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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 12, 2021 

 

 

MINUTES 

 CHAIR ALICIA NOVI, called the Public Hearing and Regular Meeting 

of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:00 o’clock, 

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

participating: 

 Erica Byrne, Theodore Cabata, Robert Ives & Steven Walowski   

 Alternates: Ronald Bohigian & Michael Scavetta  

 Staff: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner    

  

 Absent: Alternates: Ryan Rogers & Anthony Mazzarella, III 

  

 A quorum was determined. 

  The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone participating. 

 

ALICIA NOVI, Chair, presiding: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

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

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

on a voice vote. 

 Mr. 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. 

 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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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 

 A. APPEAL #6482A, Application of 57 West Main Street, LLC for 

an appeal of the ZEO’s decision for a Cease & Desist Order under 

Section 15-03 of the Zoning Regulations. 57 West Main Street, property 

of 57 West Main Street LLC in a CB zone. 

 

 MR. LAVALLEE: We have a table requested for this item tonight.  

We did receive some correspondence that I’ll share with the 

commission. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave, if you’d like to go ahead and share the 

correspondence? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: So, we received a letter from the actual property 

owner which is on the side of the fence that is not finished and he 

said he has no issue with it. 

 And, that he does not see that the appeal should go forward. 

 As well as the operator of the business who said that he really 

hopes that it gets done but he’s withdrawing his complaint. 

 So, procedurally, there are a few things we have to do if they do 

withdraw it in terms of redoing the cease & desist order to say that, 

you know, if you feel that it’s consistent with the regulations in 

terms of it being painted or what have you, the finish on it is 

acceptable then you know, you could certainly do that.  But that’s not 

before you, yet.  The request hasn’t been made, yet.   

 The request is a table. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, so we are going to, we would vote to table 

until the next meeting and then if the withdrawal comes in, we’ll 

cancel it then. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.   Do I have a motion to table? 

 MR. CABATA: I will make a motion to table. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do I have a second? 

 MR. IVES:  Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 

 THE CHAIR:  Appeal A will be tabled to our next meeting. 
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 B. APPEAL #6483A, Application of Simon Roby for a 5’ side yard 

setback variance for a shed in the rear yard under Sections 2-01A.A.1 

& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 110 Holly Hill Drive, property of 

Simon & Diana Roby in an R-20/25 zone. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  If the people who are here to speak would like to 

unmute themselves and then state your names and addresses for the 

record, please? 

 MR. ROBY:  Simon Roby, 110 Holly Hill Drive, Southington, 

CT. 

 MS. ROBY:  And, Diana Roby, same address. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Go ahead and present your presentation. 

 MR. ROBY:  Well, what I would like to apply for is to get a 

shed.  It’s under 260 s.f.   

 And, we have a hardship and it is where this existing platform 

was built, the septic tank will be encroached on if I move it the 10’ 

for the ordinance of the town. 

 MS. ROBY:  Well, 5’ more, but yah. 

 MR. ROBY:  Yah.  I feel that if I was to do that, access to 

get to the tank for removal and the system repaired would be extremely 

difficult. 

 I’ve spoken to all of my neighbors and they are all in agreement 

that this shed would be an enhancement to the property and the street 

and they are all in favor. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do I have any questions from the board for 

him? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Yah, I do.  Um, the existing, like where on the 

side there, like a little driveway, like a parking spot, is that where 

you are going to put this? 

 MR. ROBY:  Yes. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yes. 

 MR. ROBY:  That was, it’s built out of precast concrete 

blocks.  It was here when we bought the house.  I guess the original 

owner used to store a boat there or something.  We never did anything 

with it.   They had a pre-engineered wall put there and it’s filled 

with process and millings.  And, it just abuts the very end of the 

driveway with the transition very smooth for that. 



