
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

   

  

 

 

  

 

  

 

  

  

 

 

 

  

   

AGENDA

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

LINCOLN CENTER HEARING ROOM

AND VIRTUALLY VIA ZOOM

APRIL 26, 2023

7:00 P.M.

This meeting will be held both in person and virtually, via Zoom.  Individuals who wish to speak 
at or attend the virtual meeting must complete a Request to Attend Virtually form, available at

https://manct.us/meeting by 4:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting.  These individuals will need to 
join the Zoom meeting and will be allowed to speak when directed by the Chairman. Zoom 
meeting information will be sent to individuals who complete a Request to Attend Virtually

form. Only individuals who complete a Request to Attend Virtually form will be allowed to join 
the Zoom meeting.  A physical location and electronic equipment will be provided for the public 
to use if a written request is received at least 24 hours in advance, via email to

pzccomments@manchesterct.gov, or by mail to the Planning Department, 494 Main Street, P.O.

Box 191, Manchester, CT 06045-0191.

A. PUBLIC HEARINGS

JESSE FERNANDEZ – application #ZSE-0001-2022 (Continued from March 29,

2023) – Request a special exception under Art. II, Sec. 26.04 to allow a child day care 
center at 346 Middle Turnpike West, Form-Based zone.

JAMES GRADY – application #VAR-0048-2023 – Request a variance from Art. II, Sec. 
1.03.04(c) to allow a garage approximately 7 feet from the side property line (8 feet 
required) at 16 North Elm Street, Residence B zone.

MANCHESTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS – application #VAR-0047-2023 – Request 
variances from Art. IV, Sec. 13.06.01 and 13.09 for the height of signage and for use of 
an electronic message board in a residential zone at 134 Middle Turnpike East, Residence 
A and Residence B zones.

B. BUSINESS MEETING

1. Consideration of Public Hearings

2. Determination on Acceptance of Application VAR-0049-2023

• ORFORD VILLAGE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION –

application #VAR-0049-2023 – Request a use variance from Art. II, Sec. 4.01 to 
construct 4 senior multi-family units at 190 North Elm Street, Residence A zone.

3. Approval of Minutes

• March 29, 2023 – Public Hearing, Business Meeting 

 

 

https://manct.us/meeting
mailto:pzccomments@manchesterct.gov


 

 

4. Acceptance of New Applications 

 

5. Other Business 

• Upcoming Training Opportunities 
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TOWN OF MANCHESTER 

LEGAL NOTICE 

 

The Zoning Board of Appeals will hold a public hearing on April 26, 2023 at 7:00 p.m., both 

virtually and in person in the Lincoln Center Hearing Room, 494 Main Street, Manchester, 

Connecticut to hear and consider the following applications: 

 

JAMES GRADY – application #VAR-0048-2023 – Request a variance from Art. II, Sec. 

1.03.04(c) to allow a garage approximately 7 feet from the side property line (8 feet required) at 

16 North Elm Street, Residence B zone. 

 

MANCHESTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS – application #VAR-0047-2023 – Request variances 

from Art. IV, Sec. 13.06.01 and 13.09 for the height of signage and for use of an electronic 

message board in a residential zone at 134 Middle Turnpike East, Residence A and Residence B 

zones. 

 

At this hearing interested persons may be heard, either in person or virtually via Zoom, and 

written communications received.  Individuals who wish to speak at or attend the virtual meeting 

must complete a Request to Attend Virtually form, available at https://manct.us/meeting by 4:00 

p.m. on the day of the meeting.  These individuals will need to join the Zoom meeting and will 

be allowed to speak when directed by the Chairman.  Zoom meeting information will be sent to 

individuals who complete a Request to Attend Virtually form.  Only individuals who complete a 

Request to Attend Virtually form will be allowed to join the Zoom meeting.  A physical location 

and electronic equipment will be provided for the public to use if a written request is received at 

least 24 hours in advance, via email to pzccomments@manchesterct.gov, or by mail to the 

Planning Department, 494 Main Street, P.O. Box 191, Manchester, CT 06045-0191.  Individuals 

may also submit comments in writing to the Planning and Economic Development Department 

via email to pzccomments@manchesterct.gov, or by mail to the Planning Department, 494 Main 

Street, P.O. Box 191, Manchester, CT 06045-0191.  All written comments received by 4:00 p.m. 

on the day of the meeting will be presented and recorded as part of the hearing.  Information 

about these applications will also be available online at https://Manchesterct.gov/zba by the 

Friday before the hearing. 

 

James R. Stevenson, Chair 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
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TOWN OF MANCHESTER 

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

 

 

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

FROM: Megan Pilla, Principal Development Planner 

 

DATE: April 20, 2023 

 

RE: Jesse Fernandez – Application #ZSE-0001-2022 

 346 Middle Turnpike West – Form-Based zone 

 

 

**This hearing is continued from the March 29, 2023 meeting. 

 

Introduction 

 

The applicant is requesting a special exception under Art. II, Sec. 26.04 to allow a child day care 

center at 346 Middle Turnpike West, Form-Based zone. 

 

Project Description 

 

The applicant owns and operates Fun Luvin Daycare Center, which is currently located at 358 

Hartford Road, and is seeking approval for a new location at the subject property. The proposed 

space is located near the middle of the existing shopping center and faces the south parking lot. 

The directly adjacent units are currently occupied by the Manchester branch of the CT 

Department of Children & Families (DCF) and the plaza’s maintenance space. The proposed 

floor plan is attached. 

 

Outdoor Play Area 

 

Both local and state regulations require that child day care centers provide a securely enclosed 

outdoor play area. The submitted plans show a fenced-in playground within the parking lot, 

directly across the drive aisle from the facility entrance. Six (6) parking spaces would be 

eliminated to create this space. 

 

Traffic and Parking 

 

Parking at the shopping center is adequate to meet the minimum requirements, and any increase 

in traffic is expected to be minimal in relation to the size of the shopping plaza. Customers of the 

proposed facility would most likely park in the rear of the shopping center off of Green Manor 

Boulevard, which is where the facility’s entrance would be. 

 

 

 



For the Board’s Consideration 

 

Child day care centers are permitted in the Form-Based zone by special exception from the 

Zoning Board of Appeals. The Board should consider whether the proposed day care center 

meets the requirements of Article IV, Section 10, as well as the general requirements for special 

exceptions as outlined in Article IV, Section 20. 

 

Staff Review 

 

At the March 29, 2023 meeting, the Board continued the public hearing and directed the 

applicant to submit the required site plans showing details of the proposed outdoor play area. As 

of the writing of this memo, revised plans have not been received. 

 

 

mp 
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Fun Luvin Daycare Center Narrative 

Fun Luvin Daycare Center opened in Manchester October 2015, fully license by the State of 

Connecticut, owned and operated by Yudyssa and Jesse Fernandez.  It is a minority, veteran 

owned business.  It's a daycare center, but when you walk in a lot of parents feel like they're 

walking into a home.  With that said, "Everyone that works here loves children and wants to be 

here. It's more than a job."  

We hire local Manchester residents and cater to low-income families. Yudyssa founded Fun 

Luvin Home Daycare in 2008. Yudyssa began in her home in Manchester, Connecticut and since 

2008, she has always dreamed of someday opening her our own daycare center.  She always 

wanted to expand and finally had the opportunity when the previous daycare in our current 

location was shut down.  She has steadily grown her dream to its present state.  

Jesse and Yudyssa have extensively renovated the property after acquiring it.  Jesse did the work 

himself, inside and out.  They even researched what colors influenced positive moods of 

children.  New furniture, a playscape, paint, lights, and a number of other fixtures and additions 

have all become a part of the building that is now Fun Luvin Daycare Center.  

They have two boys of their own. We perform thorough background checks on all workers, 

interviews parents, and even gives parents the opportunity to interview us.  Also, every one of 

our staff members are certified in CPR and Infant First Aid.  

 

Fun Luvin Daycare is truly a family affair. 

