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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, JUNE 11, 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 

 Ron Bohigian & Erica Byrne, Alternates 

 

 Others: David Lavallee, Ass’t Town Planner     

 

 Absent: Robert Salka & Richard Hart, Commissioners   

   Jeffrey Gworek & Ryan Rogers, Alternates 

 

 For the record, Mr. Lavallee advised Mr. Hart resigned.  We will 

elevate an alternate to that position. 

 The Chair seated Erica Byrne for Robert Salka and Ron Bohigian 

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. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – June 11, 2019 
 

2 
 

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

decision on the presented appeals  

 

JOSEPH LAPORTE, Chair, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

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

meeting as submitted.  Ms. Novi seconded.  Motion passed unanimously 

on a voice vote.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6392A, Application of MUA Property Holdings LLC for 

a variance of total allowable signage under Sections 13-05.D & 15-04 

of the Zoning Regulations, 662 West Street, property of MUA Property 

Holdings LLC in a B zone. 

 THE CHAIR:   Applicant come to the podium.   

 Your name and address for the record? 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  My name is Attorney Stolarz and Mr. Afzal is 

here. Your address for the record? 

 MR. AFZAL:  It’s 662 West Street, Southington. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  That’s your home address? 

 MR. AFZAL:  Oh, 35 Morgan Brook Lane, Cheshire, CT. 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  He is a member of the community in 

Southington. 

 The variance that we applied for is – Mr. Afzal bought the 

property in 2012 and he can tell you a little bit about it but --- 

2010, excuse me.  He has a lot of improvements to it.  If you guys 

have driven by it, he has done the parking lot, the store and I think 

his signs look really nice.  Everything has been redone. 

 Paving, thank you. 

 The sign person went in and put a little too much signage in 

without us knowing.  But the issue is we’re allowed 47 --- in talking 

to Dave, we are allowed 47 square feet on he one side.  And, we have 

34 on the one side – a canopy --- but the other two sides put us over 

for the detached. 

 I just want to point out though the property is unique in the 

sense that it is a corner lot.  So, there is some room given to --- 

for instance, we only have one pylon.  Technically, he could have two 
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pylons.  If I could just pass these out, if I could just pass these 

around. 

 I don’t know if you mark them or --- 

 Yes, it’s no problem.   Thanks. 

 (Pause) 

 The first picture just shows facing north.  The second picture is 

facing the store.  Again, he has --- there is no sign on the store, so 

technically we have 56 feet of frontage there and we could use one 

square foot for that and that’s not being used. 

 Also, the side that is facing Jude Lane, there is no sign on 

that, either.    

 Again, we are over on the canopies but he’s not utilizing extra 

signage there. 

 Also, on the pylon, I have another printout from the sign 

company. 

 MS. NOVI:  How much are you over? 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  On the actual canopy, it is 56.2.  But I was 

just going to – if I could pass these out as well? 

 (Pause, pause) 

 Sorry.  I may be short one. 

 On the actual, on the canopy, you know, the sign person who put 

it up is over.  But on the actual pylon itself there is a measurement 

that shows you that it is 34.13.  Technically, a corner lot, we could 

have two pylons and he has one.  So, we’re under on that one by about 

65.  Which would make up the difference, plus again, there is no sign 

on the actual store itself on either facing West Street or Jude Lane. 

 Again, the reason for the --- as I put in the application it was 

a switchover.  It was a Citgo previously.  There were issues with the 

supplies.  The name was really changed and it was two, added on again, 

on the actual canopy itself. 

 But I don’t think, I think it is in line with what the town 

wants.  I mean, he has done a lot of improvements on the property.  

You know, he is not putting up big flashing signs.  He just has 

basically two extra ones that are actually smaller than the actual 47 

that are allotted. 

 You know, that I know of, there hasn’t been any accidents or 

anything that are caused because of this or public nuisance.  

