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The ZEO issued a letter dated April 8 claiming that the setback variance from 20’ to 0’ along 

Spring Street issued to Griffin Hospital on February 26, 2025.for the proposed MRI building 

applies only to that building and not to the entire street setback along Spring Street.  Such a 

claim is not supported by the law or past practice. 

The thrust of the opinion seems to be that a variance is only for the item on the required site 

plan.  Since every setback variance application requires the filing of a site plan to show for 

what the variance is requested, every setback variance would be only for the “building” as 

shown on the plan submitted as part of the application.  Therefore, according to the ZEO, the 

setback line along Spring Street is as shown in Exhibit A.  While, unequivocally, there is no 

law to support that position, if it were the case any generator or other mechanical equipment 

on the side of the building would require another variance since any such structure, if 

considered a building, would be within the 20’ required setback.  See Exhibit A and Exhibit A-

1, the 20’ setback on the entire Spring Street side.   

In addition, a determination needs to be made if the proposed Combined Heat and Power 

(CHP) generator is a building.  The following definitions are relevant: 



 

• Building: Any structure having a roof supported by columns or walls and intended for 

the shelter, housing or enclosure of any individual, animal, process, equipment, goods 

or materials of any kind or nature. 

• Setback: The distance between the street right-of-way line and the front line of a 

building or any projection thereof, excluding uncovered steps. (See Figure 20.) 

• Structure: A combination of materials to form a construction for use, occupancy or 

ornamentation, whether installed on, above or below the surface of land or water. 

(COMMENT: By this definition, all buildings are structures; however, not all structures 

are buildings. See "building.")   

 
 
If the CHP generator is not a building, it is permitted in the setback area.  If a generator is 

considered a building, that any such item would require a variance if one had not been granted 

for that setback.  As another example, if an addition were granted a setback variance and the 

owner wished later to add an enclosed porch along the side of the addition that was well within 

the variance setback, a new variance would be required according to the ZEO letter.  Such 

is, as stated, not supported by statutory or case law.  Attached as Exhibit B is section 9.7 from 

Land Use & Law Practice and the World Auto Service case previously submitted to your 

counsel both of which deal with setback variances.  As stated in section 9.7 “Where a setback 

variance was previously granted, there is no requirement for an additional variance where the 

use of the property is changed later from one permitted use to another permitted use.”  The 

section cites the Worlds Auto Service case. 

 

The response of your counsel was to cite the Anatra v. Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town 

of Madison case.  In that case a variance was granted to build a new house within the existing 

footprint of the nonconforming building to be demolished.  Several variances were needed.  

The applicant’s representatives made the representation to the ZBA that the new house would 

be withing the footprint of the existing house.  Later the property owner wanted to add a porch 

that was outside the footprint of the house but within the legal setback.  The CT Supreme 

Court held that the condition did not have to be in the variance but one could look at the entire 

record to see if the condition of “footprint only” was part of the variance.  Given the numerous 

representations, it found that it was a condition of the variance.  It did not, however, find it was 

a condition based solely the plan submitted. 



 

In this case, Griffin submitted photos  (Exhibit C) of the entire Spring Street area to show the 

encroachments of the building and other structures into the setback based on the fact that the 

PZC imposed the Hospital Campus Zone on the exiting hospital building without consideration 

that it made the building nonconforming as to all street frontage setbacks.  There was no 

discussion whatsoever of limiting the setback variance to only the MRI building. 

 

To confirm, please listen to the audio of the meeting.   

 

Nothing whatsoever was discussed as to limiting the variance to the footprint of the proposed 

MRI building.  The exhibits and the discussion centered around the hardship that the 

imposition of the bulk standards of the Hospital Campus zone made the exiting hospital 

building nonconforming as to setbacks on the Seymour Avenue, Spring Street and 

Maple/Division Streets sides.  The discussion – and photos showed the building and other 

incursions into the setback area along Spring Street.   One member of the public wrote a letter 

of support.  Finally, the discussion evolved into parking and the ZBA decided to recommend 

that the PZC hold a public hearing on the site plan application to address parking issues.  

Nothing was ever said or discussed limiting the variance to the footprint of the proposed MRI 

building. 

 

In addition, past practice of the ZBA, PZC and Ryan McEvoy P.E. was that a setback variance 

granted was for the entire length of the property.  Attached as Exhibit D is the Dew Drop Inn 

2024 variance application for the new addition.  A prior variance for the front setback from 20’ 

to 5' for patio addition on the north side of Dew Drop was granted March 10, 2021, for a patio 

on the north side of the building.  In 2024, the attached variance application (Exhibit C) was 

for a setback variance from 5’ to 2.5’ – not from 20’ to 2.5 feet.  This was the recommendation 

of Ryan McEvoy and nothing was raised by the ZBA.  At the time of the approval, the applicant 

gave up the variance on the for the patio because the new addition was taking up parking.  

Later, the PZC approved the site plan and had the variance before it and never raised an 

issue that the variance from 5’ to 2.5’ was incorrect. 

 

For the above reasons, the position of the ZEO that another variance is required for the CHP 

generator is not supported by the law and is illegal and an abuse of discretion. 
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§ 9:7. Limits on variances for conforming lots, 9 Conn. Prac., Land Use Law & Prac....
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9 Conn. Prac., Land Use Law & Prac. § 9:7 (4th ed.)

