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TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY MARCH 12, 2013 

 

  Chairman Robert Salka called the Public Hearing and Regular 

meeting of the Southington Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:00 

o’clock, p.m. in the Municipal Center Assembly Room with the following 

members in attendance: 

 

 Jeffrey Gworek, Matthew O’Keefe & Bryan Wysong          

    

 Alternates: Thomas Lombardi 

    Dee Ahern 

     

 

 Absent:  Joseph LaPorte, Commissioner 

    Ronald Bohigian, Alternate 

    Paul Bedard, Alternate 

     

 Others:  Rob Librandi, Zoning Enforcement Officer 

    Mark J. Sciota, Deputy Town Manager/Town Attorney 

 

   

 The Chair seated Mr. Lombardi for Mr. LaPorte.  A quorum was 

determined. 

   

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 Mr. Gworek explained the procedure to be followed in the 

presentation of an application and advised should their appeal be 

approved they file it with the Town Clerk’s Office as soon as they 

receive the formal approval in the mail before starting any work.  You 

have one year to begin the project.   

 

ROBERT SALKA, Chairman, presiding: 

5. Approval of Minutes 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve the minutes of the previous 

meeting.  Mr. Gworek seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice 

vote. 
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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 APPEAL #5980A, Application of Christine W. & Peter J. Romano Jr., 

for a 15.5’ rear yard setback variance to 34.5’ where 50’ is required 

and a 12.2’ side yard setback variance to 17.8’ where 30’ is required 

under Section 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 339 Pattonwood 

Drive, property of Christine W. & Peter J. Romano Jr in an R-80 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do you want to state your name and address for the 

record, please? 

 MR. ROMANO:  Sure.  My name is Peter Romano.  This is Christine 

with me.  We live at 339 Pattonwood Drive. 

 We’re here this evening to ask for an appeal to or for a variance 

as we want to do an addition to the side of our property and to the 

back of our house.   On the side, what you see there is a or would be 

a third car garage.  We currently have a two car garage.  Back when we 

built the house a three car garage was not allowed in the Town of 

Southington so we didn’t contemplate it.   But as the family has 

grown, we’d like to keep the cars off the driveway and have the extra 

space with the garage. 

 On the back of the house what you see is a or would be a master 

bedroom.  We’re contemplating that we’re going to get older some day 

and don’t want to be going up and down the stairs. Now seemed like a 

good time to actually proceed with doing that. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  I’m --- you explained the third garage which 

is on the right hand side of your home? 

 MR. ROMANO:  That’s correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  What is on the left side?  That says proposed 

addition, as well as the one in the back. 

 MR. ROMANO:  Oh, I’m sorry.  Sure.  That was --- because that was 

(inaudible) I didn’t mention it.  But that would be an extension of 

the living room.  

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. ROMANO:  We’re planning on remodeling inside the house and we 

do the reorganization, we would be doing a living room on that side. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay, thank you. 

 MR. ROMANO:  Sure. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any questions of the applicant? 



3 

 

 MR. GWOREK:  Do you have any additional drawings as far as site 

elevations or anything as proposed? 

 MR. ROMANO:  Sure.  I did bring something.  It’s not a --- we 

didn’t want to go too far until we knew that we had --- until we knew 

that we had an approval.  But I do have something I could share with 

you here. 

 (Pause) 

 I think there are six copies. 

 (Passed around) 

 Basically, it is just a front elevation so you can see what the 

garage would look like and the roofline would look on the back, as 

well.  There is a floor plan on the second page. They may not match 

each other exactly.  They were drawn by two different designers as we 

are working through this. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. GWOREK:  I was just interested how the rooflines would --- 

 MR. ROMANO:  Sure.   

 MR.GWOREK: --- be. 

 MR. ROMANO:  Sure.  We live in a very nice neighborhood and we 

wanted to make sure we savor the aesthetics of it.  And, although I am 

a professional in the construction industry, I am wise enough to know 

that I still need an architect’s opinion long with my wife’s. 

 (Undertone comments) 

 Exactly. 

 THE CHAIR:  There is one other thing.  I’m glad you provided 

this.  Because one of the concerns we always have is that, okay, you 

are going to get an addition on your property.  We have had a couple 

of instances where all of a sudden, yes, they got the addition but all 

of a sudden they went way up.  It didn’t --- it wasn’t in harmony with 

the rest of the neighborhood.  This satisfies me as far as --- 

satisfies myself, anyway. 

 MR. ROMANO:  Oh, thank you.  As I said, we’re concerned about the 

aesthetics of it. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, your backyard is basically a golf course, 

correct? 

 MR. ROMANO:  It is a golf course in the back yard, correct.   



