
GIANTS NECK BEACH ASSOCIATION 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

JUNE 7, 2013 
PUBLIC HEARING MEETING MINUTES 

 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Trip Hartigan, Chairman 
Mark Kulos 
Irene Makiaris 
Glory Lena 
Helena Corona, Alternate  
 
ABSENT: Mary Jean Agostini 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

Mr. Hartigan called the Meeting to order at 7:00PM. He asked the Recording Secretary to read the 
Public Notice for the record. 
        The Giants Neck Beach Association Zoning Board of Appeals will hold a Public Hearing on Friday,  
        June 7, 2013 at 7:00PM at 3 Point Road, Niantic, Connecticut, to consider the following:   An 
        Application by John and Lorri Chapman of 6 Ridgewood Road, Niantic, Connecticut, requesting a  
        variance under section(s) 3004 of the Zoning Regulations seeking a reduction of the front-yard 
        setback to allow construction of a front porch and entryway. Said property is further identified as 
        Lot 48, tax map 4.11. 
 
 Mr. Hartigan sat Alternate, Ms. Corona as a Regular Member for the Meeting. 
 

2. PRESENTATION OF THE APPLICATION AND APPROVAL TO HOLD PUBLIC HEARING FOR SAID 
APPLICATION 

 
Mr. Hartigan stated that before the Public Hearing began, the Zoning Board of Appeals has a small 
housekeeping item to take care of to ensure that we are complying with our own rules. There is a ZBA 
rule that prevents repeat variance applications unless there has been a substantial change in the 
conditions affecting the requested variance. Mr. Hartigan noted that we do have such a change in the 
Chapmans’ May 2013 Application. The substance of the change is the decrease in the requested 
variance. Mr. Hartigan called for a Motion so that the Board could make the determination that this is a 
substantially different Application. 
 
**Motion (1) 
Ms. Lena moved that the Board determine that the Application for a variance submitted by John and 
Lorri Chapman on May 3, 2013 contains a substantive change from an Application for a variance 
submitted by the Chapmans on January 24, 2013. In particular, the change in the requested size of the 
front-yard setback variance renders the May 3rd Application a substantially different variance request.  
 



Mr. Kulos seconded the motion. 
Vote: 5-0-0. Motion passed. 
 
 

3. Public Hearing 
 

Mr. Hartigan welcomed the Chapmans, their neighbor, Bonnie Henniger and Mr. Beveridge, the 
architect for the project. He noted at the outset that the Board has received no written opposition to 
the variance request and that with respect to this Application, no correspondence in support of it. He 
did note for the record, that because this request is similar in some respects to the earlier Application by 
the Chapmans, that the Board did receive several instances of correspondence in support of that initial 
Application. He added that we can consider that correspondence to be in support of this Application as 
well, and turned the Hearing over to Mr. Chapman for his presentation. 
 
Mr. Chapman stated that the Zoning Board of Appeals is tasked with giving variances only in cases 
where hardship is deemed to exist. The rules for determining a hardship say that the Zoning Regulations 
for the entire community need to be examined and the Board has to question whether the place of the 
application in question, is an unusual burden on a particular piece of property. A hardship has nothing to 
do with the intended changes to be made; it is a determination about a piece of property that exists no 
matter what variance is being sought.  If there is no hardship the Board is unable to act, if there is a 
hardship, the Board can act.  
 
Mr. Chapman stated that in their case, they do believe a hardship exists. Our property is a very small 
corner property and one of the Regulations is that corner properties be treated as if they have two front 
streets, and therefore have to have a 20 foot setback on both sides, where there is a road. We have .1 
acres and 20 foot back on both sides gives us a very limited ability to do anything with the property. In 
addition to being a small corner lot, the elevation is highly irregular. On one side there is almost a 9 foot 
drop and there is basically one living story between one side and another, along the length of the house. 
It was very difficult for Mr. Beveridge to design something functional for us, while being typical of the 
neighborhood. Lastly, there is a very large apron on the front of the house between the road surface 
and the lot line, which results in being halfway to the house before you are off of Town property, and on 
the front yard.  
 
Mr. Chapman noted that Jim Lafond, who lives across the street, wrote a letter in support of their 
situation. One of the points he made in the letter, is that when the regulations were adopted it was 
noted at that time, that corner lots would be impacted excessively and that rather than change the 
Regulations, it should come before the Zoning Board of Appeals. We feel that when you take the Zoning 
Regulations and put them on our property, we are unfairly burdened. We ask for a variance to be able to 
put a porch on the front of the house. We have been very faithful in our plans to make sure that what 
we do is in keeping with the community and the development plan of Giants Neck as a whole.  
 