Actually, I think he has gotten a lot of compliments on the store. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Do you have signage on the pumps 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  Yes.  I’m sorry?  My understanding is they are 

not included. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes.  We typically don’t include those because 

sometimes they are further away from the street and whether it is a 

logo or not is kind of irrelevant because it’s common to have that as 

part of the display. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  My question to you is if what you are asking is 

approved, would you abide by any measures that we put in there to say 

that no more signage would be put on the building? 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  One hundred percent.  Absolutely. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  No more, what you say, placards, pylons?  No other 

pylons? 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  Yah, absolutely.   We would waive that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So, everything would stay as is in these pictures 

--- 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:   Yes. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  --- if this was granted. 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  Absolutely. 

 THE CHAIR:   How about the lighting?   The one on the pylon is 

lit? 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  Yes.  My understanding is, I spoke to Dave and 

everything is in compliance with that.  I sent the specs from the sign 

person.  It is my understanding that is all in compliance. 

 MS. BYRNE:  Because it is internally lit, correct? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Mr. Chairman, if I may.  Yah, the new reface is in 

compliance but the cigarette signs and the cigar signs aren’t.  I 

don’t know if that shows up on the picture you took. 

 You can’t have the background illumination there.  So, I don’t 

know when the bottom sign came in, I just looked at the street view of 

it.  There is one that said cigarettes and I don’t know if that was 

new to the refurbishment. 

 So, those two should be in compliance when you reface the sign.  

Put a vinyl backer on it or just turn them off at night and shine a 

different gooseneck on it, if you want. 

 Put an applique on the back of it.   The letters can be 

illuminated but not the cabinet. 
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 MS. NOVI:  Would you be okay with moving the interior lighting on 

the cigarette sign and I believe (inaudible). 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  Yes.  We actually just found out that was an 

issue yesterday.  Absolutely. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, as far as the canopy goes, there is no light up 

displays or anything.  There will not be. 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  No, sir. It’s not lit up and we would agree 

that it is never going to be lit up. 

 THE CHAIR:  Never going to be lit up, okay. 

 MR. CABATA:  I just have a quick question for town staff.  Dave? 

 I know this farther down the road but it is still technically 

part of the West Street Corridor.  Any concern --- I know the town has 

put a lot of time and effort into the development of that road.  Has 

there been any concerns with this fitting into what is built as you 

continue down the road? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I won’t speak for PZC or any other board or 

commission but the Attorney stated that there aren’t any signs on the 

building so it’s kind of a tradeoff. 

 What we don’t want is numerous signs that are in compliance.  

This one is a tradeoff.  We’re just kind of swapping where it is 

placed as opposed to a number of signs or total square footage. 

 Aesthetically, it’s probably more in line with what you’d see for 

total signage as opposed to the three canopies and granting a variance 

for it, building signage as well as canopy signage and then the pylon 

signage.  Again, it is kind of a trade off as it was described to me. 

 But they don’t intend to put any more out there. 

 MS. BYRNE:  And, also a question for Mr. Lavallee:  How does this 

--- is there any issue with the planned --- they are planning on 

widening that stretch of West Street, right?  At Jude Lane.  To make 

it --- 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  There is a study going on. 

 Well, I mean, if it’s a ---do you mean for a variance of any 

signage? 

 MS. BYRNE:  Yah.  Or just anything related. 

 MS. NOVI:  They can move the signs when they put the third lane 

in. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  There is no new placement of any signage 

currently. 
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 MS. BYRNE: Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  The pylon is existing.  It was just refaced. And, 

then the canopy would be existing as well.  That was a reface, as 

well. 

 MS. NOVI:  I believe that was expanded, that canopy.   I think it 

was smaller originally, right? 

 EVERYONE:  Same exact size. 

 MS. BYRNE: It seems smaller, yes. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Just further to speak to your question and my 

answer, they have the option of illuminating it but they are choosing 

not to illuminate.  So, if there is an overage on the canopy it is not 

as obvious at night because it’s not illuminated. 

 I think it would be a different issue if it was.  Then you would 

start to look at the logo and striping, if that’s copy rite and all 

that. 