4 

 

 I did personally go to all of the neighbors and showed them what 

you are seeing here.  You know.  It’s kind of interesting.  When that 

sign goes up everybody thinks your house is being foreclosed on.  So I 

--- there is no issues. 

 THE CHAIR: Got that clarified. 

 MR. ROMANO: Yah.  And, I have all their support.  I do want to 

tell you that the neighbor on the my right side --- not the Leone’s, 

but they have a different name, the Adimotes, they are in Florida.  I 

called them personally and her and I spoke numerous times and e-

mailed.  I’ve sent her all the plans and she was fine with everything 

as well.  I just want to make sure everybody was aware of it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. WYSONG:  You currently have a shed on the right side of the 

house? 

 MR. ROMANO:  That will be going bye-bye.  That was one of --- 

that’s one of the reasons --- if you notice the garage is a little bit 

deeper than    a standard garage.  That is because I plan to get all 

the tools and all that and keep them inside.  Again, the aesthetics.  

Every time I do go out and hack at the ball on the golf course, I 

notice my shed and I don’t like it.  So, that’ll be gone. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Continuing on the current shed, how far is that away 

from the house current? 

 MR. ROMANO:  Away from the house?  Gees, I honestly don’t know. I 

can tell you --- um, it’s somewhere in that same neighborhood because 

the --- 

 MR. WYSONG:  I’m trying to get a sense --- 

 MR. ROMANO:  A sense, yes.  I know exactly what you’re saying. 

 MR. WYSONG:  -- of the space there to the properly line. 

 MR. ROMANO: Yah, the garage will actually be just inside the 

shed.  So, the shed goes away.  You will be able to see right through 

to the golf course at that point. 

 But yes, you are right.  The furthest right corner of the garage 

is or would be where the front of the shed was. 

 MR. WYSONG:  And, you have a pretty good screen of trees there. 

 MR. ROMANO: Correct. 

 MR. WYSONG:  The neighbors in Florida.  Snowbird neighbors. 

 MR.ROMANO:  Exactly, exactly. 
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 THE CHAIR:  And, I think the other thing we take into 

consideration is back in ’67 or so, this was an R-25 and then it went 

to   an R-40. 

 MR.ROMANO: Yes. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, you are sitting there and all of a sudden it’s 

an R-80 and you’ve got 25,000 square feet in the R-80. 

 MR. ROMANO: Yes, a half acre lot in an R-80 is unique, isn’t it? 

 (Chuckles) 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, so in the case of an R-25, this really is a 

minor variance. 

 MR. ROMANO: Correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  In that particular zone. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, I mean, because the reality is, you wouldn’t 

get this lot approved in an R-80 zone.  If you were coming in for a 

subdivision, they’d laugh. 

 MR. ROMANO:  And, rightfully so.  There are rules to be obeyed.   

 But the whole neighborhood was built back when it was the --- 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, I think probably the critical thing is the 

consistently with the neighborhood.  The change of zoning.  After.  

You know, it is not new construction. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay, anything else to add? 

 MR. ROMANO: Nope. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 (No response) 

 Thank you, sir. 

 MR. ROMANO:  Thank you, commissioners.  Appreciate it. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anyone here to speak in favor of this 

application?  Is there anyone in favor of this application? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anyone opposing this application? 

 (No response) 

 Hearing none, this application is closed. 
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 THE CHAIR:   I would like to close the public hearing on this 

item and then bring this application up for a vote and then reopen the 

public hearing for the next one as it may take a little bit longer and 

there’s no sense in tying up the two individuals for the group. 

ACTION ITEM: 

 APPEAL #5980A, Application of Christine W. & Peter J. Romano Jr., 

for a 15.5’ rear yard setback variance to 34.5’ where 50’ is required 

and a 12.2’ side yard setback variance to 17.8’ where 30’ is required 

under Section 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning Regulations, 339 Pattonwood 

Drive, property of Christine W. & Peter J. Romano Jr in an R-80 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal #5980A with the 

condition that the existing shed be removed with the construction and 

that the roofline be consistent with the drawing submitted to the 

commission. 

 Mr.  Wysong seconded. 

 Mr. O’Keefe commented for discussion, I think if this was an R=80 

zone and this was going to be new construction and all the lots were 

two acre lots, it wouldn’t fit.  But this was an R-25 zone at the time 

this neighborhood was developed.  The variance would have been 

diminimus, if anything, relative to an R-25 zone.  And, so, I think it 

meets the general purpose of the plan and it won’t undermine the 

general purpose of the zoning. 