 

Now we are looking to expand into the 376RA Middle TPK W location.  We see a need for 

quality daycare who focuses on quality care and teaching children from newborn to age 5.  In 

Connecticut there is a dire need for childcare, especially low-income families.  We have a 

waiting list and need to expand due to that need. We were searching for a location to stay in 

Manchester and found this location with is on a bus line and easy access to highways.  We are 

excited to revitalize this space and bring life to this section of the plaza. 

Additional information received 10/17/22:

Business operations are as follows: We will open from 7:30am - 5:45pm. We have a total of 7
employees currently, we will have to staff an additional 3 employees if we get approved for this
location as enrollment increases. We will have a total of 38 children once enrollment is at capacity,
we currently have 24 children in the Hartford Road location. We have a pre-k program that gets
children ready for Kindergarten.

We do not anticipate any disruption to the traffic flow in the parking lot. There is ample parking on
the back of the plaza that we will share with both DCF employees and parents.



Overall site plan showing location of the proposed space in the shopping center



Overall site plan showing location of the proposed space in the shopping center



Existing Conditions Floor Plan showing proposed space in relation to DCF space

Interior space
(existing)



Fenced outdoor play area - 8' wide by
21' long, entirely on existing sidewalk

Proposed daycare space



Playground

New Exit for the 
rear area

Alternate location for playground suggested by applicant on 11/29/22



TOWN OF MANCHESTER 

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

 

 

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

FROM: Megan Pilla, Principal Development Planner 

 

DATE: April 20, 2023 

 

RE: James Grady – Application #VAR-0048-2023 

 16 North Elm Street – Residence B zone 

 

 

Introduction 

 

The applicant is requesting a variance from Art. II, Sec. 1.03.04(c) to allow a garage 

approximately 7 feet from the side property line (8 feet required) at 16 North Elm Street, 

Residence B zone. 

 

Variance Request 

 

Art. II, Sec. 1.03.04(c) describes the dimensional requirements for detached accessory structures, 

including detached garages. In the current configuration of the lot, the existing garage is located 

in the rear yard. Sub-section 1.03.04(c)-2 states that accessory structures over 10-ft. in height that 

are located in the rear yard may be within 5 feet of any lot line. Therefore, in the current 

configuration, the garage is in compliance. 

 

Because the proposed addition to the principal structure extends beyond the front plane of the 

garage, in the proposed layout the garage would be located within the side yard. According to 

sub-section 1.03.04(c)-1, if the accessory structure is in the side yard it must comply with the 

minimum side yard setback for the zone. In the Residence B zone, the minimum side yard 

setback is 8 feet. Therefore, in the proposed configuration, the garage would not be in 

compliance. 

 

The applicant is requesting a variance to allow the garage to be located within the side yard, 

approximately 7 feet from the property line. 

 

Stated Hardship 

 

The applicant has provided the following answers regarding hardship: 

 

Strict application of the regulations would produce UNDUE HARDSHIP because: 

 

“Clients parents are getting older and health is declining. When parents are in need of  

care they stay with client at 16 N elm st. This is difficult since mother in law can not use  



stairs. The Sun room will be essential to clients because it adds valuable living space on  

the ground level, allowing them to care for their parents in time of need.” 

 

The hardship created is UNIQUE and not shared by all properties alike in the neighborhood 

because: 

 

“Garage was built too close to property line when house was originally constructed.” 

(*Staff note: This is not exactly correct. The garage is in compliance with the lot in 

its current configuration. It is the proposed addition to the principal structure 

which would make the garage non-conforming.) 

 

The variance would not change THE CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD because: 

 

“Garage is not moving, the sun room fits inside the building set back lines.” 

 

Staff Review 

 

Town staff has reviewed the plans and documents submitted with the application and there are 

no outstanding comments. 
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To whom it may concern, 

 

     My client is looking to remove their 16x16 deck and build a 16x32 sun room. We are requesting a 

variance for 16 N elm st. In Manchester Ct. The existing garage is non conforming to the side set back 

line (roughly 6-12” too close to property line).This garage has been part of the property since the original 

construction of home. My clients are experiencing difficulty caring for their parents as they get older. 

They are in need of more living space on the ground level (mother in law can not do stairs). Please 

consider a variance for their property so they can take care of their parents without being forced to 

move somewhere with more space on ground level.  

 

Thanks, 

James Grady 





TOWN OF MANCHESTER 

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

 

 

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

FROM: Megan Pilla, Principal Development Planner 

 

DATE: April 20, 2023 

 

RE: Manchester Public Schools – Application #VAR-0047-2023 

 134 Middle Turnpike East – Residence A and B zones 

 

 

Introduction 

 

The applicant is requesting variances from Art. IV, Sec. 13.06.01 and 13.09 for the height of 

signage and for use of an electronic message board in a residential zone at 134 Middle Turnpike 

East, Residence A and Residence B zones. 

 

Variance Request 

 

The applicant is seeking approvals to install a new electronic message board sign at Manchester 

High School near the intersection of Middle Turnpike East and Brookfield Street. The proposed 

sign would be placed in the same location as the existing reader board sign. Two (2) variances 

from the signage regulations are required: 

 

1. Art. IV, Sec. 13.06.01 states that the maximum height of a free standing sign in a 

residential zone is 5 feet. The existing sign at this location is 8-ft. and 2-in. high. The 

proposed sign is 10-ft. and 2-in. high. 

2. Art. IV, Sec. 13.09 lists the types of signs that are permitted in residential zones. 

Electronic message boards are not listed as permitted. 

 

Stated Hardship 

 

The applicant has provided the following answers regarding hardship: 

 

Strict application of the regulations would produce UNDUE HARDSHIP because: 

 

“The additional height would allow the community to read the sign over the parked cars 

in front of Manchester High School. The electric message board would allow for the 

school to regularly share and update information with the community. Currently, because 

of weather and ease of use the information is rarely current.” 

 

The hardship created is UNIQUE and not shared by all properties alike in the neighborhood 

because: 



 

“The surrounding properties are not a public school wishing to highlight their programs 

and disseminate information to the community.” 

 

The variance would not change THE CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD because: 

 

“There is currently a sign in the same proposed location.  The intent would not be to 

program the signs message to change often, rather allow the performing arts, athletics, 

counseling department, student activities to highlight their programing and their 

students.” 

 

Staff Review 

 

Town staff has reviewed the plans and documents submitted with the application and the 

following clarifications were requested. If these have not been received in advance of the April 

26, 2023 meeting, the Board could include them as modifications to an approval. 

 

1. A revised site plan should be submitted that accurately shows the property lines. 

2. Confirm if the sign has an automatic night mode or equivalent that will reduce the 

brightness/intensity of the display at night. (The concern is that it will be a distraction and 

detract from drivers’ attention to the traffic signal indications at night.) 

3. Confirm the frequency with which the message will be changed. (The regulations state 

that an electronic message board sign may change not more than two (2) times in a 24-

hour period.) 

 

mp 
\\TOWNFILE2\Users\Planning\ZBA\2023\04 - April 26\Packet\VAR-0047-2023 (134 MTE) - Memo.docx 

Attachments 



ELRO STREET

SUMMIT STREET

STRANT STREET

DELMONT STREET

SUMMIT STREET

SUMMIT STREET

BENTON STREET

BROOKFIELD STREET

DURKIN STREET

BROOKFIELD STREET

MIDDLE TURNPIKE EAST

DELMONT STREET

BRANFORD STREET

BENTON STREET

HUNNIFORD STREETSUMMIT ST

MIDDLE TPKE E

BENTON ST

BROOKFIELD ST

DELMONT ST

DURKIN ST

BRANFORD ST

CHA
RLE

S D
R

ELRO ST

STRANT ST

FLOWER ST
CLIFTON ST

Town of
Manchester, CT

Geographic Information 
Systems

134 Middle
Turnpike East

DISCLAIMER:
The Town of Manchester, CT assumes no legal responsibility for
the information contained in  this map. This map is provided "AS IS"
without warranty of any kind.
NOTES:
Planimetric and topographic information were compiled by 
stereophotogrammetric methods from photography dated April 24,
1999 in accordance with ASPR accuracy standards for 1"=40'
large scale Class I maps. Real property compiled from recorded 
deeds, subdivision plans and other public records. Utility networks
compiled from record plans, as-builts and/or field survey data. 
Aerial photography dated April 24, 1999.

