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   TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, MAY 12, 2020 

 

 

MINUTES 

 CHAIR ALICIA NOVI, called the Public Hearing and Regular Meeting 

of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:06 o’clock, 

p.m. via WebEx teleconference, with the following members 

participating: 

 

 Erica Byrne, Joseph LaPorte, Theodore Cabata & Steve Walowski 

  

 Staff: Robert Phillips, Director of Planning & Community  

   Development 

   David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner  

     

 Absent: Alternates:   Ryan Rogers, Ron Bohigian, Mike Scavetta 

   and Anthony Mazzarella,III      

              

 A quorum was determined. 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 

ALICIA NOVI, Chair, presiding: 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

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

meeting as submitted.  Mr. Cabata seconded.  Motion passed unanimously 

on a voice vote. 

 

 Vice Chair Cabata 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. 
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 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. 

 

 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

 A. APPEAL #6434A, application of Kratzert, Jones & Associates, 

Inc. for a 22’ front yard setback variance, 6.2’ side yard setback 

variance & 5.9’ side yard setback variance for a new gas station 

canopy under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 11 

Marion Avenue, property of Sunrise Southington LLC in an I-2 zone. 

 THE CHAIR: If you’d state your name and your address for the 

record, please? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Good evening, Madam Chairperson and commission 

members.  My name is Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert, Jones & 

Associates representing the owners of the property, Sunrise 

Southington, LLC. 

 The property is located at 11 Marion Avenue in Plantsville next 

to the Ii-84 on ramp.  It is serviced by public water and sewer and it 

is zoned I-2.  The land area is .61 acres. 

 It is currently a gas station/convenience store.  For orientation 

purposes, to the west we have the on ramp to 84, to the south we have 

Marion Avenue.  To the east we have, I believe it is the Eight Mile 

River.  And, to the north we have other land --- land of others. 

 The required setbacks are 40’ for the front setback line.  Fifty 

feet total for the side setback, one of which has to be 30’ minimum.  

That’s why we are applying for the difference size variances. On the 

left side is one size and on the right side is another.   

 The facility needs to upgrade and modernize their model to meet 

current business standards in the industry.  Therefore, the plan is to 

expand the convenience store and the gas station by increasing the 

number of pumps and rearranging the pumps the way they are approached 

from Marion Avenue as you pull in on the property. 

 This expansion will require a front setback variance of 22’ and 

two side yard variances of 6.2 and 5.9 as indicated by staff for the 

canopy.  That front structure you see there is the canopy. 
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 That structure you see in the front colored is the canopy and the 

other is the building setback deep into the property. 

 The building will be increased and the canopy will be moved 

forward toward the road.  As you can see, if we push the canopy back, 

it would require more side yard variances and would not provide the 

proper distance from the parking area in front of the building for 

backup.  Normally, you want 42’ plus a little bit more because you 

have pumps right behind you. 

 Normally, the street line/property line, which is along the 

street is 10’ from the edge of pavement.  When the state improved this 

intersection, it established a taking line which resulted in a wide 

shoulder along the road.  Which is from a distance of 15’ to as much 

26’.  And, you can see it on the map here (indicating).  I wrote in 

red the dimensions here. 

 In the center here (indicating) you have a dimension of 22’ and 

to the right is 26’ to the edge of pavement.  Normally, this distance 

would be 10’.  So, this property from here to here (indicating) really 

is unused and if the street line was 10’ as it normally is following 

the sidewalk right in this area (indicating), we would not need as 

much variance. 

 In addition to this, the property line to the northeast has an 

unusual shape.  It jogs around the parking spaces labeled 22 --- 24 to 

26.  Right in this area (indicating) by the Eight Mile River here.  

The property starts in Marion Avenue, heads north and then swings west 

and then north and then east and then north again (indicating). 

 So, this jog creates a problem for us at this point where we need 

that variance. 

 Therefore, because of the larger taking of the state, the odd 

shape of the lot and the side property line, it makes it difficult to 

comply with the regulation. 

 Based on this hardship, we hope that the commission will consider 

granting this request being the minimum needed to accomplish the goal 

of this property. 

 The granting of the variance will not result in injury to the 

public safety or welfare. It will not prevent the property -- or the 

orderly development of the other properties in the area. 