 The Chair stated it is certainly in harmony with the 

neighborhood. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

7:12 pm 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM: 

 APPEAL #5981A, Application of Mike Vassilou for special exception 

approval to apply to the State of Connecticut for a restaurant liquor 

license under Sections 3-01.3, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 293 Berlin Street (Family Pizza), property of Mike 

Vassilou in an R-20/25 zone. 

 THE CHAIR:  Will the applicant please step forward and state 

their name and address for the record, please. 

 MR. VASSILOU:  Good evening.  My name is Mike Vassilou and I live 

at 64 Silo Road and I own Family Pizza Restaurant and I’m here tonight 

for a beer and wine license. 
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 THE CHAIR: Okay.  Tell us what you would like the board to do for 

you. 

 MR. VASSILOU:  I want a license.  I’m there for a quite a few 

years like I am and I’d just like to  you know, see if I can – I 

really need the license, I mean, it’ for the way business is.  It is 

something you, any restaurant owner, he needs it.  So it is a little 

difficult for the business to run.  It’s something that is going to 

help me. 

 THE CHAIR:  From a financial standpoint. 

 MR. VASSILOU: Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:   Okay.  Do we have questions for the applicant? 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  A couple of questions.  This is the drawing of how 

it’s going to look? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  Yah. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Is that correct?  So your bar would be in the 

kitchen and not in the public area? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  It is not going to be no bar.  Just, it’s going to 

come out of there, out of the kitchen. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  But the, I mean the liquor would be served, 

prepared in the kitchen, the beer and wine would come from the 

kitchen? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  Yes.  From the kitchen. 

 MR. O’KEEFE: So there wouldn’t be a bar? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  No bar. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, there wouldn’t be bar seating. 

 MR. VASSILOU: No. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  What are your hours of operation? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  It’s normal hours.  It’s like 11:00 to 10:00 

except on Fridays, 11:00.  You know, 10:00 to 11:00. 

 THE CHAIR:  Eleven to 10:00 pm during the week and on the 

weekends --- 

 MR. VASSILOU:  Every day it’s 11:00 to 10:00.  Except Fridays, 

11:00.  The only day I stay to 11:00. 

 THE CHAIR: Okay.  And, Saturday is still 11:00 to 10:00? 
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 MR. VASSILOU:  Yah.  It’s 10:00 – it’s 10:00, 11:00.  It can be I 

finish up, the same day, you know, 10:00 is the latest.  I can usually 

work 10:00.  But 11:00 is the latest I stay on the weekend. 

 THE CHAIR:  If we were to put stipulations on it to say that six 

days a week it is 11:00 to 10:00 and Friday is 11:00 to 11:00 that’s 

pretty much what you are locked into. 

 MR. VASSILOU: Yup. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any other questions of the applicant? 

 MR. WYSONG:  How long have you owned this establishment? 

 MR.VASSILOU:  Twenty-three years. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Twenty-three years.   

 MR. VASSILOU:  Yes, I started in 1990. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And, it would basically be beer and wine only? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  Beer and wine only. 

 THE CHAIR:  I’d like to ask our town attorney, just for 

clarification, with regards to the beer and wine versus liquor.  Can 

you explain that the --- from what I understand, there may be two 

separate options here?  I mean, he is only asking for one I understand 

that.  But I want to make sure that we’re clear on it. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  The stipulation that he’s asking for would be 

beer and wine.  There is such a permit at the state for beer and wine. 

My assumption is if you do pass this, you would have that stipulation 

on it.  

 When Rob signs the form for liquor control, they are signing for 

a beer and wine permit on there.  The final authority is with liquor 

control.  He’s going to apply for beer and wine and Rob will sign off 

on beer and wine. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  And quite honestly, if we don’t approve the liquor, 

then liquor control is looking at an application that we haven’t 

signed off on. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  You are approving liquor.  Obviously beer and 

wine is liquor, so it falls under liquor control. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Right now, you have bring your own bottle, an option, 

correct? 

 MR. VASSILOU: Yes. 
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 THE CHAIR:  Just as an estimate and you can’t give an accurate 

count, but percentage of your business today that people would bring 

their own battle to their establishment when they eat, any idea?  Is 

it 20% of the people that come in in the evening and bring their own 

liquor, I’m sorry, beer or wine or? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  It’s kind of new because we just started doing it 

on our own and it works. 

 THE CHAIR:  I know it is fairly new. 

 MR.VASSILOU:  And, you know, down the road, if it was like a 

couple of years old and it was there for years I could tell you.  But 

it is something new.  It’s in the beginning, you know. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

 MR. VASSILOU:  But it is a lot of people --- its people that want 

to you know, have a glass of wine with their meal.  You know. 

Sometimes they will come because of that. 