.50 0 50 100 150 200
Feet

Date: 4/20/2023

Manchester Town
Boundary
RA - Residence A
RB - Residence B
RM - Residence M

1 inch = 250 feet

Project Location







Do not use for design/engineering or ad copy approval.
Copyright © 2015 Daktronics  DD0000000  [00-00-15 (Rev0 revised 00-00-00) DWG#0000000 Rev0]
The details and expressions shown are conceptual in nature, confidential and proprietary. Final design and appearance may differ from artwork shown.
All registered trademarks are the property of the registrant and their use does not imply endorsement of Daktronics. Do not reproduce by any means without the expressed written consent of Daktronics, Inc.

ALL DIMENSIONS ARE APPROXIMATE

Scoreboard Model: 

Daktronics GT6-108x216-10-RGB-2V
Cabinet Dimensions - 4'2" H x 7'6" W

Decorative Accents: 
Custom 2’ x 7.5’ Long

Paint Color:
Black #8800

RENDERING DETAILS

Winter  sports
sign-up  ends 12/18

12-14-2021 55**

HIGH SCHOOLHIGH SCHOOL
MANCHESTERMANCHESTER

HIGH SCHOOLHIGH SCHOOL
MANCHESTERMANCHESTER



M
a
n

ch
e
st

e
r 

H
ig

h
 S

ch
o

o
l 
V

id
e
o

 D
is

p
la

y
 @

 1
0
'-

2
" 

O
v
e
ra

ll
 H

t

P
ro

je
ct

 #
:

S
ca

le
:

D
w

g
 #

:

1
 o

f 
1

C
R

S

1
0
/0

5
/2

0
2
2

1
/2

"=
1
'-

0
"

C
A

2
7
1
0
4

2
2
0
7
9
2

D
a
te

:

D
ra

w
n

 B
y
:

S
h

e
e
t:

P
R

E
P

A
R

E
D

 F
O

R
:

1
3
4
 M

id
d

le
 T

u
rn

p
ik

e
 E

a
st

 -
 M

a
n

ch
e
st

e
r,

 C
o

n
n

e
ct

ic
u

t
10

20
 W

ill
ia

m
 B

lo
un

t D
ri

ve
 -

 M
ar

yv
ill

e,
 T

N
 3

78
01

(8
65

) 
27

3-
26

88
   

 -
 w

w
w

.C
or

ne
rs

to
ne

T
N

.c
om

E
N

G
IN

E
E

R
IN

G
, I

N
C

.
O

R
N

E
R

ST
O

N
E

C
SC

O
R

EB
O

A
R

D
 E

N
TE

R
PR

IS
ES

, I
N

C
.

27
4 

Fr
ui

t S
tr

ee
t -

 M
an

sf
ie

ld
, M

A
 0

20
48

GENERAL NOTES:

Seismic design was considered as per ASCE 7-10
assuming Sds=0.19, I=1.0, and Site Class D.

welding progresses.

of the work site during installation. The installer shall

installation of the foundation and the erection of the

8.  Cornerstone is in no way responsible for the safety

Cornerstone will render the entire design to be void.
with the general notes without written approval from

structure is performed using methods in compliance

shall cease work and notify Cornerstone immediately.

strength at 28 days of 3000 psi.

Signage may be installed on the structure after

4.  All concrete shall have a minimum compressive

a minimum curing time of 3 days, provided the
curing process has been properly maintenanced

the following average soil conditions:

potential redesign or re-evaluation.

This design is not valid for areas with special wind

that may affect the wind flow around the sign,
steep hill, or any other geographical feature
proximity of a bluff, the top or base of a
If the proposed structure is located in the

the installer shall contact Cornerstone for

7.  The foundation has been designed assuming

requirements in excess of those listed above.

in accordance with ACI 318-14.

take appropriate measures to make sure that the

If the structure is to be located in the proximity

any potential impact on the adjacent footings.

of a slope in excess of 3:1, the installer shall

If soil conditions other than those assumed are

condition of potential concern) cease excavation

contact Cornerstone for re-evaluation.  The
foundation shall not be placed in or near a

If the structure is located on the side or top

groundwater, adjacent utilities, or any other

encountered (including soft soils, unstable or

foundation design can be re-evaluated.

soil placed in or around the foundation without
undisturbed soil.  There shall be no backfilled

fill slope without Cornerstone's approval.

collapsing soils, expansive soils, organic materials,

of a building or any other structure, Cornerstone
shall be contacted prior to installation to evaluate

immediately and contact Cornerstone so that the

All concrete shall be placed in direct contact with

written approval from Cornerstone.

6.  The structure has been designed to withstand a
125 mph (3-sec gust) design wind speed with a 
maximum design pressure of 41.5 psf according 
to ASCE 7-10.  (Exposure C - Risk Cat. II)

utilities.

10.  Any deviation from these plans or non-compliance

as detailed in this design drawing the installer

the responsibility of the installer, the structure

9.  If existing and proposed conditions are not

Cornerstone will not be performing on-site
inspections or verification of conditions.  It is

owner, and the property owner to identify the
on-site conditions and to contact Cornerstone with
any discrepancies or concerns. It is the owner's

with applicable OSHA regulations.

responsibility to locate and mark all underground

or equal.

A325 Bolts and shall be installed as per

in the specified position.

Grade B, or equal.

from weathering and/or corrosion.
All exposed materials shall be properly protected

3.  All field welds shall be made by a welder certified

All structural tubing shall be ASTM A500,

All bolted connections shall be made with ASTM

ASTM A36, or equal.

unless noted otherwise:

American Concrete Institute Building Code

Structural Welding Code - Steel

Requirements for Reinforced Concrete (318-14).

Manual of Steel Construction (13th Edition).
American Institute of Steel Construction, Inc

American Welding Society ANSI/AWS D1.1

2.  All steel components shall be as listed below,

All rolled shapes, plates and bars shall be

specifically noted otherwise on the drawing:

1.  All design, fabrication, installation and construction
shall conform to the following specifications, unless

ASTM A572, Grade 50, or equal.
Steel I-beam shall be ASTM A992, Grade 50,

All welds shall be made with E70XX electrode,

AISC Specifications

All welds shall be made in a sequence that will
balance the applied heat of welding while the

All plug (slot) welds shall be filled completely
as per AWS requirements.

A53, Type S or E, Grade B, or equal.
All pipe shall meet the requirements of ASTM

150 psf/ft corresponds to sand, silty sand, clayey
sand, silty gravel, clayey gravel or equal.

Allowable Lateral Bearing Pressure of 150 psf/ft
(This value is used for cube and auger footings.)

The soil allowable is multiplied by two for isolated
footing as per IBC 1806.3.4.

is embedded directly to the bottom of the footing.

5.  No steel reinforcement is required in cube or
auger style footings where the support column

RESPONSIBLE FOR COLUMN AND FOOTING

DESIGN ONLY.  SCOREBOARD COMPONENTS

AND ATTACHMENT ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY

OF THE SIGN MANUFACTURER.