 This request is similar to other requests that have come before 

this Board over the years on Queen Street, on the Meriden Waterbury 

Road recently.  I believe it was 2210.    

 Therefore, we would ask the commission to approve this proposal 

as presented. 
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 If you have any questions at this point, I’d be glad to answer 

them if I can. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Are you saying that the state took your land and 

that’s the part --- your hardship? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes.  Right in this area here (indicating) in the 

front along Marion Avenue --- you cannot see because you don’t have a 

screen in front of you --- but, there is a wide shoulder when they did 

the improvements on West Street and Marion Avenue, they took quite a 

bit of land from this property and they did not place the right of way 

where it should be which normally is about 10’ from the edge of road. 

 So, we lost quite a bit of space in front there. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Does anybody else have any questions for 

the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 All right.  Are you done with your presentation, Severino? 

 MR. BOVINO:  I’m done, Madam Chairperson. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   Thank you. 

 Is there anybody here to speak in favor of the application? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anybody here to speak opposed to the application? 

 (No response) 

 All right.   Again, is there anybody here to speak in favor of 

the application? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anybody here opposed to the application? 

 (No response) 

 We’ll close Appeal 6434A. 
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 B. APPEAL #6435A, Application of Denise Rivera for a re-

approval of an existing restaurant & event hall liquor permit under 

Sections 4-03.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 447 North 

Main Street, property of Burma LLC in a B zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is the applicant here?   Is there anyone here who 

would like to speak on that behalf? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Yes.  Denise? 

 MS. RIVERA:  Yes, I am here. 

 THE CHAIR:  Hi.  Would you please state your name and address for 

the record, please? 

 MS. RIVERA:  Denise Rivera, 38 Jeannette Court in Plantsville, 

Connecticut 06479. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  You may go ahead. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Yup, basically I am here just to um --- the last 

time we met was a year ago and I was here just to come back a year 

later and go over and confirm that we didn’t have any problems with my 

liquor license to move forward as my restaurant and be able to have my 

liquor license.  So that is why I came back today. 

 I have a small modify.  So, one of the places where I was 

approved for my bar, I want to move it to another location for better 

convenience. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  All right.  Do we have any questions for the 

applicant? 

 Ted? 

 MR. CABATA:  Bar size is staying the same?  No difference in the 

size of the bar?  Just moving it to a different spot within the 

establishment? 

 MS. RIVERA:  Actually, it would be bigger.  It would be bigger 

because the main bar was located inside the kitchen.  So, we were 

running into problems with the chefs in the way and trying to set up, 

you know, liquor displayed nicely.   

 It was the plan from the beginning and we didn’t realize that 

would happen.  It was our first time doing it so that is why we are 

moving it to a different location where it is more, you know, 

appropriate. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, what will the ---um, will this just be a service 

bar or will people be able to sit there? 

 MS. RIVERA:  I would like it to be a bar area where people can 

have food still and also be able to be served at the bar, as well. 
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 THE CHAIR: Okay.  So, were we given any information on what this 

would look like? 

 MS. RIVERA: I did submit some photos.  I don’t know --- Dave?  By 

chance do they not have the photos?  I was trying to get mine on 

camera so I could hold it up and is it still not visible? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  There should be.  Madam Chair, they should be 

uploaded and if not, I could do exactly what Denise said. I could hold 

it up. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.    

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It is closed off.  But it appears to meet the 

state regs for being a separate area. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So, it looks like here are four chairs that 

you will have at your bar? 

 MS. RIVERA:  There is actually some on the other side, as well.  

You can’t see them in the photo. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. So how many seats would be at the bar? 

 MS. RIVERA:  So, there would be approximately eight seats at the 

bar.  And, then I wanted to have five small bar tables.  Just actually 

eating tables.  They are about 3’ b 3’.  Each table.  I want to have 

five of those in that area, as well. 

 There is actually --- the picture is deceiving.  On the right 

side, there is a lot more space.  It’s a little dark in the photo.  

But there is plenty of room for three small tables --- three or four 

tables on the right, all the way to the right.  You can see a bench in 

the photo and then the edge, the chair rail of another bench that 

actually faces the bench that we see the back of it.  All in that area 

I wanted to put four tables. 