Connecticut Practice Series TM  | January 2026 Update

Land Use Law & Prac.
Dwight Merriam

Part I. Land Use Agencies and Their Powers and Duties

Chapter 9. Variances

§ 9:7. Limits on variances for conforming lots

If the appeal involves a variance as well as an appeal from the decision of the zoning enforcement officer, the zoning board
of appeals is required to decide the appeal prior to deciding the variance by General Statutes § 8-6a. However, the filing of
a variance application is not a waiver of rights on the appeal from the decision of the zoning enforcement officer. 1  If a lot
qualifies as a building lot, the zoning board of appeals cannot grant a variance. 2

Where the zoning board of appeals did not consider when acting on a variance application whether a structure of addition was
exempted from compliance with the zoning regulations under General Statutes § 8-13a, the trial court could not decide that
question on appeal. 3

Where a setback variance was previously granted, there is no requirement for an additional variance where the use of the
property is changed later from one permitted use to another permitted use. 4

Westlaw. © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.

Footnotes

1 Miniter v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals of Town of Berlin, 20 Conn. App. 302, 306, 566 A.2d 997, 999 (1989).

2 Grillo v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals of City of West Haven, 206 Conn. 362, 372, 537 A.2d 1030, 1035 (1988);
Wnuk v. Zoning Board of Appeals of City of New Britain, 225 Conn. 691, 697, 625 A.2d 698 (1993).

3 Chester v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals of the Town of Westport, 46 Conn. App. 148, 698 A.2d 370 (1997)
(denial of variance); Whitehead v. East Haven Zoning Bd. of Appeals, 2004 WL 1462829 (Conn. Super.
Ct. 2004).

4 World Auto Service LLC v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals, City of Hartford, 24 Conn. L. Rptr. 679, 1999 WL
417369 (Conn. Super. Ct. 1999).

End of Document © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government
Works.
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World Auto Service LLC v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals, City of..., Not Reported in A.2d...
24 Conn. L. Rptr. 679
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1999 WL 417369

UNPUBLISHED OPINION. CHECK COURT RULES
BEFORE CITING.

Superior Court of Connecticut.

WORLD AUTO SERVICE, LLC,

v.

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS,

CITY OF HARTFORD.

No. CV98-0492237.
|

June 1, 1999.

MALONEY.

MEMORANDUM OF DECISION

*1  Plaintiff World Auto Service, LLC, appeals a decision of
the defendant zoning board of appeals of the city of Hartford
denying the plaintiff's application for a special exception. The
board acted pursuant to General Statutes § 8-6. The plaintiff
appeals pursuant to § 8-8. The court finds in favor of the
plaintiff.

The facts essential to the court's decision are undisputed and
are fully reflected in the record. The plaintiff operates an
auto repair business on the property in question. It purchased
the business and leases the property from the owner of the
property, Manuel Cordeiro.

The plaintiff applied to the defendant board for a special
exception to expand its business and operate a used car
dealership on the premises in addition to the existing repair
business. The property is located in a B-3 zone, where both
kinds of businesses are permitted without the necessity of
a special exception from the board. The building on the
property does not comply with the setback provisions of
the zoning regulations, however, and the plaintiff needed
some affirmative permission from the board as part of its
application to the department of motor vehicles for a license to
conduct the car dealership. The plaintiff applied for a special
exception, therefore. The board, after a hearing, denied the
application.

Based on the facts set forth above, the court finds that the
plaintiff is aggrieved by the board's decision. See Primerica
v. Planning & Zoning Commission, 211 Conn. 85, 558 A.2d
646 (1989); DiBonaventura v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 24
Conn.App. 369, 588 A.2d 244 (1991).

Some additional historical facts are relevant at this point.
In 1979, the owner of the property, desiring to enlarge
the building, obtained from the defendant board a variance
from the rear and side yard restrictions, thus allowing the
construction of the present building. So, although the building
on the property does not, indeed, conform to the setback
regulations, that nonconformity was specifically authorized
by the board when it granted the variance.

Unquestionably, the board had authority to grant the variance
and, once granted, the variance permanently altered the status
of the property vis a vis the zoning regulations, in particular
those regulations requiring setback. “Setback variances are
probably the great majority of applications to the zoning
board of appeals.” R. Fuller, Land Use Law & Practice, §
4.35, p. 96. “A variance is authority granted to a property
owner to use his property in a manner forbidden by the zoning
regulations. A variance is granted for the particular piece of
property and benefits the present owner and all subsequent
owners.” Id., § 9.2, p. 148. When the owner of the property
in question obtained the variance in 1979, the board in effect
exempted the property from the setback regulations, at least to
the extent that the present building is incompatible with them.
The building does not constitute a nonconforming use that
preexisted the regulations, therefore; the regulations simply
have never applied to it.

*2  It follows that the plaintiff did not need to obtain a special
exception to the regulations in order to conduct another
permitted business on the premises. It also follows that the
board, having granted the variance from the regulations in
the past, has no authority now to invoke those regulations to
prevent the plaintiff from conducting an otherwise permitted
use.

For all of the above reasons, the plaintiff's appeal is sustained.

All Citations

Not Reported in A.2d, 1999 WL 417369, 24 Conn. L. Rptr.
679
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BELOW THIS LINE FOR BOARD USE ONLY 

XV. Communication with regard to this Appeal received from: 

[ ] [ ] Health Dept. 
[ ] Traffic Commission [ ] Police Dept. 
[ ] [ ] Fire Dept. 

[ ] Engineering 
[ ] 
[ J 

XVl Previous Zoning Board of Appeals cases at this location (Ille number, year, 
proposed construction an.d/or Board Decisions and Court decisions where 
applicable.) 

Variance of front setback to 5' for patio addition on the north side granted March 10, 
2021, and recorded in the Derby land records on June 8, 2021, in volume 851, page 16. 

5 
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