CORNERSTONE ENGINEERING, INC. IS

NOTICE:

The 2015 International Building Code
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THIRD ANGLE PROJECTION

PROJECT: GT6 DISPLAYS
TITLE: SHOP DWG, GT6, 4' 2''x8' 8'' (3x7 MODS)
DATE: 16-MAY-19 DIM UNITS: INCHES [MILLIMETERS] SHEET REV

SCALE: 1/16 DO NOT SCALE DRAWING 1 OF 1 01
DESIGN: TWHITEH JOB NO. FUNC - TYPE - SIZE 3895607DRAWN: BDRAKE P2056 E - 07 - B

# DETAIL DESCRIPTION
1 DISPLAY GT6 - 108 x 252 - 10
2 LED COLOR RGB
3 ACTIVE AREA 3' 7-3/16" [1097] X 8' 4-13/16" [2560]
4 OVERALL SIZE 4' 1-1/4" [1252] X 8' 7-13/16" [2637]
5 CABINET ALUMINUM & STEEL
6 VENTILATION FRONT
7 ACCESS SERVICE FROM FRONT OF DISPLAY
8 WEIGHT 316 LBS [144 KG] (APPROX)
9 SHIPPING SHIPPED AS A SINGLE UNIT

10 DIMENSIONS FEET AND INCHES [MILLIMETERS]
11 PAINTED SEMI-GLOSS BLACK

STRUCTURAL RATING
1 DESIGN WIND PRESSURE "P" (CASE A) P<=:100 PSF (ASD)
2 STANDARD/CODE IBC 2009/ASCE7-05, IBC 2012/ASCE7-10
3 ALL CLIP ANGLES MUST BE USED TO MOUNT DISPLAY

POWER RATING PER SINGLE FACE: FOR SIZING ELEC.SERVICE MAX REQ'D SHOWN

TECHNOLOGY COLOR MAX
WATTS

120 VAC
1 PH

50/60 HZ
AMPS

120/240 VAC1PH
50/60Hz (3 WIRES+GND)

240VAC 1PH 50Hz
(2 WIRES + GND)

LINE 1
(AMPS)

LINE 2
(AMPS) 

LINE 1
(AMPS)

GT6 RGB  2117  N/A  9.77 7.87 SPECIAL ORDER

VENTILATION REQUIREMENTS 

1
DISPLAY RELIES ON VENTILATION TO FUNCTION PROPERLY. INTAKES, 
LOCATED AT THE FRONT OF THE DISPLAY, MUST BE ABLE TO DRAW IN 

AIR AT A TEMPERATURE NO GREATER THAN 120 F.

2
IN ORDER TO ENSURE AMBIENT TEMPERATURE AIRFLOW IS MAINTAINED, 

NO PORTION OF THE VENTILATION OPENINGS ALONG THE FRONT 
OF THE DISPLAY MAY BE COVERED OR OBSTRUCTED IN ANY WAY. 

INSTALL NOTES

1 
IN ORDER TO PRESERVE THE STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF THE DISPLAY

CABINET, THE 90  ANGLE BETWEEN THE CABINET AND THE LIFTEYE MUST
BE MAINTAINED - USING A SPREADER BEAM IS SUGGESTED. ALL EYEBOLTS

MUST BE USED WHEN LIFTING. 

2 1/2" LIFTEYES TO ASSIST WITH DISPLAY INSTALLATION. LIFTEYES MAY NOT
BE USED FOR PERMANENT INSTALLATION. LIFTEYES MAY BE REMOVED. 

3 MECHANICAL AND SIGNAL CONNECTIONS OCCUR EXTERNAL TO DISPLAY. 

4
CLIP ANGLE FOR MOUNTING. CLIP ANGLES CAN BE ADJUSTED VERTICALLY

 DURING INSTALLATION. CLIP ANGLE CAN BE WELDED OR 
BOLTED TO STRINGER. ALL CLIP ANGLE LOCATIONS MUST BE USED.

5 DAKTRONICS IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MOUNTING HARDWARE OR
THE INTEGRITY OF THE MOUNTING STRUCTURE. 

6 DAKTRONICS IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MAIN ELECTRICAL 
DISCONNECT. SEE POWER RATINGS ABOVE. 

7 SEE DWG-03864398 FOR SIGNAL & MTG DETAILS

DAKTRONICS

SEE INSTALL NOTES #1, #2

EXHAUST AREA
DO NOT COVER

INTAKE AREA
DO NOT COVER
SEE VENT NOTE #2

LIGHT SENSOR
(DO NOT BLOCK)

FRONT VIEW

SEE INSTALL NOTE #7

RIGHT VIEW

SEE STRUCTURAL NOTE #3
AND INSTALL NOTE #4

TOP VIEW



TOWN OF MANCHESTER 

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

 

 

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

FROM: Megan Pilla, Principal Development Planner 

 

DATE: April 20, 2023 

 

RE: Orford Village Housing Development Corporation – Application #VAR-0049-2023 

 190 North Elm Street – Residence A zone 

 

 

Determination on Acceptance of Application 

 

On March 29, 2023 the Board denied a variance application for four (4) new residential units at 

the subject address (VAR-0044-2023). Subsequently, the applicant submitted a new variance 

application with a revised plan in response to the stated reasons for denial. 

 

Connecticut statute CGS § 8-6 states the following regarding variances: “No such board (Zoning 

Board of Appeals in Manchester’s case) shall be required to hear any application for the same 

variance or substantially the same variance for a period of six months after a decision by the 

board or by a court on an earlier such application.” The intent of this statute is to prevent 

instances where the Board must reconsider the same proposal immediately following a denial. 

 

Based on staff discussion with the Town Attorney’s office, the Board has the authority to 

determine whether the new application constitutes reconsideration of the same proposal, or a new 

and separate proposal. In making this determination, the Board should consider whether the 

revised proposal is materially and substantively different from the original proposal. Also note 

from the statute that while the Board is not required to hear an application, even if it is deemed to 

not be materially and substantively different, there is nothing statutory prohibiting the Board 

from doing so.   

 

If the Board decides not to hear the revised application, it will not be officially accepted and the 

applicant must wait a period of 6 months after the denial to be heard. If the Board decides to 

entertain the revised proposal, the Board can officially accept the application. This determination 

will be placed on the Board’s April 26 regular agenda. 

 

Staff Comments 

 

After review, staff believes the revised proposal is materially and substantively different from the 

original proposal, and therefore constitutes a new proposal. Revisions have been made in an 

effort to address the reasons that were expressed by the Board for the previous denial, namely 

switching the location of the proposed building and parking lot to keep the parking away from 

the neighboring house. That said, it is the authority of the Board to make the final determination.  



 

mp 
\\TOWNFILE2\Users\Planning\ZBA\2023\04 - April 26\Packet\VAR-0049-2023 (190 N Elm) - Memo (DETERMINATION ON ACCEPTANCE).docx 

Attachments 



Yellow = Proposed
new building
Pink = Proposed site
improvements

Original plan - denied by the ZBA
on March 29, 2023



New plan

Yellow = Proposed
new building
Pink = Proposed site
improvements
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MINUTES OF PUBLIC HEARING 

HELD BY THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

LINCOLN CENTER HEARING ROOM 

MARCH 29, 2023 

 

 

 MEMBERS PRESENT:  

 In Person:  James R. Stevenson, Chair 

  Robert Haley, Vice Chair  

  Edward Slegeski 

  Sandra DeCampos 

     

 ALTERNATES PRESENT:  

 In Person:  Kevin Hood 

 Electronically:  Linda Harris, Sitting 

   

 ABSENT:  Keshet Spadaccini, Secretary 

  Harun Ahmed 

 

 STAFF PRESENT:  

 In Person:  Megan Pilla, Principal Development Planner 

 Electronically: James Davis, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

  Nancy Martel, Recording Secretary 

 

The Chair opened the Public Hearing at 7:00 P.M.  The Secretary read the legal notice for the 

application when the call was made.  

 

JESSE FERNANDEZ – Application #ZSE-0001-2022 – Request a special exception under  

Art. II, Sec. 26.04 to allow a child day care center at 346 Middle Turnpike West, Form-Based 

zone. 

 

Mr. Jesse Fernandez, 350 Hartford Road, introduced himself. Mr. Fernandez stated that the 

business intends to move the location to 346 Middle Turnpike West.  

 

He explained that their business is a local, family-owned day care operated by himself and his 

wife, Julissa. The business has operated since 2015; prior to that, Ms. Fernandez operated a 

home day care. They provide services to low-income families. The current property was recently 

sold, and the new owner is raising the rent, prompting them to look for a new location. Mr. 

Fernandez reported that they sought to stay in Manchester because they serve 24 families, but the 

proposed location is not zoned for day care.  