 Now they do.  It’s one of the --- just to get the people in, 

anyway. 

 MR.WYSONG:  Anecdotally, what percentage of the people bring 

their own beer and wine at lunch? 

 MR.VASSILOU:  Lunch?   Hardly anybody at lunch. 

 MR. WYSONG: Okay, anecdotally, at suppertime, after 6:00? 

 MR. VASSILOU: Some they do.  You know.  It is a small percentage 

right now because it is just in the beginning. 

 Before you couldn’t bring nothing. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Ten percent?  Twenty percent? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  Ten percent? I could say ten percent. 

 MR. WYSONG:  How many people do you seat in the restaurant?  How 

many seats do you have? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  It’s maximum is like under 40 people. 

 MR. WYSONG:  Under 40? 

 MR. VASSILOU: Under 40, yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  So most of the activity with the beer and wine would 

be in the evening? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is that correct? 
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 MR. VASSILOU:  It’s most of what is going to be.  For dinner.  

You know, you come in and have a glass or wine or a glass of beer. 

 THE CHAIR:  Well, you can understand why we’re concerned only 

because this is sort of the first one we have seen since planning and 

zoning has changed the regulations and you know, now we have a much 

narrower focus on any appeal that comes through where basically it is 

safety, harmony with the neighborhood and those kinds of things where 

before it was a much higher level you had to attain in order to get 

approval. 

 We just want to make sure and we are asking probably more 

questions than we normally would, but in this case, this is sort of 

the first one that we’ll be looking at.  We want to make sure that we 

thoroughly understand what it is we’re approving here.  Because if 

something ever happens with any of these restaurants --- 

 MR. VASSILOU:  It is not going to be any different than what it 

is right now.  People bring their own, you know, have a glass ---you 

know a wine.  Actually, it is going to be better.  You know, if I have 

it.  Because you know people can bring a couple of bottles of wine 

inside.  You know, what am I going to say?  You know? 

 Go to the car and get another one.  You know?  So I have – it’s 

better for me if I serve it. 

 THE CHAIR: Well, on one hand your responsibility now is greater 

than it is now as you are totally in control whereas before not 

necessarily so.  So, you know, that’s another thing we’ll be taking 

into consideration. 

 Okay.  Do we have any other questions of the application? 

 You can ask if you have anything. 

 Anything else? 

 MR. VASSILOU:  I’m here. 

 (Pause) 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Is there anyone here speaking --- thank you 

very much. 

 MR. VASSILOU: No problem. 

 THE CHAIR:  Is there anyone here speaking in favor of this 

application? 

  

 CHERYL LOUNSBURY:  175 Berlin Avenue.  I am speaking in favor of 

the application of Family Pizza.  I am actually in – a neighbor and I 
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have been as I’ve owned a couple of houses in the area and still been 

a neighbor. 

 It’s a long time family restaurant.  Mike does a lot of things 

for the community.  He hires kids part time, local kids working for 

the restaurant.  And, it really is just a nice place to go on Friday 

or Saturday night and see your neighbors. 

 Since the ordinance has changed, since the planning and zoning 

committee kind of make their recommendations or their changes, I serve 

on the ordinance committee and the ordinance committee recently passed 

an ordinance saying that beer and wine could be brought into 

restaurants as long as people allowed it. 

 Again, the state obviously has opened up the sale of liquor to 

seven days a week.  I mean, we may approve of that or not approve of 

that but one of the things I think we have to do is make sure that 

businesses are able to compete. 

 We have a lot of chain businesses in this town, a lot of chain 

restaurants in this with Chili’s and Fridays and whatever.  When we 

have a few local restaurants owned by our citizens I really believe we 

need to give them all of the opportunity to compete with the chains 

and stay in business and make a profit.  I would think that by having 

beer and wine, by having Mike able to serve beer and wine, that’s only 

going to influence and increase his business. 

 It is also going to give him more responsibility, as you said.  

But he does have responsibility now. When people come into a 

restaurant with beer and wine, he really can’t control as he could as 

if he were serving it to cut off people easily.  I think this puts him 

in control, puts the owner in control which is absolutely what you 

want to do.  So I am very much in favor of it. 

 As far as the neighborhood is concerned, there is, you could go 

down the street, walk down the street from Mike’s place and find 

several liquor stores where you could buy beer and wine and bring it 

to Mike’s. 

 If you know, there were concerns that there were schools in the 

neighborhood.  This has been here for twenty three years and it has 

not been an issue.  You know, Slider’s is right next to Kennedy.  

Derynoski has a couple of restaurants that give liquor. So I don’t 

think that applies. 