 MS. BYRNE:  I mean, I would say the gas station is between where 

I live and Target.  So, I drive by there      frequently, at all times 

of day.  And, it’s never --- it never seems out of character with the 

neighborhood.  The thousands of times that I --- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I mean, for us, the stipulations that no more 

signage, the signage stays the same, no illumination of the canopy, 

and the other things with the cigarette and the other one. 

 THE CHAIR:  Are you all set with those stipulations? 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  Yes.  We would appreciate that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any more questions for the applicant? 

 Have you finished your --- go ahead? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: The zoning officer noticed that there were some 

lawn signs.  I don’t know if they’re still there, but as part of the 

approval, before we signed off, we would just make sure that those are 

down. 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  They’ll be gone tonight. 

 THE CHAIR:  Have you finished your presentation? 

 ATTORNEY STOLARZ:  Yes, sir. 

 THE CHAIR:  Anybody here to speak in favor of the applicant? 

In favor? 

 (No response) 
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 Anybody opposed the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Opposed? 

 (No response) 

 If not, the appeal is closed. 
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CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 

 A. APPEAL #6386A, Application of Kulwant S. Samra for a 

variance to allow a 496 s.f. pavilion where 260 sf is allowed under 

Sections 2-01.A.A.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 242 Loper 

Street Rear, property of Kulwant S. Samra in an R-20/25 zone. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  The applicant’s representative has requested the 

item be tabled.  He’s going to need a 30-day extension. You can vote 

on the extension. 

 MS. NOVI:  I move for the extension. 

 MR. CABATA:  One question, quick, Dave?  I know we got a letter 

from one of the neighbors asking that their letter be read aloud. 

 Would we want to do that now? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: We couldn’t open the hear in the sense to add that 

to the record. 

 MR. CABATA: Okay, I’m good. 

 THE CHAIR:  Can I get a second? 

 MR. CABATA:  Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I have a question concerning that.  When is that? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: July, I’m sorry, June 25
th
.  It is he next regularly 

scheduled meeting. 

 MS. NOVI:  He was asking for 30 days.    

 (Undertone comments)  

 Now I gotcha. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  So, June 16
th
 would be the first 35 days he is 

allowed.  After that, he needs a 30-day extension which would bring 

him to the next meeting to cover it which is June 25
th
. 

 

7:15 o’clock, p.m. 

 

 



Zoning Board of Appeals – June 11, 2019 
 

10 
 

NEW BUSINESS: 

 A. APPEAL #6392A, Application of MUA Property Holdings LLC for 

a variance of total allowable signage under Sections 13-05.D & 15-04 

of the Zoning Regulations, 662 West Street, property of MUA Property 

Holdings LLC in a B zone. 

 Ms. Novi made a motion to approve Appeal #6392A with 

stipulations. 

 

Stipulations: 

 - No lighting the canopy. 

 - Remove the interior lighting from the cigar and cigarette 

sign that appear on the pylon. 

 - No other signage on the building or no installation of 

other pylons. 

 - Removal of any yard signs. 

 

 Mr. Bohigian seconded. 

 

Discussion: 

 Ms. Novi felt he had done a great job with the property.  She 

lives between that 84 and drive by it multiple times a day.  The 

applicant has made the property look nice and much more usable and 

updated. 

 She didn’t think the signage was out of line with what is on 

other buildings on town. 

 Ms. Byrne concurred.  She stated it is her preferred gas station 

to go to. I’m happy to support it. 

 Mr. Bohigian said he didn’t think the mistake was intended.  And, 

the concessions the owner has made brings it to way below what he 

could actually have on the property.  I think it is more pleasant to 

the eye this way than the other way he could have gone. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 A. APPEAL #6386A, Application of Kulwant S. Samra for a 

variance to allow a 496 s.f. pavilion where 260 sf is allowed under 

Sections 2-01.A.A.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 242 Loper 

Street Rear, property of Kulwant S. Samra in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Public Hearing continued. 
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MISCELLANEOUS /OLD BUSINESS / NEW BUSINESS 

 Nothing to report. 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 Ms. Novi made a motion to adjourn and Mr. Cabata seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

  

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:17 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

   Joseph LaPorte, Chairman 