Zoning Board of Appeal – January 12, 2021 
 

4 
 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Yah, I, just the question I have is:  I drove by 

the property and it looked like where that --- you have a drawing 

there that you sent it, where the pad is in red.  But it seems to be 

up a lot further than that. 

 Will this building be almost, you know, right across from your 

current garage? 

 MR. ROBY:  Oh, oh no.  It will be set back from the garage.  

Where that white fence is that you saw, right parallel to that. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: So, you are going to add on to that pad? 

 MR. ROBY:  It will not be a pad for the garage.  This is a 

separate building.  From the garage it will be about 26’, I think it 

was from the garage to that area. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: But are you building that, are you building that 

precast thing further back? 

 MR. ROBY:  No.  It’s going to go right where it is right 

now.   Right where you saw where the wall is and like the parking area 

there?  That’s exactly where the shed would go. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: From the road it looks almost parallel to the 

garage. 

 MS. ROBY:  Oh, no.  It goes much farther back. 

 MR. ROBY:  No, no, no.  It goes back further.  It’s 20’ past 

the garage. 

 MS. ROBY:  Right. 

 MR. ROBY:  To the rear yard. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Is it going to come up and parallel to the garage 

at all? 

 MS. ROBY:  It will be 4’. 

 MR. ROBY:  No. it will be --- 

 MS. ROBY:  Past. 

 THE CHAIR:  Ron, look at the parking, it’s on there.  If you 

see the drawing, they do actually have it pretty well labeled.  If, 

um, where it will be. 

 MR. ROBY:  Exactly where you saw the wall and the paved area 

there, right where it will go. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yah. 
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 MR. ROBY:  It will not be parallel to the garage.  It will 

be set back.  It is not coming on to any of the asphalt driveway. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave?  I believe you were trying to say 

something, as well? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: I just wanted to clarify, Madam Chair?  I was 

just trying to clarify as there was a question about the precast wall 

whether it existed or not.  I wasn’t sure if Ron was clear on that. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yah, it does already exist. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I drove by the property, Dave. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Okay.  Great. 

 I have an aerial that shows the “L”. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Oh, do you? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah.   It’s straight back from the driveway.  If 

you were to drive straight, that’s where it is. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Yah, I see it sits (inaudible) away from the 

road.  That’s all.   

 My concern was it wasn’t going to be past the front of the house 

or ----- 

 MS. ROBY:  Oh, no. 

 MR. ROBY:  Its --- 

 MS. ROBY:  It is in the backyard. 

 MR. ROBY:  The front of the shed would line up with the back 

wall of the house.  

 MS. ROBY:  Right.   Four feet past. 

 MR. ROBY:  Yah.   

 MR. BOHIGIAN: And, then per your drawing here, that other shed 

needs to be removed, correct? 

 MR. ROBY:  Yah.  Yes, I understand that.  I’ll dismantle 

that and you know, eliminate it.  Pretty beat now, anyway.  They get 

worn out. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Thank you. 

 MR. IVES:  I have one, or two questions.  So, the hardship 

is that the shed will encroach on the drainage or that it is going to 

actually be within your accessibility.  You are going to block access 

to be able to empty your tank? 
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 MR. ROBY:  Yes.  It would move it 5’ towards the tank which 

is a thousand-gallon tank so it’s buried right in that area where the 

fence is and if we ever have to get the septic system repaired or 

renewed, removing that tank would be extremely difficult to get any 

heavy equipment through there. 

 MR. IVES:  But you could, you could in theory build a 

smaller shed if you wanted to. 

 MR. ROBY:  Um, well, it would have to be narrower. Yah. I 

mean it would have to be 8’ instead of 12’ which would defeat the 

purpose of having the shed there. 

 MR. IVES:  Okay. 

 MR. WALOWSKI: Well, the shed that is going in that   you are 

proposing is 20 s.f. smaller than currently, correct? 

 MR. ROBY:  It is 240 s.f.  It’s 12 by 20.  

 It is  prefabbed shed from this place, The Barnyard, up in 

Ellington. 