 I really think we have to in this economy and in this day and age 

support our local businesses and for that reason, I am in support of 

this. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 
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 JOE LAPORTE:  Good evening.  Joe LaPorte, 30 Prosperity Court.  I 

live approximately a half a mile from Mike’s restaurant. 

 They don’t call it Family Restaurant for nothing.  That is 

exactly what it is.  People bring their kids in for pizza.  Families, 

husbands and wives spending time there for a good meal. 

 Mike is not going to change that.  I you know him; you wouldn’t 

hesitate to agree with me.  He’s been there, I think, over thirteen 

years.  He’s a good citizen.  He helps us out with various events in 

the town. 

 He is not interested in changing the character of the restaurant 

because food is his business.  Beer and wine is something that a lot 

of people have requested they be able to do.  He is not interested in 

a bar.  He’s not interested in having people hang around and taking up 

space just drinking beer. The place is relatively small and he needs 

the turn over to make money. 

 Like I say, families and friends are his mainstay.  It’s just 

that I feel very strongly this will not affect the neighborhood at 

all. 

 You can put all the stipulations you want in there.  I think 

he’ll agree with them.  He doesn’t care to expand it into a bar.  I’ve 

talked to him at length about this. 

 We have had the previous hearing about uh, whether to allow this 

type of beer and wine in neighborhoods.  We presented a petition from 

various customers and neighbors.  In fact there are a couple of 

neighbors on each side of Mike that signed a letter saying that they 

would have no objection. 

 It’s not going to be any different.  You are not going to notice 

it today and a month from now if it is approved.  It’s going to be the 

same place and it’s going to be the same business.  It’s been a place 

that we can all enjoy. 

 As the chairman said, there is no way if a person brought a 

bottle in Mike could actually refuse to have it.  He can’t control 

over what happens in that situation.  He could control over who he 

sells to and how much he sells because he is responsible at that 

point.   

 I’d just like to see it approved and it will enhance his business 

and competition as it is today, I think he deserves the break. 

 Thank you. 

 

 TOM JANICK: My name is Tom Janick and I live at 120 Butternut 

Lane, right in the area, in the neighborhood. 
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 I’ve known Mike since he has opened up the business and both my 

daughters had worked there, kids from the neighborhood, the high 

school.  He has supported a lot of activities. 

 Joe stole some of my thunder with regard to the name of the 

restaurant.  I’ve told him a number of times that he couldn’t have 

possibly picked a better name for the restaurant because it being 

known as Family Restaurant, that’s the way people come in there.  It 

is family oriented.   

 Mike has done such a good job in terms of renovating both inside 

and the outside of the building. He has shown that he respects the 

neighborhood and the people who live there.   

 So I would hope that we would support his application and approve 

it this evening. 

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Is there anyone else speaking in favor of this application? 

 DAVID ZONI:  Good evening. I am Dave Zoni from 970 South Main 

Street and I am here tonight to speak in favor of this application. 

 Just to say a few words about the owner’s character, I have known 

Mike for over 20 years.  I’ve done business with Mike.  I eat at his 

restaurant --- well, probably a little too much --- and he makes a 

great food and I can’t tell you how wonderful an addition of a glass 

of wine with that food would be. 

 So, I am here in favor of this application. 

 Thank you. 

 

 ED POCOCK:  Good evening, commissioners.  Ed Pocock, Edward, 

actually, 1252 East Street, Southington. 

 I am speaking in support of the application.  For one thing, you 

have brought out a good point. You have a lot more --- the person 

running it has a lot more authority than somebody bringing in liquor.  

Or bringing in wine or beer or whatever they want to bring in.  To me, 

that is a real good point.  It puts the onus on the owner to do that. 

 And, the reason I speak that is because I’ve spent 38 years in 

the law enforcement field. I rarely – and Investigated a lot more 

fatal accidents than I want to tell you but it’s a lot of them.  And 

most of them involve liquor.  Were either private parties or coming 

from a hall somewhere where there was not control. And, when you have 

control, that is when you stop accidents. That’s the way I look at it.  

So I feel very – uh,  that it’s very important that when you approve 
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this or I wish you would approve it, you know, that it puts the onus 

right on the owner to take care of it.  That’s where I stand. 

 Thanks. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Is there anyone else speaking in favor of this application?  

Anyone in favor? 

 (No response) 

 Is there anyone opposing this application?  Anyone opposing? 

 (No response) 

 I do have a number of communications from private citizens as 

well as one member of the board who wouldn’t be here as he’s on 

vacation.   

 What I would like to do is give them to the secretary and have 

him read the --- starting out with the ones that are in support of it 

and then we’ll just take the two that are opposing it.  We’ll get 

those on to the record. 

