
Shashank Sikka and Megha Sikka 

1 Graystone Lane 

Weston, CT 06883 

 

July 23rd, 2026 

Zoning Board of Appeals, Town of Weston 

c/o Richelle Hodza, Land Use Director 

Town Hall Annex, 24 School Road, Weston, CT 06883 

Via email: rhodza@westonct.gov 

 

Re:  Objection to Variance Application — 8 Laurel Lake East, MBL 20 2 20 (Applicants 

David & Marina Coprio); public hearing July 28, 2026 

 

Dear Members of the Board: 

We own and live at 1 Graystone Lane, directly sharing a boundary line with 8 Laurel Lake East. 

The stone wall at the back of our property sits on that shared line, and it is the same boundary 

shown running along the east side of the applicants' proposed house and septic system. We 

bought our home from Emma Penick, who appears as the abutting owner on that line in the 

applicants' own survey, so we would ask the Board to confirm that the abutter list used for notice 

reflects current ownership. We also have an active private well in our rear yard, roughly 47 

feet from that shared line and downgradient of the applicants' proposed leaching field — a 

big concern we set out in detail below. As direct abutters, we believe we are aggrieved parties.  

We moved to Weston and bought our home in October 2025 in significant part because of the 

Town's two-acre zoning, which is one of the defining features of the community and a major 

reason people choose to live here. We relied on that standard being maintained and would 

request the Board to apply it as written.  

We are writing to request the Board to deny this variance. We have several concerns, set out 

below. We want to be clear that these are independent of one another and believe that each one, 

on its own, is a sufficient reason to deny this application, and together we believe they are 

compelling. 

Where applicable, we have cited the relevant sections of the Town of Weston Zoning 

Regulations (amended to July 7, 2025).  

1.  The hardship appears to be self-created and was known when the property was bought.  

This is the point we want to raise first. A variance is supposed to address a genuine hardship that 

comes from the land itself and is not of the owner's own making.  

• Here, the two-acre minimum has been in place since 1953, and the Town's rule limiting 

how much underwater land can count toward lot area (§311.4) since 1986 — both long 

before the applicants acquired this property in 1996. The applicant is a professional 



custom builder and a past president of the county home builders association and would 

have understood these rules and the constraints of this lot when he bought it.  

• Our understanding is also that the owners bought two adjoining lots together in 1996 — 

the one with a house at 107 Lords Highway and this vacant one — and then sold the 107 

Lords Highway lot in 1999, choosing to keep the constrained parcel. If the lot is hard to 

build on today, that is in large part a situation the applicants created and understood. A 

self-created, known difficulty is not a proper basis for a variance. 

2.  The lot has not been shown to be valueless, so there is no true “taking” The applicants' 

own submission states that the regulation "removes all economic value from the property and is a 

taking — a condemnation of the land” that has to mean the lot has no reasonable use or value at 

all.  

• The Town's own Property Record Card, which we have attached, appraises this vacant lot 

at $163,100, so it is hard to see how it has been stripped of all value. We would also note 

that the same card allocates most of that value to the two-acre section (listed as "Res 

Vacant House Lot, 2.00 acres") rather than to the remaining acreage, which is treated as 

lower-value "excess.". We understand that is how the Town prices land for assessment, 

not a finding about the land itself — but it is hard to square with the claim that those two 

acres are worthless. If the owners truly believed the lot had no value, the usual remedy 

would be a tax appeal, not a variance.  

3.  The claim that the two-acre section is "largely underwater" has not been supported — 

and if it is true, it predates the purchase.  

• The application describes the two-acre section west of the road as largely underwater. 

Looking at the applicants' own survey, however, only the east section — the part they 

want to build on — was surveyed to modern Class A-2 standards. The west section was 

taken from a decades-old map at the lowest accuracy class. The materials provided 

contain no current survey of that section, no wetlands delineation, and nothing 

establishing how much of it is actually underwater. We would ask the Board to require 

real evidence before accepting that description, particularly since the regulations call for 

an A-2 survey (§401) and provide that a permit based on inaccurate information is void 

(§412). We would also note that since 1986, §311.4 has limited land under water to no 

more than 20% of a lot's required area — so if the west section really is largely 

underwater, it would not have counted as two buildable acres since 1986, a decade before 

the 1996 purchase. 

4.  This is, in substance, a request to build on half of what the two-acre zone requires. 

Section 311.6 requires building on the two-contiguous-acre section of a split lot; the request is to 

build on roughly one acre instead — about half the district minimum. The regulations say they 

exist partly because of the Town's "rugged" topography and to protect ponds, streams, and the 

water table (§100 and §200). Allowing a house on a roughly one-acre section of a lake-adjacent 

lot works against that, and against the two-acre rule that we and other residents relied on when 

we chose to live here. The proposed structure would sit at roughly the minimum thirty-foot 

setback from our boundary, on a section half the size the district requires. Section 100 lists 



"adequate light, air and privacy" and preventing overcrowding among the purposes of these 

regulations, and squeezing a four-bedroom house onto this section works against both. 

