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  TOWN OF SOUTHINGTON 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 14, 2020 

 

MINUTES 

 CHAIR ALICIA NOVI, 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 Public Assembly Room at the John Weichsel Municipal Center 

at 196-200 North Main Street, Southington, CT with the following 

members in attendance: 

 

 Joseph LaPorte, Theodore Cabata & Steve Walowski 

 Alternates:   Mike Scavetta, Ron Bohigian, Anthony Mazzarella,III  

 Others: David Lavallee, Ass’t Town Planner     

  Absent: Commissioner Erica Byrne      

   Alternate Ryan Rogers  

 The Chair seated Alternate Anthony Mazzarella, III for Erica 

Byrne for this evening’s meeting.      

 A quorum was determined. 

 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 

ALICIA NOVI, Chair, presiding: 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

  Mr. Cabata made a motion to approve the Minutes of the previous 

meeting as submitted.  Mr. LaPorte seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote.  

 

 Vice Chair Cabata explained the procedure of the meeting.  Should 

your appeal be approved after presentation, file it with the Town 

Clerk’s Office as soon as you receive formal approval by mail. 
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 Paperwork needs to be filed before you start any work. 

 You have one year to begin your project. 

 The Zoning Board of Appeals is a supermajority vote board.  You 

will need four affirmative votes for your appeal to be approved. 

 All public hearings held this evening will be voted on tonight.  

As stated earlier, you will need a supermajority of four to one to 

approve your appeal. 

 Everyone is invited to stay for the regular meeting to hear the 

decision on the presented appeals  

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 

 A. APPEAL #6419A, Application of 492 Summer LLC et al for a 

28’ setback variance under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 480 Summer Street, property of 492 Summer LLC et al in an 

I-2 zone. 

 SEV BOVINO:  Good evening, Madam Chairperson and Commission 

members.  My name is Sev Bovino, Kratzert, Jones & Associates, 

representing the applicant. 

 The property is located at 480 Summer Street in an I-2 zoned.  

Served by public water and sewer. 

 I have some reductions of the area highlighting the proposed 

addition that shows the neighborhood so if you need to look at it 

closely. 

 (Passed around.) 

 On the screen here, we have an aerial shot of the property.  For 

orientation purposes, this is Summer Street (indicating).  This is the 

existing facility (indicating).  And, that is north, the direction 

(indicating). 

 On December 11, 2018, this board under Appeal # 6355A, rendered a 

26.8’ side yard variance for a loading dock at the north side of the 

building.  This is the location here (indicating).  This is the 

proposed loading dock which is not yet constructed.   That proposal 

was to alleviate the problem that large trucks pose to the traffic in 

the area. 

 Loading dock plans were drawn up and went to bid for 

construction. 
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 The applicant looked at the impact that the new loading dock has 

on the internal utilization of space.  And, realized that the facility 

is going to lose area to allow in/out moving of the materials.  In 

other words, by cutting a wall here (indicating) and allowing the 

internal circulation to be able to take the materials to the loading 

dock, we are losing all this area here (indicating) that we now have.  

All the scaffolding and material storage. 

 Therefore, it was decided to add space to the rear of the 

building which is located at the northwest corner of the property. 

 To make up for this loss of space and also to add space for the 

needed expansion --- business has been good and they need to expand 

the operation. 

 The square footage proposed here is 3,206 square feet.  The 

current building corner, which is right here (indicating) is actually 

right at the property line --- actually slightly over the property 

line means we have zero setback at that location. 

 What we propose to do is to step back two feet from the property 

line and just run it parallel to it and join back into this corner of 

the existing building (indicating). 

 It is important to note that we have a 20-foot wide easement on 

the property to the north.  From here (indicating) all the way up to 

the end of the property.  We have a 20-foot-wide easement to be able 

to access the rear of the building.  

 The closest point of the rear wall of the existing --- of the 

proposed building, the closest point is 38.5, which is here 

(indicating) and this is 45 feet (indicating).  So, once you make it 

here (indicating) you can easily access that.  What is needed is some 

grading to the existing grades in this area (indicating). 

 The existing white fence defines the limit of the easement.  When 

you drive on Summer Street and you look up, you will see the white 

fence right here (indicating).  Basically, that is the limit of the 

easement. 

 Therefore, looking from the street down the property line, it is 

going to look the same as it looks now.  You are not going to have a 

building sticking out more to the north into the line of sight. 

 This request, therefore, requires a 28-foot side variance to be 

able to be accomplished.   

 The hardship is that the unusual existing condition of the site, 

the shape of the property and the shape of the building and the way 

the building is located. 



Zoning Board of Appeals – January 14, 2020 
 

4 
 

 The proposal provides more distance to the property line than 

currently exists. 

 The applicant has spoken to the neighbor and I understand that 

there is no objection from the neighbor. 

 If you have any questions, at this time, I will be glad to answer 

them. 

 MR. LAPORTE:   What is your unusual --- I’ve got to get my 

glasses here --- existing conditions.   

 MR. BOVINO:  The way the building is shaped.  And, the way that 

it is situated on the property.   There is no more room here to build 

because this has a 30-foot setback here and it makes sense to just 

fill in this corner here (indicating). 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, is that loading dock going to stay there, too? 

 MR. BOVINO:  This loading dock would be constructed.  Yes.   