 (Pause) 

 MR. WYSONG:  This is a letter written by John Morelli (M-o-r-e-l-

l-i) at 269 Berlin Street, Southington.  It’s dated November 16, 2012. 

 Dear Commissioners: I would be in favor of the changes in the 

regulation that would allow the serving of beer and wine with meals in 

neighborhood establishments such as Family Pizza. 

 I am the property owner next door to him at 269 Berlin Street.  I 

think the change would be a convenience for customers and help with 

business. I would like to see this change go through. 

 This was received November 19
th
 by the Southington Planning & 

Zoning Department. 

  

 This is a letter submitted by Kathy Kirland --- I’m going to say 

that it was typed K-i-r-l-a-n-d but it looks like there has been a 

correction to the typing so I am not sure what the spelling is. 

 It is to the Town of Southington Planning & Zoning Commission.  

Dear Commissioners: My name is Kathy Kirland and I live next door to 

Family Pizza.  I would be in favor of the change in regulations to 

allow beer and wine to be served with meals. 

 I’ve been a customer at Family Pizza for years and feel this 

would help their business and be nice for us customers. 
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 There is a third document and it appears to be a petition.  The 

petition was signed; the petition was dated November 20
th
.  It says: 

 We the undersigned are in favor of the regulation change that 

would allow beer and wine to be served only in the existing 

establishments that are in a residential neighborhood.  We understood 

that no bar will be permitted and the beverages can only be served 

with meals.  We further understand that any changes by the 

establishments to this policy would require them to come to the Town 

of Southington for approval. 

 It is signed by a number of people along with their address.   

Their individual address.  There are 27 signers.   

 I will make this a part of the appeal record.  I don’t think we 

need to read all the names of the signators. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  I have two letters here opposing this 

particular variance or application.  Would you read those, please? 

 MR. WYSONG:  I have a letter dated November 19
th
, 2012 from an 

Eric and Kelly Carrier.  C-a-r-r-i-e-r 

 Property owners at 36 Welch Road, Southington, Connecticut. 

 Dear Planning & Zoning Commission:  We are writing this letter to 

protect the proposed zone change that affects the property directly 

across the street from our residential home.  We are one of many homes 

close to this area.  We feel that the change will adversely alter the 

characteristic of the neighborhood.  The change is not desired in this 

neighborhood.  The change will negatively affect the neighborhood’s 

property values. 

 Please consider your decision and the affects it will have on the 

neighboring residential community. 

 This was received November 19
th
, 2012. 

 The final letter is written by Commissioner LaPorte who is not 

here this evening.  He resides at 719 East Street.  It is dated 

February 26, 2013.  Reference Appeal 5981A, Family Pizza, Berlin 

Street. 

 “This letter is in opposition to Appeal 5981A before the ZBA 

which I believe to be both a serious public safety matter and a 

request which is counter to the ZBA’s nonconforming chartering 

principle. 

 Item 1:  In the discussion of alcohol, children and residential 

property, certainly there is no room for challenge regarding public 

safety.  This appeal would needlessly interject actual risk to 
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Southington residents.  The retail purchase of alcohol (Berkley 

Market) and the onsite patron consumption of alcohol during the 

extended business hours of 11:00 am to 10:00 pm, 7-days a week are 

very different risk considerations. 

 There are town sidewalks crossing directly in front of Family 

Pizza as well as a high volume school cross walks just 50 feet from 

the parking lot exit. 

 I personally do not want any association with this public safety 

issue and I suspect the ZBA and Town of Southington will also weigh 

liability exposure here. 

 Public safety must be the first and central appeal consideration 

point. 

 Item 2: Family Pizza is a noncnforming property.  This 

exception zoning designation was granted based on original property 

usage and with mutual agreement of all zoning nonconforming  terms. 

 Item 3: ZBA chartering principal is actively seek 

opportunities to bring any nonconformities in line or conforming to 

surrounding properties.  This Berlin Street residential appeal in fact 

extends the nonconforming usage of this property. 

 Item 4: There is no stated or acknowledged hardship associated 

with this appeal. 

 Item 5: The location is not in harmony with the appropriate 

and orderly development of the area. 

 Item 6: The adjacent neighborhood character and property 

values must be considered. 

 Item 7: Once approved for liquor, excuse me; once approval for 

liquor is granted to a nonconforming property, the Town of Southington 

loses authority regarding future business operations. 

 In my absence, thank you for including this letter into the 

public record of the March Zoning Board of Appeals proceeding. 

 Regards, Joseph F. LaPorte” 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 Okay, um, we’ve heard both sides and I’d like to close this 

appeal. 

 This appeal is now closed. 