 Then where you walk down, right --- the little railing that you 

se in front with the white wall, that half wall, right on the opposite 

side I wanted to put three tables there. 

 So, it would be three tables on this side and then on the right 

side just put four tables. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  But the bar will only have eight seats? 

 MS. RIVERA:  I believe --- you know, I think it might be nine.  

Because I think there are five chairs on the other side, but I am not 

sure.  I’d have to check.  I am pretty sure it is five. 

 THE CHAIR:  We need to have the number of seats you are going to 

have at the bar. 

 MS. RIVERA: Okay.  I would say there is nine. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Nine seats at the bar including the tables? 

 THE CHAIR:  We don’t need to have the tables counted, but usually 

the number of seats at the bar needs to be stated.  

 MS. RIVERA:  Yes.  There would be approximately four people to a 

table because they are only 3’ by 3’. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Can I ask, I’d like to ask a question. 

 THE CHAIR:  Sure. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  When the initial application/liquor permit was 

issued, how many seats were you proposing at that point versus what 

you are requesting now? 

 MS. RIVERA:  At that time, so I have several different rooms.  

So, we have --- the first time I proposed a lot more seats.  This is 

just an addition --- this is where I’m moving the bar.  I just want to 

make sure that that is clear. 

 The main bar area was off the kitchen.   

 But this is where I want the main bar to be. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, is this more seats than your old bar or the same? 

 MS. RIVERA:  It is more seats. 

 THE CHAIR:  At the physical bar itself? 

 MS. RIVERA:  Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  All right. 

 So, we would amend your permit then to have the nine seats versus 

what is there now. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Okay.  Yes. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Just really quick, how many more are we talking 

about? 

 MS. RIVERA:  At the bar? 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Overall. 

 MS. RIVERA:  I never had a total like including the tables.  Or 

just sitting at the bar? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Madam Chair, if I can interject.  I think I may 

understand it a little bit better. 
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 So originally there was a bar associated with the kitchen that 

you could go up against but there was no formal seating area 

associated with it. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s what I thought. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  It was probably, you know, six to eight feet long.  

The flow didn’t seem to work there because there was a conflict 

between those in the kitchen and if there was public space there.  

 This seems to be more cordoned off where you can control it a 

little bit better. 

 THE CHAIR:  Gotcha.   Yah, I didn’t think there were seats at the 

original bar and that is why I was asking. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Correct.  You are right.  Yah.  There was not. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Thanks, Dave. 

 THE CHAIR:  I remember the original application for this and it 

was service, only.  This moving more towards an actual bar that people 

can sit at. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Correct. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  And, Madam Chair, the state has visited the site 

if Denise wants to speak to that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Everything is done with that? 

 MS. RIVERA:  Yes.  Everything is approved. But Rascynia (sp) --- 

basically, Rascynia is one of the agents from the liquor commission 

and because of the pandemic, of course, she --- we had also gotten our 

liquor licenses extended another four months.  And, in that process 

she just said I can’t get out to your place right now to give that one 

last approval in person and because of the pandemic we are not 

visiting places.  That was the last we left off.  She just said:  hold 

tight.   She has got all the photos and she said there is no problem 

with it, at all. 

 It is just that she hasn’t been able to come out and that’s a 

bummer.   So --- 

 THE CHAIR:  All right. 

 MS. RIVERA:  That is where I am at right now. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do we need to add anything else to --- Erica is 

raising her hand.  Go ahead.  We’ll go to Erica, first. 

 MS. BYRNE:  A question along the lines of what Chair Novi was 

about to ask. 
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 The previous stipulations do say that they include the business 

plan that was submitted, including the brunch.  So, I was just 

wondering if there are changes to that business plan and/or other 

things we need to note in the approval of the appeal if we approve it. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I think, Madam Chair, from my understanding, it is 

leaning more towards greater compliance because she has more of a 

full-service menu now, more of a restaurant as opposed to (inaudible).  

That’s my understanding of it. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Correct.  

 MS. BYRNE:   Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, what would we --- Dave, if you could help refresh 

my memory. What would we need to add to her permit now in the way of 

stipulations to bring this more in line? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Well, just to revise it to include the bar seats 

and then you know, comply with any state regulations, as well. 