 THE CHAIR:  So how much smaller is the new shed than the one 

that you are going to be taking down? 

 MR. ROBY:  How much larger is it? 

 THE CHAIR:  Uh, smaller, I thought it was, right? 

 MS. ROBY:  No, it’s larger. 

 MR. ROBY:  No.  This will be larger. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. ROBY:  The current shed is 8 by 12. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. ROBY:  And, that is in the rear yard. 

 THE CHAIR:  Gotcha!   

 Any other questions for them? 

 (No response) 

 All right – 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I do have one other question before you close.  

So, if the board approves this, is this the drawing of exactly what 

you are going to install? 

 MR. BOBY:  Uh, can you say that again, sir? 
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 MR. BOHIGIAN: If the board suggested that they agreed with 

this, is this the exact product that you are going to put on the site? 

  

 MR. ROBY:  That is just a view of one.  That could be larger 

than the actual size.  But that is the schematic of it.  It has the 

shed dormer and a – you know, transom windows.  And, the side would 

have French doors to use it as a garden shed from the property there. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I see a picture.  I just want to say that, you 

know, would you abide by because you show us a picture, is that going 

to be what you are going to put up? 

 MS. ROBY:  Yes. 

 MR. ROBY:  Yes. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yes. 

 MR. ROBY:  Oh, yes.  Yup. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yup. 

 MR. ROBY:  That’s it.  Vinyl sided with all of that. 

 MS. ROBY:  The vinyl siding would match the house, yes. 

 MR. ROBY:  Exactly that. It just could be a different 

dimension. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Well, then it is not the same as the rendering. 

 MS. ROBY:  It is. It is exactly --- yah.  

 MR. ROBY:  Well, it is a – yah.  I get what you are saying. 

It is the same rendering. 

 MS. ROBY:  Just the same, yah.  That’s exactly what we are 

putting up. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I think they’ve agreed if we put a stipulation 

in. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, why would we need to stipulate?  I mean, if 

it --- I’m just, maybe it is just me, but if this is included in the 

plan and they are, you know, saying this is the shed, I’m maybe --- 

why would we need a stipulation with submitting the application? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Well, you are asking for a hardship here.  You’re 

showing me a picture of a building that’s going into a very nice 

neighborhood.  You are asking for something and you are showing me a 

picture.  I just don’t want some square box, texture 111 going on the 

site. 

 MS. ROBY:  Oh, no, no, no. 
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 MR. ROBY:  That picture is the exact ---- 

 MS. ROBY:  That is exactly what we ordered. 

 MR. ROBY:  --- look that it will be.  That’s what I ordered. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yes, that’s what we have a deposit on but it is 

not being ordered until obviously if we can get it approved. 

 THE CHAIR:  Also, I’d hate for us to be like it has to be 

that one.  If their house was a different color and we have made them 

stipulate to what was or in this application, I just don’t want us to 

be as picky as that and then somebody ends up having to come back 

before us because it’s missing a ----- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I said before --- 

 THE CHAIR:  You know? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I said I am not talking about color. I said 

structure.  Structure… 

 MR. ROBY:  That’s the exact product, sir. 

 One hundred percent that is the structure. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, maybe we could just put-on record they would 

and it can always be argued if you don’t agree with it but if we have 

them put on the record, they will provide something very similar to 

what we’ve been shown in their application.  

 MR. ROBY:  Yah.  The Carriage House. 

 MS. ROBY:  Um-hum.  It’s a Carriage House. 

 MR. ROBY:  That’s what they call a carriage house.  And, it 

is the exact picture that you are seeing. 

 MS. ROBY:  Yes.  It’s very pretty. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Thank you. 

 MR. ROBY:  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right.  Do we have any other questions from 

the board? 

 (No response) 

 All right.  Thank you very much for your presentation.  Is there 

anything else you’d like to say before we open it up to others? 