 We will prepare to vote on it. 
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ACTION ITEM: 

APPEAL #5981A, Application of Mike Vassilou for special exception 

approval to apply to the State of Connecticut for a restaurant liquor 

license under Sections 3-01.3, 11-04 & 15-05 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 293 Berlin Street (Family Pizza), property of Mike 

Vassilou in an R-20/25 zone. 

 Mr. O’Keefe made a motion to approve Appeal 5981A with conditions 

as follows: 

 1. No bar in any public area and no bar seating. 

 2. Beer and wine license only. 

 3. Beer and wine can be served only with food service or 

meals. 

 4. No change in the footprint of the building. 

 5. The hours to be limited as follows: 

  Saturday thru Thursday would be 11:00 am to 10:00 pm. 

  Friday would be 11:00 am to 11:00 pm. 

 6. There would have to be a reapplication on the change of 

ownership. 

 Mr. Wysong  seconded. 

 MR. GWOREK: You said ownership for the last stipulation, do 

you want to change it management or permittee? 

 MR. O’KEEFE: Ownership/permittee. 

 6. There would have to be a re application on the change of 

ownership/permittee. 

 

 Obviously, this is the first time this has come before us.  It is 

somewhat controversial.  The planning & zoning commission just amended 

it so that we have to look at the regulations and regardless of what 

we think about the regulation, we have to vote based on what the 

regulation says. 

 It talks about the sale of beer and wine clearly incidental and 

subordinate to the principle use.  That’s the reason I put the 

conditions on that I did. 

 The application was made under 3.01.3 and we have to make sure 

there are appropriate safeguards, that is in harmony with the general 

purposes of the regulations.  And, also look at 15-05 where we look at 
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the nature, the location and the size, intensity of the site and the 

layout. 

 Here you have a small restaurant.  It seats less than 40 people.  

We regulate the hours because it is in a residential neighborhood.  We 

limit it to beer and wine only because it is all that is allowed. 

 So I think that evaluating this application on its own is an 

appropriate special exception with these conditions. 

 MR.LOMBARDI:  Actually, I have a comment, too.  First, I’d like 

to thank Mike and all of his supporters for coming out and speaking 

tonight.  You know, I know the restaurant pretty well.  Like everyone 

said, they do a great job over there. 

 It does worry me in the future that there  could be a bar there 

or anything else, so I think the stipulation was a great idea so the 

town has full control over what’s put there.  And, I certainly don’t 

think Mike’s intention is to turn it into a bar. 

 I think it goes back to the whole argument that you know, people 

aren’t going to go to Family Pizza to drink, over drink and things 

like that.    

 And, the whole bring your own beer idea is again, it takes 

control away from the owner and that scares me more than anything 

because people can just go in there now and bring as much beer as they 

want.   

 So, I think having the control, you know, in the hands of the 

owner is a good idea.  Having the right controls in place I think is 

the right way to go about it. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Well, as a BYOB he could be open until 11:00 and 

we’re saying with a liquor license, 10:00.  So I think if anything 

we’re protecting the neighborhood. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  Right. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  Just to make sure there is no confusion.  You 

can do BYOB, also.  When the person can no longer serve alcohol --- 

under our ordinance, we took away any restrictions from the local 

standpoint just to make sure there is no confusion because I don’t 

want later it said I didn’t say anything.    We just took away the 

restriction.  We used to say as a restaurant you could not bring in 

alcohol.  Now, we just took that restriction away. 

 So, when the restriction ends, you might want to --- for your 

11:00 restriction, if the business does stay open later than that, 

then technically you could do BYOB at that time. 

 THE CHAIR: Well, that’s --- I’m glad you clarified that.  Because 

– 
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 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  That’s any restaurant.  That’s not just his 

restaurant.  That’s any restaurant right now.  Right now if you have a 

restaurant in a business zone that doesn’t have a liquor permit. 

 THE CHAIR:  That is assuming that the business owner allows him 

to bring in your own liquor. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  That’s correct. 

 THE CHAIR:  Now that we’ve given the owner the beer and wine 

license and I’m wondering – I mean, that is a concern to me. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  Very easy and I’m sure the owner wouldn’t mind 

at all. Just put a stip in there that at non-alcohol hours, no BYOB.  

The owner is not going to care. 

 THE CHAIR:  That’s --- I was leading up to that. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  I’d like to amend my motion to add an additional 

stipulation: 

 During non – beyond the hours that we’ve allowed liquor or wine 

or beer that there be no BYOB. 

 THE CHAIR: Can I clarify that just to make sure that I 

understand. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Basically, we’re allowing beer and wine during 

certain hours and the condition of allowing it during those hours is a 

stipulation that there be no BYOB at the establishment at any other 

hours. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  That is an appropriate stipulation. 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you amend your second? 