 But originally, she said it included the business plan submitted 

for the project.  I think if she just updates us with the menu, which 

she does have, that shows that there are offerings beyond the Sunday 

Brunch. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: And, then if --- it is up to you if --- this 

initial one was good for one year, but now you could say if there 

aren’t any complaints it would be valid. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 Is there anyone on the committee that has any questions about 

those or has anything that they’d like to say about the stipulations 

Dave suggested? 

 Denise?  Do you have any problems with the stipulations that Dave 

suggested? 

 MS. RIVERA:  You mean giving him a plan and -– 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, you would have the nine seats at the bar.  

You’d have to comply with state liquor regulations, which you look to 

be like you are.  And, then update us with a menu for the restaurant? 

 MS. RIVERA:  Yes.  I did forward that to Dave.  So, he does have 

one. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  And, it would be auto renewal as long as   you 

are in compliance. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Oh, of course.  Yes. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Then those would be the stipulations we would add to 

the or to your appeal should it be granted. 

 MS. RIVERA:  So, is an auto renewal mean I don’t have to come 

back in front of the board?   Is that what that means? 

 An auto renewal? 

 THE CHAIR:   Well, Dave, that would mean that as long as --- I’ll 

just say it and hopefully I am right. 

 As long as you are in compliance with the requirements of your 

permit then it would renew automatically each year. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Okay.  Good.  Thank you.  I’m in agreement with 

that, yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Is there anyone --- any other questions 

for the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 All right.  You are all set, Denise.  Thank you. 

 MS. RIVERA:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anybody here that would speak in favor of 

this application? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody here opposed to the application? 

 (No response) 

 No?   All right.  We will close this application and move on to 

the next none. 
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 C. APPEAL #6436A, Application of Crystal Bees for a special 

exception to allow a temporary outdoor attraction under Sections 2-

01.A, 5-01.1G & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 240 Spring Street, 

property of Southmil Trust & Donald A. Millard Jr., Trustee in an I-1 

zone. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:   They have requested this appeal be withdrawn. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Does anybody oppose this?    

 Do we need to take a vote? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: It was a request by them. 

 THE CHAIR:  No problem.  We’ll close that one and go on to the 

next one. 
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 D. APPEAL #6437A, Application of Donna Feeney for a 19’ front 

yard setback variance for a new front porch under Sections 7A-00  15-

04 of the Zoning Regulations, 9 Berkley Avenue, property of Donna 

Feeney, in an R-12 zone. 

 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I am not sure if she called in. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anybody here?  Is the applicant here to 

speak in favor? 

 (No response) 

 All right. Is Donna Feeney here or anyone to speak in favor? 

 (No response) 

 They’re not here. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  We can table it. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I’ll make a motion to table. 

 MR. CABATA:  Ted Cabata seconds. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 
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 E. APPEAL #6438A, Application of Mantz Auto Sales & Repair, 

Inc., for a special exception for a transfer of used car dealer 

license under Sections 4-03.32B, 11-03 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 338 Clark Street, property of 339 Clark LLC in an I-1 

zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anyone here to speak in favor of this? 

 MR. MANTZ:  Yes.   

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Please state your name and address for 

the record, please. 

 MR. MANTZ: David Mantz, Jr. Pine Street in (inaudible) 

Connecticut.   

 THE CHAIR: All right.   Please go ahead. 

 MR. MANTZ:  Basically, we’ve been in business at Mantz Auto on 

2113 Meriden Waterbury Road for 30 years.  My father and I.  We are 

looking to relocate the business to 339 Clark Street in Southington. 

 We are looking to transfer our auto repairer and dealer license 

to that property. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  So, who would be the owner of the new 

license? 

 MR. MANTZ:  Uh, we have a 51/49 split of the corporation. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do we have questions for him from the committee? 

 Do we have one? 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Is there a site plan available? 

 MR. MANTZ: We did submit a site plan, yes.   

 (Pause, pause) 

 (Site plan on the screen) 

 MR. MANTZ:  Yes, I can see it. 

 MR. PHILLIPS:  Unfortunately, this thing scanned upside down.  

So, north is actually down towards the bottom of your screen. 

 MR. MANTZ:  So, basically, the rear part of the building is 

towards Cheshire. 

 The rear part of the building is where we will do automotive 

repairs.  And, we will be using the rest of the building for warehouse 

storage. 