 

Mr. Fernandez remarked that he has been working with Ms. Pilla, the Planning Department, and 

the Fire Marshal. Their business has been in good standing with all the inspections, both State 

and local. 

 

DRAFT 
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Hours of operation will be from 7:30 A.M. to 5:45 P.M. There are a total of six employees and 

Mr. Fernandez. Additional staff will be added if they are able to open at the new location. There 

are currently 24 children enrolled and they could bring their capacity to 30 in the new site. 

 

Mr. Fernandez stated that they do not expect any traffic impact. They hope to stay within a 

reasonable proximity to a bus line for those who utilize buses. In addition, there will be no 

impact on utilities and there is a surveillance system and fire system.  

 

The landlord of this location will allow the installation of a playground, which will not obstruct 

traffic or parking. The playground will be enclosed by a 4 ft. tall fence with barrier protectors 

around the fencing. Mr. Fernandez detailed the drop-off and pick-up plan.  

 

Mr. Fernandez explained the confusion about the floor plans. The Health Department did an 

initial review of the floor plans and stated that they needed a separate mop closet for cleaning 

and chemical storage. Based on the Fire Marshal’s recommendations, fire barrier walls will be 

constructed inside.  

 

Mr. Haley asked where the rear entrance leads into. Mr. Fernandez responded that the rear 

entrance will be a vacant area. They will take the front side in hopes of expanding into the back 

area. The landlord will add an additional rear egress.  

 

Mr. Haley asked for clarification on the doors. He understood that there will be two doors in the 

front. According to Mr. Fernandez, a rear door will be constructed for the rear egress.  

 

Mr. Stevenson interjected that the Board is looking for greater detail on the exit. He inquired 

whether the children would be led out through office space. Mr. Fernandez explained that the 

rear is now fully open.  

 

Mr. Haley asked if there is a timeline for the installation of the door. Mr. Fernandez noted that 

door must be in place when the State does an inspection. 

 

Referring to the playground, Mr. Haley inquired about the material to be used. Mr. Fernandez 

reported that it will be rubber mulch on top of the asphalt, which is certified by the State.  He 

reiterated that there will be fencing around the playground.  

 

Mr. Haley requested detail on how the children will be moved to the playground and how many 

adults will be escorting them. Mr. Fernandez pointed to the drawing and explained the 

procedure. For every four children, there must be a teacher or assistant when the children are 

being led out. He also explained that there will be no parking in that area.  

 

Pointing out the dumpster, Mr. Haley noted that there are no gates on the front. Mr. Fernandez 

explained that the children will be unable to leave the playground area. They intend to install 

vinyl fencing which will prevent the children from climbing. There will also be bollards for 

protection.  
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Mr. Stevenson asked whether the Board needs more detail of the play area, with which Ms. Pilla 

agreed. Mr. Fernandez stated that he will provide more detail.  

 

Mr. Slegeski referred to the back page, Staff review. He acknowledged the child play area, the 

back doorway, and two comments about the kitchen and the utility closet. Staff mentioned that, 

as of that writing, the plan had not been submitted. 

 

Ms. Pilla reported that the Planning Department received new plans yesterday and this morning, 

which is why they are not in the packet. Staff has not had a chance to fully review the new plans, 

since they were just received. 

 

Mr. Stevenson speculated that it may be in the Board’s best interest to continue the application.  

 

Ms. Pilla replied that, if the Board is inclined to keep the Public Hearing open until the next 

meeting, that would give Staff time to review the documents recently received. She noted that 

Staff is still awaiting a more detailed plan of the playground area itself, and this will give the 

applicant time to submit that as well. 

 

Mr. Stevenson referred to the rear portion of the space, which the applicant is not leasing, and 

speculated whether someone could rent it. He asked how that would affect the rear egress. Mr. 

Fernandez stated that, in the lease, the landlord will not be able to rent that space. 

 

Mr. Stevenson requested more detail about the rear space. He additionally requested the reason 

for the special exception, what other locations were investigated, and how they settled on this 

particular location.  

 

Mr. Fernandez remarked that they had scoured the entire town themselves and with a realtor. 

None of the vacant spots were workable, due to lack of parking and area for a playground, and 

they cannot afford to build a new building.  

 

Mr. Hood asked whether the playground material is loose or solid. Mr. Fernandez responded that 

it is loose. He explained how they currently handle loose material being kicked around.  

 

Mr. Hood informed the applicant that the egress must be lit. Mr. Fernandez reported that he met 

with the Fire Marshal and the Building Department; they explained what will be required.  

 

Mr. Slegeski stated that, in fairness to the Board and the applicant, he determined it would be 

appropriate to continue this application.  

 

MOTION: Mr. Slegeski moved to continue the public hearing on this application. Ms. 

DeCampos seconded the motion and all members voted in favor. 

 

DR. WILLIAM SPECTOR – Application #VAR-0043-2023 - Request a variance of Art. II, 

Sec. 3.01.01 to allow a generator approximately 11 feet from the side property line (15 feet 

required) at 81 Grissom Road, Residence AA zone. 
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Ms. Danielle Chartier, representing Dr. Spector, introduced herself. Ms. Chartier reported that 

regulations changed from a 15 ft. setback and she, unfortunately, was not aware of that change. 

She noted that they submitted an application for the permit and the gas company submitted for 

their permit. The gas company received approval. She stated that her company set the generator, 

and the gas company hooked up the generator and got a passing permit. According to Ms. 

Chartier, when they called to have the final inspection, they were told that the permit now must 

go through Zoning.  

 

When inquiring why they need to go through Zoning, Ms. Chartier stated that they were told it 

must meet a 15 ft. setback. According to the Town’s online mapping, if drawing a line from the 

side of the house to the property line, it appears to come up at approximately 17 ft. from the side 

of the house. They allotted approximately 2 ft. for the chimney and 2 ft. required in clearance 

from the chimney to the back side of the generator.  The generator is approximately 2 ft. and the 

distance to the property line is 11 ft. They did not retain a land surveyor because of the cost 

already expended.  

 

Ms. Chartier reported that the placement of the generator is the best location due to safety. 

Factors that need to be checked include carbon monoxide intake concerns, allowable distance to 

combustibles, window clearances, and sources of ignition. They must meet NEC code, as well as 

the installation requirements for the generators. The distance to the neighbors’ homes is more 

than 40 ft., the generator is not obtrusive from the street, and the exhaust direction was taken into 

consideration. They are asking for the generator to remain in place, as the alternate locations are 

not in the best interest of the homeowner for safety reasons. 

 

Mr. Haley sought confirmation that Ms. Chartier is testifying that this is the safest place for the 

generator, which Ms. Chartier confirmed. 

 

Mr. Slegeski asked why the generator was not placed on the other side of the house. He 

speculated that it could have been placed on the left or rear of the house. 

 

Ms. Chartier reported that the other side of the house is not an economical setting. The driveway 

and garage are on that side, and the availability to access the electrical service and getting it to 

the other side of the house along with gas was an exponential cost and not a good fit for meeting 

the variances for the NEC code in terms of window variances, openings, and combustibles.  

 

Ms. DeCampos observed that, when reviewing the hardship, additional cost to the homeowner is 

not relevant, but the safety issue is. 

 

ORFORD VILLAGE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION – Application 

#VAR-0044-2023 – Request a use variance of Art. II, Sec. 4.01 to construct 4 senior multi-

family units at 190 North Elm Street, Residence A zone. 

 

Mr. Alan Lamson, Architect, FLB Architecture and Planning, introduced himself. Mr. Lamson 

reported that they are the architects for Orford Village Housing Development Corporation, which 

owns the property at 190 North Elm Street.  
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The site was approved in 1985, noted Mr. Lamson, by the Planning & Zoning Commission when 

it was owned by the Town of Manchester. This particular property belonged to one of the 

Crockett families, who donated it to the Town of Manchester with the explicit instructions that it 

be used for the construction of elderly housing. If, within a certain period of time, it was not 

constructed for elderly housing, it was to revert to a park. The Town of Manchester went before 

the Planning & Zoning Commission and received approval for the site plan before the Board, 

which included 24 elderly housing units and retained the existing house.  