 MR. ROBY:  No.  No, I think I’ve rendered everything and I 

hope it, you know, it’s okay. 
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 THE CHAIR:  All right, great. We are going to ask you to go 

back on mute. 

 I’m going to ask if anybody else is here and would like to speak 

in favor of this appeal? 

 (No response) 

 All right. We have no one. 

 Anybody here who opposes this appeal? 

 (No response) 

 All right.  We’ll move on to Appeal C. 
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 C. APPEAL #6484A, Application of F & F Concrete Corporation 

for a 16.4’ side yard setback variance for a new addition under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 110 West Man Street, 

property of The F & F Concrete Corporation in an I-2 zone. 

 

 THE CHAIR:  Is somebody here to speak in favor of that 

appeal?  You can just take yourself off mute and state your name and 

address for the record, please. 

 MR. GIUDICE: That would be me, Madam Chair.  My name is 

Stephen Giudice and I’m with the office of Harry Cole & Son located at 

876 South Main Street in Plantsville.  I’m here on behalf of F & F 

Concrete at 110 West Main Street in Plantsville. 

 We are here tonight requesting a variance for a side yard setback 

for an addition to an existing building. 

 If I may, I could share the screen and I could show you two maps.  

One would be an overall aerial view with the location and then the 

plan that we submitted. 

 Would that be okay? 

 THE CHAIR:  Sure.  Go ahead. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 MR. GIUDICE: Let’s see if I can figure this out. 

 (Pause) 

 Okay, Madam Chair, can you see the map? 

 THE CHAIR:  Yes. 

 MR. GIUDICE: Okay. So, this shows, the outline in red is one 

of the F & F parcels and the subject of our application tonight.  And, 

the building along the easterly boundary is the office building at the 

north end and then the garage where they repair their equipment on the 

southerly side of this building. 

 We did come before this board approximately a year and a half ago 

and requested a variance for an addition to the north end of the 

building for expansion of the office.  During that process, F & F 

decided they also wanted to try and go southerly with an addition.  

And, that brings us before you tonight. 

 I’m going to try switching maps to the other map.  

 (Pause) 

 See if I can figure this out again. 
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 (Pause) 

 Sorry, always a --- not my area of expertise.   Okay. 

 So, this the map that we submitted for review tonight.  As you 

can see the proposed addition is a 2600 sf addition to the south of 

the existing building.  The property line is very close to the 

existing building and that’s how ---- obviously, this building was 

built prior to zoning and doesn’t comply with your current 

regulations.  That’s why we believe it causes a hardship for this 

application. 

 There is a, if you look at the plan and it is kind of hard to 

see, I don’t know if you have this plan in front of you, but I can try 

blowing it up a little bit. 

 There is an existing wall that does run along the property line 

here (indicating) from the end of the building in this vicinity here 

(indicating).  I don’t know if you can see the arrow of my mouse, or 

not. 

 But so, the addition is going to follow the inside of that 

retaining wall.  That wall is actually a 6’ wall that they put up kind 

of for security reasons along the trail.  And, we are proposing to 

stay inside of that wall with this proposed addition. 

 The operation of the building and the vicinity of the building to 

the property line, the existing building is kind of what is creating 

the hardship for the addition.  In order to meet the setback, we would 

have to jog this building considerably forward and it would be very 

difficult from an interior layout from how they repair the equipment 

and the way the operation works inside the building. 

 So, I’d be happy to answer any questions for you.  I’ll do my 

best to answer them.  If you have anything else, but that’s why we are 

here tonight before you. 

 THE CHAIR:  I have a quick question.  Are there any --- 

because I know it is close to the river, are there any concerns with 

the wetlands or um that portion of it? 

 MR. GIUDICE: No.  You know the area where we are proposing 

this building is actually a pavement.  It’s all paved up to the wall.  

Let me zoom back in on that. 