 

5. The concern most specific to us as the direct abutters: our well.   

• We have an active private well in our rear yard, on the side of our property facing 8 

Laurel Lake East. Its location does not appear on our survey, our title, or our mortgage 

documents, and the Aspetuck Health District had no record of it — which is presumably 

why the applicants' plan does not show or account for it at all. We have since located it 

and measured from our wellhead to our shared boundary: approx 47 feet. As we 

understand it, the health code requires at least 75 feet between a septic leaching system 

and a well, and it is the applicants' responsibility to demonstrate that separation is met. 

Because their plan does not identify our well, that has not been demonstrated — and 

given the measured distance on our side of the line, we are not confident it can be. This is 

not only a question of distance but of direction.  

• The shared property line and the applicants' parcel sit uphill of our rear yard, so our well 

is downgradient of their proposed leaching field. Effluent travels with the grade, and on 

shallow, fractured ledge it can move along seams in ways that are difficult to predict. A 

downgradient well is the most exposed position there is relative to a leaching field, and 

we ask the Board to weigh that very carefully.  

6. The construction itself poses serious environmental and public-safety risks — regardless 

of our well.   

• The applicants' own plans and health filings show this is a steep, wooded site with rock 

ledge close to the surface. Their test pits recorded ledge at shallow depths, and the Health 

District required an engineering design rather than a conventional system. The proposed 

septic is not a standard in-ground system but an engineered "greenleach" bed constructed 

in imported fill, with a full reserve area, and the site is identified in the Health District 

filing as an “Area of Special Concern”. 

• The land slopes down toward Laurel Lake — which is why their own plan calls for silt 

fencing. Building a basement into that ledge will most likely require blasting, which is 

known to damage nearby wells, septic systems, and stone walls. Separately, §348 

requires a Soil Disturbance Permit, a survey showing wetlands, and a licensed engineer's 

certification that the work will not increase stormwater volume, speed, direction, or 

erosion under a fifty-year storm; and the regulations note that separate Inland Wetlands, 

Floodplain, and Aquifer Protection approvals may also be required. A variance from this 

Board does not excuse those reviews. As mentioned before our well is only 47 feet 

(approx.) from our shared property line.  

• We have attached photographs we took from Laurel Lake East and from our own 

property showing the exposed ledge, boulders, slope, and tree cover on the site; they are 

consistent with the site photographs in the applicants' own file.  



• The applicants' parcel sits uphill of our rear yard. Clearing the established trees and 

regrading a steep, ledge-underlain slope directly above us would reduce the ground's 

ability to absorb rainfall and send additional water in our direction and toward Laurel 

Lake. On shallow ledge, water that cannot infiltrate runs off the surface. We have seen 

nothing in the application showing how that additional runoff would be controlled. 

For these reasons, we respectfully ask the Board to deny this application. 

We would also ask that these concerns be made part of the full record of this hearing. Should the 

Board nonetheless be inclined to grant relief, we would ask that it not do so without conditions 

adequate to protect neighboring properties and Laurel Lake — including enhanced setbacks, 

erosion and sediment controls, stormwater management, blasting monitoring, and septic 

safeguards. 

Thank you for considering this. We plan to join the July 28, 2026 hearing and are glad to answer 

any questions beforehand. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Shashank Sikka 

Megha Sikka 

1 Graystone Lane, Weston, CT 06883 

 

Attachments: 

1.  Photographs taken from Laurel Lake East showing the ledge, boulders, and slope on the 

subject property. 

2.  Photographs taken on our property at 1 Graystone Lane showing the grade of our rear yard 

from the shared property line 

3.  Town of Weston Property Record Card for 8 Laurel Lake East (MBL 20 2 20). 

4.  Map No. 844, Weston Land Records — survey of our property at 1 Graystone Lane, showing 

the shared boundary line (N 17°40'20" W, 105.54') with 8 Laurel Lake East. 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Photographs taken from Laurel Lake East Road of 8 Laurel Lake East 

 



 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. Photographs from 1 Graystone Lane (Backyard) showing the common boundary with 8 Laurel Lake East 

and the slope / gradient 

 

 
 

 
 

 



3. Town of Weston Property Record Card for 8 Laurel Lake East (MBL 20 2 20). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4. Map No. 844, Weston Land Records — survey of our property at 1 Graystone Lane 

 

 

 
 