 

At the time of the approval, the property was zoned Residence A, which it remains. Mr. Lamson 

explained that, at that time, there was a provision in the Residence A regulations that allowed the 

approval by the Planning & Zoning Commission of multi-family by special exception. The 

approval was for the 24 units shown on the plan, retaining the house. Since that time, stated  

Mr. Lamson, the regulations have changed multiple times, with new multi-family and elderly 

housing zones being created. As that occurred, the special exception provision in the Residence 

A zone was removed.  

 

When the Town actually constructed the project, they only constructed 20 units. The four units 

not constructed were pointed out on the site plan. The current situation is that the area toward the 

west side of the property is used by the tenants now as an open green space. Mr. Lamson 

reported that the reason the four units were not put there is that the Town wanted to retain the 

house for the caretaker; they did not want the house removed and all four units could not be 

placed, leaving two in the middle. 

 

When Orford Village Housing Development Corporation purchased the property with all the 

rights to the property, stated Mr. Lamson, they purchased it to operate and maintain it. He 

reported that Orford Village has done a tremendous job renovating the units. They would like to 

construct the other four units on the property, but do not want to put the two units on the west  

side and destroy the green space. Prior to Orford Village purchasing the property, the existing 

house was demolished by the Town.  

 

Mr. Lamson reported that, after reviewing all the options with the Planning Department, to apply 

for a zone change to either elderly housing or one of the other zones, in every single instance, the 

units currently there would violate the provisions of those zoning regulations and create 

nonconformities. Therefore, the decision was made to remain Residence A; they would construct 

the new building on North Elm Street and observe the front yard 25 ft. setback that has been in 

place since 1985. However, currently four units cannot be built in the Residence A zone, though 

it meets all requirements. 

 

Mr. Lamson referred to the site plan and detailed the four units and parking areas. New 

sidewalks will be constructed that will not only connect the parking to the units, but also across 

the front of the new building on North Elm Street, connecting the existing sidewalk.  

 

Mr. Stevenson asked if the four units could be built based on the original plan without coming 

before the Board. Mr. Lamson replied that they could not, because the site plan approval that 

went with the special exception, by statute, has expired. 
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Mr. Andrew Bushnell, Professional Engineer and Licensed Land Surveyor with Bushnell 

Associates, introduced himself. Mr. Bushnell reported that they prepared the site plan displayed 

in this meeting. 

 

Mr. Bushnell detailed the site plan regarding utilities, parking, catch basin and parking 

regulations. He reported on gas onsite, water, sewer, electrical, telephone and cable. 

 

Mr. Lamson offered that this is the only property in the neighborhood with elderly housing and a 

previous approval for four more units. This may be the only Residence A piece of property in the 

town of Manchester that has approval for four more units on it. The existing buildings on the site 

are small scale residential, Cape Cod appearance, simple structures. The new building will be 

similar in design, though slightly larger for handicap accessibility. As these buildings will be 

smaller than those in the neighborhood, they do not believe they will change the character of the 

neighborhood. When Orford Village purchased the property, they had every expectation that they 

could build the four units, only to be informed the approvals had expired. Mr. Lamson reported 

that the four units to be constructed will help with the management of the property. 

 

Mr. Haley sought confirmation that this is strictly elderly housing, which Mr. Lamson 

confirmed. Mr. Haley asked whether Orford Village is for profit and Mr. Lamson reported it is 

non-profit. Mr. Haley asked who makes the decision on who is accepted as tenants and Mr. 

Lamson responded it is the management. 

 

Mr. Michael Grant, with the management company, introduced himself. He explained that there 

is an application process followed by screening of the applicant, picture ID, and Social Security 

cards for identification. They will go through a credit and background check. Reasons for 

rejection would be prior evictions, unfavorable credit, unfavorable landlord verification and 

criminal history. There is an income to rent ratio of 40% income/rent minimum. Mr. Grant 

reported that they do allow pets, with a 50 lb. maximum on dogs, and cats are restricted to indoor 

cats. He added that they require updated vaccination records from veterinarians as well as 

licenses.  

 

Mr. Haley asked whether this qualifies as affordable housing. Mr. Grant responded that, when 

Orford Village purchased the property from the Town of Manchester, they were required to keep 

their rents at 85% of the published HUD fair market rents on an annual basis.  

 

After a question from Mr. Haley about the State standard, Mr. Grant responded that he was not 

familiar with State requirements.  

 

Mr. Stevenson assumed that would be comparable with the Manchester Housing Authority in 

terms of rents. Mr. Grant responded that some Manchester Housing Authority rents are 

subsidized. He stated that they have some residents that receive housing choice vouchers, but 

they are mobile vouchers and nothing project based. 

 

Mr. Stevenson asked whether it would be comparable to the Housing Authority in terms of 

operation. Mr. Grant responded that there are many different programs, some of which require 
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tax credits and below-market rents, but they are restricted by the deed restriction signed upon 

purchase. 

 

Mr. Haley speculated why two bedrooms are needed in elderly only housing. He was concerned 

about long-term visitors. 

 

Mr. Grant stated that there may be a medical issue with a married couple that necessitates a two 

bedroom. In addition, there may be visitors. It is really a personal choice.  

 

Ms. DeCampos related her personal experience with the Housing Authority.  

 

Mr. Stevenson sought clarification of what was approved in 1985 vs. today. He assumed that the 

parking lot would be where the house was, which Mr. Lamson confirmed. The footprint of the 

two units is obviously an expansion of where the four units will be built. 

 

Mr. Lamson reported that the units proposed are slightly larger than the previous units because 

they need the space to meet ADA requirements. Generally, he said, they are the same size, and 

they are putting those four units in front of the building that has four units. 

 

Ms. Pilla reported one outstanding comment from Staff review, which the applicant is aware of. 

It relates to relocating a retaining wall to maintain a proper clearance from a nearby water line. 

That is the only outstanding comment that requires a revision to the plan, and if the Board was so 

inclined, that could be a modification to an approval.  

 

Ms. Jennifer Wright, 214 North Elm Street, introduced herself. Ms. Wright stated that she owns 

and lives at 214 North Elm Street and objects to the commercial construction on the Residence A 

zoned lot adjoining her property. She commented on environmental issues: There was previously 

a single-family home on the site at 208 North Elm Street, built well before the 1950s, which was 

demolished. Her concern is that, when the site is excavated, the residual asbestos, lead paint, etc. 

will become airborne. The Town allows the demolition contractors to crush and leave a portion 

of the demolition in place and her concern is the airborne contaminants and what guarantees will 

be provided to the neighborhood. 

 

Ms. Wright noted that the plans are calling for 10 ft. of side yard from a proposed parking lot, 

which will be 10 ft. from her property line. It will be directly outside her dining room window  

with cars and headlights into her dining room. Currently, the parking lots are well lit at night and 

the new parking lot will provide constant light, which is a privacy issue. She also noted the gas 

fumes from residents’ vehicles and emergency vehicles. Fire, Ambulance, and Greater Hartford 

Transit Authority vans will be running 20 ft. from her kitchen and dining room. It will encroach 

on her home and will diminish the quality of life. If the proposed commercial project on a 

Residence A lot is built, it will impact her quality of life on a daily basis. One of her decisions 

that factored into the purchase of her home was the residential lot open space and the buffer 

provided from the apartments, which maintains a certain level of distance and privacy. Currently, 

the first building is toward the back of her house and not invasive to her property. 
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Ms. Wright reported that the Ansaldi Company was on the property recently, digging and testing 

soil. She was surprised to see that was allowed prior to this hearing. When she inquired why they 

were digging, she was told she had no choice in the matter.  

 

Although the housing is zoned for elderly housing, Ms. Wright noted that there are children 

onsite, apparently to be watched by grandparents during the day during the school year and more 

frequently during summer breaks.  