 MR. PHILLIPS:  You know what, maybe north is up on this plan. 
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 MR. MANTZ:  It is, yah.    Meriden Waterbury Road is up. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, will you have cars displayed? 

 MR. MANTZ:  Not for the time being, no.  We don’t intend to sell 

cars right now.  In the future there might be a possibility but, we 

don’t --- basically it’s more for the auto repairer license transfer 

over. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  So, for the purpose of this meeting, you’re not 

asking for car display? 

 MR. MANTZ:  No.  Possibly in the future.  Not for the time being 

no. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  If he did want to come back, he’d have to modify 

the plan to show any area where the displayed vehicles would be. 

 MR. MANTZ:  Okay. 

 The parking spots we would have there would have to be display 

for new car vehicles? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah, the state would require that as well.  The 

site plan.  I know you have the new one.  So, you would just mark out 

or “x” out certain areas for display. 

 MR. MANTZ: Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: If you go that route. 

 MR. MANTZ: Can we have spots marked in for used cars out towards 

the road? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Um, if you could be very specific about which 

spaces.  It is possible.  But you know, we require a plan indicating 

it as a stipulation. 

 MR. MANTZ:  Currently, we are not planning on doing any used 

cars.  Just stick to the repair business and our snow removal 

equipment and stuff is such a large business right now, we don’t have 

the time and manpower to run a used car out of there, as well. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, it would be available in the future if you’d 

like to come back. 

 MR.MANTZ:  As far as what?  Selling cars? 

 THE CHAIR:  To display the cars.  If you’d like to do vehicle 

sales you would have to come back and let us know where they’d be 

displayed and the locations. 

 MR.MANTZ:  Um-hum.  I don’t think it is anything in the short 

future that we are looking to do.  Currently, most of the cars now a 
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days are being sold on the internet, anyhow.  Not that you need a used 

car lot to sell them. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Anybody have any questions for the 

applicant? 

 MS. BYRNE: Are all of the car repairs going to take place inside 

the building? 

 MR.MANTZ:  Yes, they are.  Yup. 

 THE CHAIR:  Anybody else have any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 All right.  Anything else you would like us to know about your 

application? 

 MR.MANTZ:  I think that should be it. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  You are all set. 

 MR. MANTZ: Great.  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anybody here to speak in favor of this 

application? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody here to oppose the appeal? 

 (No response) 

 If not, this matter is closed. 
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 F. APPEAL #6439A, Application of Richard Panek for a variance 

for an oversized shed under Sections 2-01.AA.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 88 Cathy Drive, property of Richard B. Panek in an R-

20/25 zone. 

 THE CHAIR: Is there anyone here to speak in favor of it?   Or 

speak on behalf of the application? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  I believe Mr. Panek is here. 

 MR. PANEK:  I’m here!  Can everybody hear me? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes, we can. 

 MR. PANEK:  Yes.  This is basically just I need room for some 

farm equipment. I’ve got a woodchipper, a tractor, backhoe attachment.   

I’ve got a snowblower, zero turn mower and an additional rototiller.  

And, I need some space for them. 

 And, in addition to that, I am in the position where I get 

reflections off the solar panels besides the visual issues. 

 And, this will accomplish all of those things. 

 Basically, the cost between a 12’ by 20’ and a 12’ by 24’ is very 

minimal.  So, this seemed to be the way to go so I will have enough 

room to store everything and block the reflection and visual of the 

solar panels. 

 THE CHAIR:  I have a quick question.  You have no --- the 

neighbors are okay with it? 

 MR. PANEK:  As far as I know. I only have one neighbor. 

 (Chuckles) 

 I don’t know if you have seen the other maps that I have, but my 

lot is the largest by far in the area just by whatever the builder 

decided to do way back when. 

 THE CHAIR:  I drove by it today.  This is a very large lot. 

 Okay.  Any other questions from the --- 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  So, what is the hardship? 

 MR. PANEK:  I’ve got all of this equipment out in the yard with 

these covers on it that blow off.  With the last wind storms that 

we’ve had I lost another cover. 