 MR. WYSONG:  I second that.  My question was have we amended the 

motion or are we going to vote on the amendment and then vote on the 

motion? 

 THE CHAIR:  We should probably vote on the amendment first.  Then 

we’ll vote on the motion. 

 Is there any question on the amendment? 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  I have a regular question. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  I was going to say that if Matt withdrew his 

motion and made a motion with that on there you don’t have to vote on 

the amendment.   

 THE CHAIR:  We just have the single motion. 
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 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  Do a motion with Matt’s motion plus the 

additional stipulation. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Yah, why don’t I withdraw my motion and make a new 

motion.  Okay?  So I will withdraw the first motion I made and I will 

make a motion to approve Appeal #5981A with conditions: 

 1. No bar in any public area and no bar seating. 

 2. Beer and wine license only. 

 3. Beer and wine can be served only with food service or 

meals. 

 4. No change in the footprint of the building. 

 5. The hours of beer and wine service to be as follows: 

  Saturday thru Thursday would be 11:00 am to 10:00 pm. 

  Friday would be 11:00 am to 11:00 pm. 

 6. No BYOB service in the hours other than the hours that are 

established for beer and wine. 

 7. There would have to be a reapplication on the change of 

ownership or change of permittee. 

 Mr.  Wysong seconded. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any further discussion? 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  Yes.  I have a question for the town attorney.  

Can we talk about in the letter that was sent by Commissioner Joe 

LaPorte, can we talk about his statement #7?  The validity of that? 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  Number 7 says for the record? 

 THE CHAIR:  Would you please 7?  I don’t have it front of me. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  It says:  Once approval for liquor is granted to a 

nonconforming property, the Town of Southington loses authority 

regarding future business operations.  Did we cover that in the 

stipulation? 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  Well, when you approve liquor, you don’t 

approve liquor for individual people.  You approve liquor for a 

location.  That’s how the liquor control commission look at that.  

They approve it for location.  In your case you are saying for that 

location it is for the specific purpose of only beer and wine. 

 So, if someone else came in there and wanted beer and wine, it 

would be hard-pressed to say that next person could not have beer and 

wine because you approved it for the location and not the individual.   
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 I can’t speak for the commissioner there, but that’s what it.  It 

means just the location. 

 MR. LOMBARDI:  Okay.  But we are approving it for Family Pizza in 

its current set up and if another applicant came forward with a bar, 

the town would still have --- 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  Well, no.  You misunderstood what I said.  If 

Family Pizza sells to somebody else and they come back here for a 

permittee and the board says well no, we don’t want beer and wine 

there now, they’d be hard-pressed to say that because you’ve already 

stated that this is     in harmony with that aspect. 

 Now, there could be a substantial change in the neighborhood 

which you’d hang your hat on.  But that’s the bottom line.  You 

approve location.  And, then the liquor control commission --- because 

they could still say, liquor control could say, for whatever reason, 

because the permittee doesn’t X,Y & Z, they could still deny.  You 

see? 

 You are approving the location itself for beer and wine tonight. 

 MR. O’KEEFE:  Right.  But we are also making comments about the 

site.  Where if you were going to gut the place and put in a huge bar 

and bar seats, that would be different than what we approved. 

 ATTORNEY SCIOTA:  Absolutely.  A change in the circumstance means 

just that.  But also remember it is a nonconforming use so there’s a 

whole bunch of steps the person has to go through to expand this 

property.  That means not just you, but planning & zoning and several 

others. 

 THE CHAIR:  And, we should be aware, you probably are, but I’m 

going to say it anyway.  This adds substantially to the value, in my 

mind, to that property.  Because if you’re – probably the profit 

margin on that business is probably going to increase fairly 

significantly than what it is now.  So just, I mean, I am just making 

it so that it is in the record that um, you know, when someone is 

selling pizza there is a profit margin.  When you are selling pizza 

and wine and beer, you are increasing that profit margin significantly 

as well as the value of that particular property. 

 Not that that is --- I mean, it is not a negative in my mind.  

But I want it on the record.  It is something that has crossed my mind 

a couple of times as I was thinking this thing through. 

 Okay.  Any other discussion? 

 Hearing none, Rob would you call the roll, please? 

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

 Mr. Librandi had nothing to report.  Just a reminder of the 

dinner on March 14
th
 at the Aqua Turf from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. 

 Also, the next meeting is a full plate. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 Mr. Wysong made a motion to adjourn which Mr. Gworek seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:50 o’clock, p.m.) 

   

     Robert Y.  Salka, Chairman 

     Zoning Board of Appeals 

 