 

Ms. Wright reported that the Notice of Hearing signage has been laying on the ground since it 

was delivered. It was never put into the ground, resulting in no one reading the sign. She stated 

that she has pictures with times and dates and that the neighborhood was never correctly given 

notice, which seems to be an attempt to keep the hearing under wraps.  

 

Regarding quality of life, according to Ms. Wright, vehicles entering the proposed parking lot 10 

ft. from her property will result in headlights shining directly into the house through the dining 

room, living room and kitchen windows. Sidewalk and parking area lighting currently goes on at 

dusk and remains on all night. Building this 10 ft. from her home will create light pollution. 

Increasing the volume of renters in the proposed complex by an additional 20% will increase the 

inherent problems, directly affecting their right to quiet enjoyment of their home and quality of 

life. Additionally, ice melt and other residual parking lot residue from cars and trucks will be 

plowed and/or snowblown off the parking lots and piled onto the property from the landscape 

service. The grade of the yard is lower to the south and the west than the proposed parking area. 

With a 10 ft. side yard, the landscape company will pile the snow, ice melt and other debris onto 

the 10 ft. wide area between the parking lot and the yards. The landscape company already 

snowblows this type of material in the yards from the sidewalk.  

 

Ms. Wright commented that the longest open side of the proposed parking lot is against her 

property line. The landscape company pushes and piles the snow where there are no buildings 

present. This will create runoff from this proposed commercial complex expansion onto and 

across the yards of all the lower-lying properties going downhill. There is no consideration as to 

how the snow removal will be undertaken and has been historically handled on the property line 

between 214 North Elm Street and the former 208 North Elm Street property. 

 

Regarding noise pollution, Ms. Wright stated that the Greater Hartford Transit District buses 

with a weight capacity of more than 10,000 lbs. pick up and drop off between the hours of 5:30 

A.M. to as late as 10:00 P.M. The vans are equipped with back-up warning devices. The volume 

of these devices is a minimum of 97-112 dB, which can be heard through the walls of their house 

clearly, even at well over 100 ft. away from the current parking area.  

 

The Manchester Fire Department and the Eighth District Fire Department, according to  

Ms. Wright, sometimes send two different fire trucks for one call, and have probably made more 

than 75 visits with full-sized fire trucks and supervisory vehicles in the last year to the complex 

providing paramedic support. Again, with lights on and diesel engines running for the duration, 

the calls are most likely 911 and always seem to be on site with ambulances. The ambulances 

also back into the complex with the previously mentioned high dB backup warning alarms.  
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Ms. Wright concluded that putting the proposed complex 10 ft. from her home would certainly 

disrupt their right to privacy and quiet enjoyment of their home, negatively affecting their ability 

to sleep and their quality of life. Though she has heard many comments about the benefits to the 

residents of the Orford Village community, she feels not much consideration has been taken for 

the residents in the surrounding area, especially with the parking lot 10 ft. from her property line.  

 

Mr. Haley asked Ms. Wright, if this was reversed, with the house behind her and the parking lot 

further away, if would that be acceptable. 

 

Ms. Wright stated that, if it was behind her and the parking lot was not 10 ft., in a different area, 

it might be a different story.  

 

Mr. Haley asked if Ms. Wright would be satisfied if the houses were where the parking lot is and 

the parking lot were where the houses were. 

 

Ms. Wright remarked that she would not want the houses that close to her either. 

 

Mr. Haley stated that, in the Residence A zone, a regular house could go in there. 

 

Ms. Wright commented that it could, but it would be a house, not four more units with a parking 

lot next to a house. 

 

Mr. Haley assumed the parking lot is Ms. Wright’s biggest concern, which Ms. Wright 

confirmed. 

 

Mr. Stevenson requested that Mr. Davis speak to the concern from the neighbor regarding the 

demolition, the signage, and the soil testing that is already being performed before approval.  

 

Mr. Davis responded that, regarding the demolition, he will check with the chief building 

official, but he believes the health code allows for clean fill to be buried onsite from a 

demolition.  

 

Mr. Stevenson clarified his question. 

 

Mr. Davis acknowledged that not all dust can be contained. He went on to describe the various 

methods that should be employed during the process. Soil testing is permitted without a permit. 

 

Ms. Pilla stated that the sign was posted, and they have a photo from the day it was posted. 

However, it is not routinely checked, so if the sign fell, she cannot speak to that. She confirmed 

that it was posted, letters were sent to abutters, and the notice was published online and in the 

newspaper. 

 

Mr. Lamson reported that, when the house was filled in, it was filled with earthen material. It is 

his understanding that the material from the house itself was hauled away. The foundation is still 

there, and they recognize that they will have to remove all or a part of it. When reviewing the site 

plan on this particular property, the entire site flows away to the northwest, away from 214 North 
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Elm Street. When the project is complete, all the drainage in the parking lot flows to the 

northwest, away from North Elm Street and away from the adjacent property. The flow will be 

captured in a catch basin at that corner, so anything on the parking lot would flow into that catch 

basin, which would flow into a subsurface system to absorb the water. 

 

Mr. Lamson explained that, when the parking was laid out, all the parking spaces faced away 

from the abutting property.  

 

Mr. Stevenson observed that the lighting is currently on all night, which was confirmed. 

 

Mr. Lamson stated that, in this parking lot, they can do lower fixtures and cutoff, which could 

not be done in 1985. 

 

Mr. Stevenson asked whether there will be any high fencing around the area. Mr. Lamson stated 

that they were not planning to, but they could. He stated that they could put fencing on the side 

between there and the adjacent property. They would probably add landscaping as well, so if the 

fence was near the parking lot, the south side of the fence could be landscaped.  

 

Mr. Stevenson inquired about the transit buses.  

 

Mr. Grant explained that many elderly residents use public transit or municipal services. He 

acknowledged the sound transmitted when the vehicles are in reverse. Additionally, the vehicles 

are left running when picking up/dropping off people. He was unaware of the hours the 

transportation vehicles operate.  

 

Mr. Lamson reported that they would be willing to restrict Greater Hartford Transit from using 

the new parking area. The individuals in the two proposed units can easily go to the sidewalk and 

walk to the existing parking, which is north of the building. 

 

Mr. Haley asked whether any consideration was given to relocating the parking lot. Mr. Lamson 

stated there was, but the grading made it difficult to access the parking and meet all the 

accessibility requirements with the sloping of the sidewalks. 

 

Mr. Stevenson speculated about putting the units where the original two units were, in the open 

space. Mr. Lamson explained the difficulty with that possibility. 

 

Mr. Haley asked whether there was a demand that led to this increase. Mr. Lamson reported that 

there is a long list waiting for this property. 

 

Mr. Steve Garofalo spoke on behalf of Jen Wright, 214 North Elm Street. He noted that the 

properties to the south and west are lower than the proposed parking lot. There is nowhere to pile 

snow except to the south. He acknowledged that Mr. Lamson addressed rainwater, but they are 

speaking about debris from the parking lot, ice melt and snow piled into the 10 ft. very small area 

between the curb of the parking area and the property line. The house at 214 North Elm Street is 

10 ft. from the property line. 
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BDC INVESTMENTS LLC – Application #VAR-0045-2023 – Request a use variance from 

Art. II, Sec. 15.01.01(m) to convert the existing dentist office into a residential unit at 12 Myrtle 

Street (a.k.a. 12B Myrtle Street), Central Business District zone.  

 

Mr. Kyle French introduced himself. Mr. French stated that he is speaking about the previously 

used dental space at 12 Myrtle Street, a property he co-owns and manages. He stated that they 

feel the best use for this unit is as a residential unit and not as a commercial unit. It is currently in 

a business district zone and has traditionally been used as a mixed-use property with three 

residential units and one commercial unit. However, on the Assessor’s database, it is listed as a 

four-unit residential multi-family building, with no reference to a commercial space in that 

building. He noted that it is not the typical commercial space, as it is not located on Main Street. 

It is located on Myrtle Street, which is a road that leads into a residential neighborhood across 

from a park. On the outside, no one would assume it is a commercial space.  