Mr. Chapman stated that in terms of the Application itself it was clear after the last Hearing, that a 
major issue that the Board had was that we were asking for a 4.59 feet variance of front setback, when 
we were actually asking for more than that because we had a set of four steps going to the front which 
brought us within 2 feet of the front lot line. We addressed that in part by eliminating a couple of the 
steps but it was still clear that the Board was uncomfortable with those stairs. We redesigned so that we 
essentially have a flat front and put the stairs on the side of the house, so that we are truly only asking 
for a 4.59 feet setback. The location of the stairs on the left side results in the stairs being much further 



than 4.59 feet because the lot line starts to curve away from the property.  The distance is 4.59 feet for 
two thirds of the front of the house but on the left side, it is further than that.  
 
Mr. Hartigan stated that for the record the first page of the plans from the Application will be marked as 
Exhibit A, the second page of the south elevation will be marked as Exhibit B, the third page of the east 
and west elevation will be marked as Exhibit C, and the final page which is the lot survey, will be marked 
as Exhibit D. Mr. Kulos asked the Chairman that for clarity it be known that the plans say ZBA 5-2-13 on 
the Exhibits.  
 
Mr. Kulos clarified with Mr. Chapman whether he was only asking for a variance as drawn and reflected 
in the Exhibits and Mr. Chapman confirmed that yes, his request is only for a variance as drawn. Ms. 
Corona asked what the setback is on the west side of the steps and Mr. Chapman responded that it is 8 
feet. Mr. Chapman added that he feels the plans have been modified to address the previous concerns 
that the Board had. Mr. Hartigan stated that Mr. Chapman has been very thorough in presenting his 
case for hardship. Ms. Makiaris asked if the only change to the plans is the location of the stairs, and Mr. 
Chapman confirmed that this was the only change.  
 
Mr. Hartigan asked if anyone else wished to speak and Bonnie Henninger, the Chapmans' neighbor, 
came forward. Ms. Henninger stated that she supports the variance request Application and knows that 
the Board will put aside whatever personal preferences they may have, and give the appeal the full 
consideration it deserves. Each case should be looked at individually and treated in that respect.  
 
The Public Hearing concluded at 7:24PM and the Board went off the record to discuss the Application. 
 
The Board went back on the record at 7:24PM to Vote on the Application. 

 
 

**Motion (2) 
Mr. Hartigan asked for the Members to Vote on the Variance Request with comments: 
 
Ms.Makiaris voted Yes, stating that she believes the Chapmans’ have met the test for hardship and 
approves the request as drawn.  
 
Mr. Kulos asked Mr. Chairman whether this should be couched in the form of a motion and Mr. Hartigan 
explained that Parliamentary procedure wise we have never made a vote that way, but that we could 
certainly do so. Mr. Hartigan called for a motion to vote on the Application. 
 
**Motion (3) 
Ms. Lena made a motion. 
Ms. Makiaris seconded the motion.  
 
Mr. Kulos asked what the motion is and Mr. Hartigan stated that it is a motion to vote on the 
Application. Mr. Kulos stated that usually a motion is to approve or deny and Mr. Hartigan stated that 
traditionally the vote has not been done this way because the ZBA Regulations require an individual vote 
with explanation.  
 
**Motion (4) 
Ms. Lena moved to withdraw her previous motion. 



Ms. Makiaris seconded the motion. 
Vote: 5-0-0. Motion passed. 
 
**Motion (4) 
Ms. Makiaris reiterated her affirmation to grant the variance request. 
 
Ms. Lena voted Yes, stating that the Applicants have proven their burden of hardship and that she 
approves the Application as drawn. 
 
Mr. Kulos voted Yes, stating that they have met their burden that there is a hardship for their 
particular property, the variance we grant will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of 
our Zoning Regulations, and I approve the Application as drawn. 
 
Ms. Corona voted Yes, stating they have met the requirements for hardship and that she approves the 
Application as drawn.  
 
Mr. Hartigan voted Yes, stating that he approves the Application as drawn for all the reasons set forth 
by the other Board Members and all the reasons set forth in the Chapmans’ Application.  
 
Vote: 5-0-0. Motion passed. 
 
 
Motion (5) 
Ms. Lena moved to adjourn the Meeting at 7:30PM. 
Ms. Corona seconded the motion. 
Vote: 5-0-0. Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Brooke D. Stevens 
Recording Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 