 (Pause) 

 This wall (indicating) that runs here along the top of the slope 

here, protects the wetlands.  This small paved area and this wall is 

actually elevated.  When you walk back there, this wall is actually up 

5’ to 6’ high.  So, it prevents anything or anyone from going towards 
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the wetlands.  I don’t see any issues from a wetland perspective. I 

believe staff is in concurrence with that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. IVES:  I have a couple of questions.  What is going to 

be the use of the building that makes it that you can’t make it 

smaller and conform? 

 MR. GIUIDICE: The building is an existing building.  The light 

shading is the existing building (indicating).  The proposed orange is 

the proposed building.  We are proposing to extend the operation of 

the existing building to the south. 

 They use this for repairing their cement mixers.  The trucks that 

go and in out of the facility. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think that building is nonconforming and it has 

been for years.  I was here on the application.  There’s no way this 

building can conform. 

 MR. GIUDICE: The building, no.  Right. 

 MR. IVES:  The corner that is --- the closest corner of the 

building to the river is how many feet away? 

 MR. GIUDICE: To the river or to the property line? 

 MR. IVES:  To the river.  To the water.  To the inland 

wetland. 

 MR. GIUDICE: Uh, it is --- it is very close.  So, it’s 

probably about 15’ to 20’ away from the wetland. 

 MR. IVES:  Question for staff: Wouldn’t they still need an 

inland wetland applications approval? 

 MR. LAVALEE: Well, what I would do, Madam Chair, is to go to 

the Chairman of the Inland Wetlands and we could suggest agent 

approval since there is no direct wetland impact.  It’s on existing 

paved area and there is no floodplain impact.  All very important. 

 If he agrees, I’ll move forward and do an agent approval for work 

in the upland review area.  Again, it is protected by that wall so 

there is concern about runoff there.  I talked a little bit about 

that. 

 Beyond that, it seems to be pretty well contained. 

 MR. GIUIDCE: If the Chairman determined we needed an 

application, we would definitely go that route, as well.  We are not 

trying to sidestep any commission. 
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 THE CHAIR:  I think I would like to see what Dave suggested, 

if you don’t mind, is to get the agent approval first.  I don’t know 

if that requires a separate application.  Dave, does it? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: It is not an application.  I would require me 

going to the Chairman and finding out if he is okay with that. 

Typically, any work that is not likely to have an adverse impact on 

wetlands, I can go ahead and approve it under agent approval. 

 But you know, order wise, you know, they would get a permit or I 

would permit it. 

 Conceivably.  Since, you know, there is no adverse impact 

apparent. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, would we need to table this until you get 

approval or --- 

 MR. LAVALLEE: No.  You could approve it --- 

 THE CHAIR:  --- pursuant upon. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah, I mean, it is not something that I would see 

would have a major impact. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I have a question, Dave.  That wall, is that wall 

like a concrete wall or is that a stacked wall with those square 

bricks? 

 MR. GIUDICE: If I may answer that question.   It is a mafia 

block wall.  It’s stacked. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Its stacked.  So, there is no like berm then, 

right?  I mean because usually if it was concrete, a wall, it would be 

like 6” up so no runoff would fall.  But you said that the plan 

wouldn’t show it that way.  But that wall is really not protecting 

anything because it can go underneath.  No? 

 MR. GIUDICE: I think that, I think that you have to look at 

that from a different perspective.  We’re replacing a paved area that 

has outside storage of equipment and materials like that with a 

rooftop that is considered a, you know, we would take the roof leaders 

and we would discharge them to the wetland.  That’s considered runoff.  

So, this is actually an improvement for the area. 

 You can imagine the F & F site can be a dusty, dirty site.  And, 

the less, you know, dirty pavement we have, the better off we are. So, 

this addition would actually help the runoff situations over there.  

It would provide clean runoff to the wetlands where currently we have 

an uncontrolled runoff situation. 
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 I don’t know if Dave has a --- 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: I just – 

 MR. GIUDICE: I’m sorry. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: The way that we were talking is they had a wall 

so nothing was going to get by it.  I just wanted to clarify what kind 

of wall and everything. 