 

Mr. French stated that this building has been vacant for some time. In addition, the demand for 

residential space is very high and the supply is very low. With the recent shift to individuals 

opting to work from home, there has been less need for commercial space. Many commercial 

spaces have been having trouble filling their buildings, with tenants leaving for smaller places or 

moving to work from home.  

 

There is also an issue with the Fire Marshal regulations. The building does not currently comply. 

If it was to be used as a commercial space, the entire building would need to be sprinklered, 

which would be a financial burden and would also disturb and displace the current residential 

tenants who reside in the building. Additionally, there is not ample parking space to service a 

commercial unit. There are three parking spaces for employees and customers, making it 

unfriendly for that type of use. In addition, there is not a separate entrance; a common entrance 

would be used that the residential tenants would use.  

 

In addition, Mr. French noted that the plans would not require any site work. All work would be 

contained inside the current boundaries of the unit. He added that they would have to remove 

partition walls. There are already two rooms that could be converted to bedrooms. Other 

modifications to the space were explained in detail. 

 

After a question from Mr. Stevenson, Mr. French replied that there are currently three residential 

units, two of which are occupied. All plans to convert the unit into a residential unit would not 

require any site work. All work would be contained inside the current bounds of the unit and 

there is a fully finished bathroom in the prior dentist’s office.  

 

Mr. Haley asked whether the four units all have a bathroom, which Mr. French confirmed. Mr. 

Haley asked whether they all have a kitchen. Mr. French pointed out one unit which will be part 

of the plans.  

 

Mr. French explained that the plans are for just the one unit. It does not include the other three 

residential units. He stated that the plans are just for Unit 2, on the west side of the first floor. 
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Mr. Haley asked for confirmation that this will be a single-family unit, which Mr. French 

confirmed. 

 

Mr. Haley sought information about the parking. Mr. French explained the parking in detail. 

 

Ms. Pilla reported no comments from Town Staff that require any changes on the application. 

She did clarify that the applicant mentioned the discrepancy in the Assessor’s information. Her 

understanding is that this was originally a four-family house and, at one point, one of the first-

floor units was converted to a dentist’s office. Ms. Pilla suspects it may have been converted 

without being properly permitted, which would require significant code upgrades per the Fire 

Marshal, and that may be why the Assessor’s information does not reflect the office.  

 

Mr. Haley sought confirmation that this was built as a four-unit house before the CBD zone was 

established, which Ms. Pilla confirmed. 

 

Mr. Stevenson asked if any member of the public wished to comment either in favor of or in 

opposition to this application.  No member of the public came forward at this time. 

 

The Public Hearing was closed at 8:45 P.M. 

 

I certify these minutes were adopted on the following date: 

 

 

 

_________________________________  ____________________________________ 

Date       James Stevenson, Chair 

 

NOTICE: A DIGITAL RECORDING OF THIS PUBLIC HEARING CAN   

  BE HEARD IN THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 
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MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING 

HELD BY THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

LINCOLN CENTER HEARING ROOM 

MARCH 29, 2023 

 

 

 MEMBERS PRESENT:  

 In Person:  James R. Stevenson, Chair 

  Robert Haley, Vice Chair  

  Edward Slegeski 

  Sandra DeCampos 

     

 ALTERNATES PRESENT:  

 In Person:  Kevin Hood 

 Electronically:  Linda Harris, Sitting 

   

 ABSENT:  Keshet Spadaccini, Secretary 

  Harun Ahmed 

 

 STAFF PRESENT:  

 In Person:  Megan Pilla, Principal Development Planner 

 Electronically: James Davis, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

  Nancy Martel, Recording Secretary 

 

The Chair opened the Business Meeting at 8:50 P.M. 

 

CONSIDERATION OF PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

 

JESSE FERNANDEZ – Application #ZSE-0001-2022 – Public Hearing Continued 

 

DR. WILLIAM SPECTOR – Application #VAR-0043-2023 – Request a variance of Art. II, 

Sec. 3.01.01 to allow a generator approximately 11 ft. from the side property line (15 ft. 

required) at 81 Grissom Road, Residence AA zone. 

 

MOTION: Mr. Haley moved to approve the variance. Ms. DeCampos seconded the motion 

and all members voted in favor. 

 

The hardship is that the proposed location is the only safe location for the generator. 

 

ORFORD VILLAGE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION – Application 

#VAR-0044-2023 – Request a use variance of Art. II, Sec. 4.01 to construct 4 senior multi-

family units at 190 North Elm Street, Residence A zone. 

 

MOTION: Mr. Slegeski moved to approve the variance with the condition that the use of the 

new parking area by large transportation vans be restricted, and with the 

following modifications: 

DRAFT 
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1. To add a fence to screen the proposed parking area from the adjacent house. 

2. That the lighting for the new parking area be shorter poles and cut-off fixtures 

to shield them from the adjacent house. 

   

Mr. Haley seconded the motion. Mr. Slegeski, Ms. DeCampos, and Ms. Harris 

voted in favor. Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Haley voted against the motion. The 

motion did not pass. 

 

Mr. Haley acknowledged the neighbor’s concerns. However, if the variance is denied, the 

applicant could go for a zone change and the results would be the same. In his opinion, with the 

modifications, it may be more palatable.  

 

Ms. Harris agreed that she sympathizes with the homeowner, though the Board must take into 

consideration the needs of the total population. She agreed with the conditions.  

 

Mr. Haley commented that the hardship must be noted in order to approve the motion. 

 

Mr. Slegeski stated that the property was previously zoned, then changed, so the hardship is that 

the originally approved plan was changed, forcing the applicant to come before the Board. He 

agreed with Mr. Haley that they could go for a zoning change. He reiterated that he feels deeply 

for the neighbor, which necessitated his conditions. He commented that, in his opinion, the 

hardship is valid, through no fault of their own. 

 

Mr. Stevenson reported that he cannot support the motion. In looking at the site, all the parking 

lots are either on roads or across the street. There are no parking lots that abut a neighbor, as in 

this case. The original approval back in 1985, which has since expired, did not show a parking 

lot abutting a neighbor’s property. There were only two units there, which would have shared the 

current parking lot, and there were two units in the open space. Mr. Stevenson remarked that he 

respects Mr. Lamson’s opinion about not being allowed to build two units there when it was 

already approved, though they were satisfied with two units in the open space in 1985. They 

could put all the units in the open space today, keeping it away from the residential abutters. He 

noted that the 1985 plan did not show a parking lot in that area and stated that he presented 

alternatives to the applicant. 

 

Mr. Haley appreciated Mr. Stevenson’s comment, which swayed his vote.  

 

BDC INVESTMENTS LLC – Application #VAR-0045-2023 – Request a use variance from 

Art. II, Sec. 15.01.01(m) to convert the existing dentist office into a residential unit at 12 Myrtle 

Street (a.k.a. 12B Myrtle Street), Central Business District zone. 

 

Mr. Stevenson asked Ms. Pilla why a variance is required, since it was originally four residences 

and more recently there was an illegal dentist office. Ms. Pilla responded that a residential unit 

on the first floor is not permitted in the CBD zone.  

 

MOTION: Mr. Haley moved to approve the variance. Ms. DeCampos seconded the motion 

and all members voted in favor. 
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The hardship is that the building has always had residential uses on the first floor before the 

Central Business District zone was created, and the space is not to code for a non-residential use. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

February 22, 2023 – Public Hearing/Business Meeting 

 

MOTION: Mr. Haley moved to approve the minutes as written. Mr. Slegeski seconded the 

motion and all members voted in favor. 

 

RECEIPT OF NEW APPLICATIONS 

 

There were no new applications.  

 

OTHER BUSINESS  

 

Ms. Pilla reported an inland wetlands training opportunity on Monday, April 3rd at 5:45 P.M. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 P.M. 

  

I certify these minutes were adopted on the following date: 

 

____________________________ __________________________________ 

Date                    James Stevenson, Chair 

 

 

 

 

NOTICE: A DIGITAL RECORDING OF THIS BUSINESS MEETING CAN BE 

HEARD IN THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 
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