

stipulations. 

 

Stipulations: 

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

 - Number of bar seats shall not exceed thirteen. 

 - Entertainment shall be limited to three musicians. 

 - Any significant changes in floor plan as determined by the 

zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

 - Any change in management or permittee shall also require a 

new application. 

  

 

Discussion: 

 Ms. Novi said she was very much in favor of this going in.   I 

live downtown and I’ve walked by it and I’m happy to see someone take 

that space. I think it is a good addition to that street. 

 Mr. Cabata agreed.  I know it was a restaurant previously before 

the Frosty place was in there.  I think going back to a restaurant is 

a good fit.  It will help the downtown area and I think we deserve to 

give him a chance to put a successful business in there. 

 Mr. Salka commented on the stipulations.  I don’t know if we 

stipulated there is no outside music?  Everywhere along the street 

they have patios outside and one of the stipulations --- I don’t know 

if you said that or not in the stipulations. 

 Mr. Cabata clarified he said limited to three musicians.   

 The Chair pointed out we are not doing outside at all. 

 Mr. Salka said he was trying to make sure it is on the record 

that there is no ---- because every other restaurant has a patio 

outside and this does not assume that this allows for a patio outside.  

That’s a separate permit. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – February 26, 2019 
 

19 
 

 Mr. Cabata wanted it clear if they wanted to put a patio or do 

outside music they have to come back for a separate permit. 

 Mr. Salka said for outside music or amplified music. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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C. APPEAL #6363A, Application of D & B Realty Associates, LLC for a 

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

Zoning Regulations, 843 Marion Avenue, property of D & B Associates 

LLC in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Ms. Novi made a motion to approve #6363A with stipulations. 

Stipulations: 

 - Any garage over 1,092 square feet will have to come back 

for a special permit. 

 Mr. Cabata seconded. 

 

Discussion: 

 Mr. Cabata said it is an existing home. 

 Ms. Novi added it was there before the road. 

 Mr. Cabata said that redoing the lot will improve the area and 

the way that lot is there is not much else you can do.  I think they 

have done a good job trying to limit the amount of variance they need 

and hopefully it will work out. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 D. APPEAL #6364A, Application of Slawomir Olchanowski for a 

fence height variance of 2’ under Sections 2-19S & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 54 Triano Drive, property of CT Mons LLC in an I-2 zone. 

 This was continued during the public hearing portion of the 

meeting. 
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MISCELLANEOUS / OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 Mr. Lavallee advised there are seven new applications for next 

time. 

 The Chair brought up the Connecticut Federation of Planning & 

Zoning Dinner.  Mr. Lavallee said whoever wants to go, let Sheila or I 

know and the town will pay for it. 

 It’s on March 28
th
, 2019 at the Aqua Turf. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 Mr. Rogers made a motion to adjourn.   Ms. Novi seconded.  Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:40 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

    Joseph LaPorte, Chair 