 MR. GIUDICE: Well, I think my point in bringing up the wall 

was really more about aesthetics and the view.  You know, in relation 

to the property line.   So, the wall there is, you know, its an area 

that has been developed.  It has been used historically by F & F.   

And, the wall, it was constructed as part of the operation.  I was 

kind of saying the wall follows the property line.  It’s not --- this 

addition is not going to have an adverse impact from a property line 

perspective, I guess, is what I was trying to say. 

 THE CHAIR:  Hold on just one second.  I just heard somebody 

who is yelling at a child or something else.  If you could please mute 

yourself unless you are the applicant or a sitting member of the 

zoning board of appeals. 

 I would like to have a clean record for this. 

 Thank you.   Sorry, go ahead. 

 MR. WALOWSKI: I’m sorry, Alicia.   I don’t want to argue the 

point about the wall, but you made the wall seem like it was a buffer 

between the river and what’s not and now you are saying it is 

aesthetics. That contradicts what you started off with. 

 THE CHAIR:  Who, me? 

 MR. GIUDICE: First off, I’d like to just say that I --- the 

application is for a setback from the property line and I really 

didn’t think the setback from the wetlands was going to be an issue 

for us to discuss.  While I am talking about the wall, it is not 

necessarily that the wall is going to provide a buffer for the 

wetlands.  The wall is already there. There is already activity 

happening, you know, in close proximity to the wetlands.  We are 

replacing pavement with this building.  I didn’t mean to tell you that 

the wall is going to protect the wetlands.  That’s not what my 

intention was and I apologize if --- 

 MR. WALOWSKI: Fair enough. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Any other commission could deny this.  It’s not 

like you get ZBA and it breezes through.  It still gets review, site 

plan review, zoning permit review, wetlands review if it needs it.   

And, then staff looks at it during construction and they have to get a 

CO on it.  So, you know, there are a lot of eyes on it. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  I just didn’t want him to – either you 

know.  I wanted him to take the proper steps in the proper order. So -

-- 

 MR. LAVALLEE: That would be the case of a site plan.  You would 

need wetlands first and then the site plan. But for ZBA, its --- I 

won’t say conceptual, but you definitely need to know if you can even 

do the project first from a setback viewpoint. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. GIUDICE: Yah, I would concur with Dave.  We would come to 

see you guys first because you kind of have the first say because you 

whether you think that the setback works or not.  And, if you guys say 

no, then it is most likely a dead project. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. IVES:  Can I just say one final thing?  The hardship is 

because there is already an existing building adjoining what you want 

to do and that is what you are calling your legal hardship for the 

record? 

 MR. GIUDICE: For the record, yes.  The proximity of the 

existing building to the property line and we presented a similar 

application to the north side of the building that had been granted 

and we felt this was a similar situation on the south side.  That is 

our hardship. 

 MR. CABATA: I just have one question:  Steve, is the north 

side done?  Has that been up and functioning?  

 MR. GIUDICE: It has not been done, yet.  They’d like --- 

originally the north side was proposed to start and I think they got 

nervous with the pandemic and things like that, so they kind of put it 

on hold. 

 They do have construction drawings that have been prepared and 

they have applied for a building permit.  I think the building permit 

was granted.  I believe they’re getting ready to start construction on 

the north side now.  

 Dave can probably comment on that, as well. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah, Madam Chair?  I know there were delays.  So, 

you know, as Steve said, the design, they wanted to make sure the 

design was right and all of that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Don’t they have a year since issuance to start?  

It is a year to start or a year and a half?  I forget which one. 
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 MR. CABATA: We were okay.  Nothing is going to change on the 

north end.  We’re okay with them having basically two permits for work 

on both sides of the building? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah, no issues with that. 