 So, it wrecks my stuff and uh, like I said, I’ve got issues with 

the solar glare coming in my kitchen windows for at least a month in 

the late spring and during the summer, as well, depending upon the 

position of the sun. 
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 THE CHAIR:  The panels are on the lot in back of your house, 

right? 

 MR. PANEK:  Yup. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 Any other questions? 

 (No response) 

 All right.  You are all set.  Thank you very much Mr. Panek. 

 MR. PANEK:  Okay, thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Anybody else here to speak in favor of the 

application? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone here opposed to the --- to speak against the application? 

 (No response) 

 All right.  If not, this matter is closed. 

 

7:44 o’clock, p.m. 
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NEW BUSINESS 

  

 A. APPEAL #6434A, application of Kratzert, Jones & Associates, 

Inc. for a 22’ front yard setback variance, 6.2’ side yard setback 

variance & 5.9’ side yard setback variance for a new gas station 

canopy under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 11 

Marion Avenue, property of Sunrise Southington LLC in an I-2 zone. 

 Mr. Cabata made a motion to approve Appeal 6434A.  Ms. Byrne 

seconded. 

Discussion: 

 They did have a hardship with this piece of land. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6435A, Application of Denise Rivera for a re-

approval of an existing restaurant & event hall liquor permit under 

Sections 4-03.32A, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 447 North 

Main Street, property of Burma LLC in a B zone. 

 Ms. Byrne made a motion to approve Appeal #6435A with 

stipulations. 

 

Stipulations: 

 - There be nine seats at the bar. 

 - It be in compliance with all state regulations. 

 - We have the update with the menu --- which we do. 

 - That it is renewable annually as long as there are no 

complaints or zoning enforcement issues. 

 

 Mr. Cabata seconded. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 C. APPEAL #6436A, Application of Crystal Bees for a special 

exception to allow a temporary outdoor attraction under Sections 2-

01.A, 5-01.1G & 15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 240 Spring Street, 

property of Southmil Trust & Donald A. Millard Jr., Trustee in an I-1 

zone. 

 This item has been withdrawn. 
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 D. APPEAL #6437A, Application of Donna Feeney for a 19’ front 

yard setback variance for a new front porch under Sections 7A-00  15-

04 of the Zoning Regulations, 9 Berkley Avenue, property of Donna 

Feeney, in an R-12 zone. 

 

 This was tabled during the public hearing. 
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 E. APPEAL #6438A, Application of Mantz Auto Sales & Repair, 

Inc., for a special exception for a transfer of used car dealer 

license under Sections 4-03.32B, 11-03 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 338 Clark Street, property of 339 Clark LLC in an I-1 

zone. 

 Mr. Walowski made a motion to table.  Mr. Cabata seconded. 

Discussion: 

 Ms. Byrne asked for clarification on why we are tabling it 

tonight. 

 The Chair said she wasn’t sure why we would want to.  Can someone 

explain to me their thinking or let me in on it. 

 Mr. Cabata said he was seconding because we have to table the 

person that never showed up. 

 The Chair said this is the one where --- we’ve moved past that.  

We tabled the one before. 

 Mr. Lavallee added there are typical stipulations that you may 

not have in front of you for this.  It is not for the car sales at 

this point.  We typically asked for no cannibalized vehicles stored 

outside and no parts stored. 

 Mr. Cabata made a motion to approve Appeal 6438A with the 

additional stipulations listed by the Assistant Town Planner. 

 - No cannibalized vehicles stored outside 

 - No storage of parts outside 

 Ms. Byrne seconded. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 F. APPEAL #6439A, Application of Richard Panek for a variance 

for an oversized shed under Sections 2-01.AA.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 88 Cathy Drive, property of Richard B. Panek in an R-

20/25 zone 

 Ms. Byrne made a motion to approve Appeal #6439A.  Mr. Cabata 

seconded. 

 

Discussion: 

 Ms. Byrne pointed out she feels it is a reasonable variance to 

grant given the over all size of the lot, being large, and the shed 

being within all of the appropriate setbacks.  As well as the issue of 

having the reflection off the solar panels of Hatton behind him over 

which he had no control when those were put in. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS/OLD BUSINESS/NEW BUSINESS 

 Mr. Lavallee advised there are two applications for next time. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 Mr. Cabata made a motion to adjourn which Mr. Walowski seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:53 o’clock, p.m.) 