 MR. CABATA: Okay. 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Easier to inspect. 

 (Chuckles) 

 MR. CABATA: Cool.  Fine by me. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other –-- 

 MR. GIUDICE: Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  Let me just ask.  Any other questions from the 

board? 

 (No response) 

 Okay, you can unshare now. 

 I am going to ask that you remute yourself again.  I am going to 

ask if anybody is here to speak in favor of this appeal.  If you are, 

please unmute yourself and state your name and address for the record. 

 (No response) 

 Anyone here that opposes this appeal? 

 (No response) 

 All right, if not, this appeal is closed. 

 MR. GIUDICE: Thank you for your consideration. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 
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CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. APPEAL #6463A, Application of Robert Zangrandi for a 4.6’ 

rear yard setback variance for an accessory structure (garage) under 

Sections 2-01.A.A.1 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 28 North Summit 

Street, property of Robert Zangrandi & Jennifer Connors in an R-12 

zone. 

 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Madam Chair, a table has been requested. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Do we need to vote on that?  A voice vote? 

 MR. LAVALLEE: Yah, you can just do a voice vote. 

 MR. CABATA: Motion to table. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do I have a second? 

 MR. WALOWSKI: Second. 

 (Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.) 

 

7:33 o’clock, p.m.  
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NEW BUSINESS 

 

 A. APPEAL #6482A, Application of 57 West Main Street, LLC for 

an appeal of the ZEO’s decision for a Cease & Desist Order under 

Section 15-03 of the Zoning Regulations. 57 West Main Street, property 

of 57 West Main Street LLC in a CB zone. 

 Tabled during the public hearing portion of the meeting. 
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 B. APPEAL #6483A, Application of Simon Roby for a 5’ side yard 

setback variance for a shed in the rear yard under Sections 2-01A.A.1 

& 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 110 Holly Hill Drive, property of 

Simon & Diana Roby in an R-20/25 zone. 

 

 Mr. Walowski made a motion to grant the appeal.   Ms. Byrne and 

Mr. Cabata seconded. 

 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 C. APPEAL #6484A, Application of F & F Concrete Corporation 

for a 16.4’ side yard setback variance for a new addition under 

Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 110 West Man Street, 

property of The F & F Concrete Corporation in an I-2 zone. 

 

 Ms. Byrne made a motion to approve Appeal #6484A.   Mr. Walowski 

seconded. 

 

Discussion: 

 Mr. Ives said that although he didn’t think it was a valid 

hardship, I understand that there is a building already there that’s 

already encroaching because of no zoning at the time, but I am not 

going to stand in the way of this applicant. 

 Mr. Walowski commented to further what Bob said, to be 

consistent, it is consistent with the addition that’s already been 

approved.  My concern would be whatever wetlands says about it in 

terms of the water.  It’s closer to the water where the other side 

wasn’t.  If we approve it, we approve it and then the other powers 

that be will make their decisions. 

 The Chair agreed with that.  It is a concern but we are going to 

let them take the reins on that one. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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MISCELLANEOUS/OLD BUSINESS/NEW BUSINESS 

 

 For the next meeting, there is one application coming in, so far. 

 Mr. Walowski let everyone know that he has been nominated for a 

seat on the planning & zoning commission which I have accepted.  This 

will be my last meeting. 

 Mike Scavetta has been appointed to my seat.  He will be moving 

forward as a full member. 

 We have an alternate appointed and I’m sure you will meet her 

very soon. 

 The Chair responded we will miss you.  It has been a pleasure to 

serve with you. 

 Mr. Walowski said it has been great.  I wish that we got to do 

this in person a little more often. Interesting since March. 

 The Chair wished him good lucking adding that he will do 

wonderfully. 

 Mr. Walowski thanked everyone. 

 The Chair thanked Mr. Walowski for his time, a wonderful person 

to serve and we will miss you greatly. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:33 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

  Alicia Novi, Chair 