Together with this. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  When you first started your presentation, you said 

they didn’t want to use the loading dock because they were going to 

lose space. 

 MR. BOVINO:  No, no.  They want to use it.  They want to build 

it.  Except that once they realized that if they build it before they 

construct an addition, they lose quite a bit of space here to allow 

the movement of materials.  So, they want to put this addition 

concurrently with the loading dock so everything works for them. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Well, what you are saying is that when they 

applied for the variance for the loading dock, they didn’t think of 

the amount of space they were losing? 

 MR. BOVINO:  That’s right.  At the time they didn’t. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Your company designed that? 

 MR. BOVINO: Huh? 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Your company designed the loading dock for them? 

 MR. BOVINO: We designed the loading dock which deals with the 

exterior of the property. 

 MR. WALKOWSKI:  And, no one thought about the interior space lost 

to the operation? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The (inaudible) was up to the property owner and he 

requested us to do the loading dock design and that was the extent of 

it at the time.  
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 So, internally, they thought about it and instead of squeezing 

themselves again and losing space, they decided okay, let’s do it all 

in one sweep.  We’ll borrow the money and go for it and do an addition 

to it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I do have another question.  So, currently, a 

loading dock is in front. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So that loading dock is going to go away?  Is it 

still going to be there? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The loading dock in the front is going to be used 

only for small trucks. 

 The large trucks are the ones that create a problem on Summer 

Street.  So that was the talk last time that we came in front of you.  

So, the large trucks are going to utilize this loading dock here 

(indicating).  

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So, the space that they’re going to lose is where 

you are going to be bringing in and out product.  Is that what you are 

saying? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes.   And, also right now, this wall is a high 

scaffolding area where they stack materials up to the ceiling. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  A storage area with racks, material racks. 

 MR. BOVINO: Yes. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  How big is that opening?  

 MR. BOVINO:  Which opening? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Where you are supposedly supposed to be losing 

space? 

 MR. BOVINO:  That is the addition there, that loading dock, I 

believe it is --- (pause) – 20 by 13 is the actual loading dock area.  

Twenty feet along the range and 13 feet from south to north.  And, 

then you are going to lose some space here (indicating) in this area 

here because you’re going to have to allow the lifts and machinery to 

move around and be able to get in and out of there.  So, there is 

quite a bit. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, that is your exceptional difficulty? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Pardon? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Would you say that is your exceptional difficulty? 

 MR. BOVINO:  The hardship is the way that the property is shaped 

and the building the way it is situated on the property.  It gets so 
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close to the property line and the way the parking is arranged it’s 

just an existing condition.   This goes way back to the existing 

building.  So, it is like you would have to knock down the entire 

facility to make it compliant if you wanted to do something.  

 So, we are trying to utilize the space that we have in the most 

efficient way.  So that’s why we are before you. 

 And, again, this is actually more space than what is in this 

corner here.  We are stepping back from the range of that. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, these are your special circumstances? 

 MR. BOVINO: Right. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I understand the loss on the side but the loss on 

the side that you are talking about is --- it is not anywhere close to 

the new addition. 

 MR. BOVINO:  No.  That’s not the same area. But we are looking 

for an expansion anyway and so we figured we are going to do it at the 

same time. 

 It doesn’t pay for us to do, let’s say, half of this addition now 

because 30 feet puts you somewhere here (indicating).  And, then say, 

oh, we need a variance and we’re going to come back and do another 

addition.  We’d be building a wall here (indicating). 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I get it.  I understand that. I’m just saying, 

it’s more of an addition than really the loss of the space on the wall 

for that. 

 MR. BOVINO:  It is a combination. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Let me ask you about the fence, the white fence 

going all the way down and coming back.  And, then they’ve got a chain 

link fence.  Right? 

 MR. BOVINO: This is the white fence (indicating).  It starts here 

(indicating) and goes all the way to the property line. 

 MR. LAPORTE:   Then it comes back. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Right there. 

 THE CHAIR:  I think this is chain link (indicating). 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: Behind it is a chain link fence. 

 THE CHAIR:  Yah, where you can’t see. 

 And, the neighbors have been consulted? 
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 MR. BOVINO:  Yah.  He spoke to the neighbor here (indicating).  

She is one of the F & F children, I believe, and he spoke to her and 

it is on his     reputation to me that there was no objection to it. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  And, usually, we have signatures from a neighbor 

and that would have been nice to see.    

 I am not saying you are not saying that but usually the neighbors 

sign something. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  You’ve only got two neighbors there.   

 MR. BOHIGIAN: It used to be (inaudible) property there. 

 MR. BOVINO:  So, there is a relationship there that continues. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  I understand the variance you are asking and I know 

it is excessive, but you have circumstances.   

 THE CHAIR: Any other questions? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  How long have they been in business?  They’ve been 

there quite a few years. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Forty, fifty years.  They tried, I mean, the 

solution would be to move out of town to a different site. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  No.  I remember voting on that and looking to have 

somebody who had been there that long stay put and keep the business 

growing in Southington.  

 But they are not going to come back again next year and say, oh, 

we forgot --- 

 MR. BOVINO: There is no room. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  There is no more room, Ron. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I know.  I’m just asking. 

 MR. BOVINO:  And, we tried to put an addition on the building 

that is over here, on the second floor. But that’s more for office 

space.  That was not – it did not work out.   

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Now, right behind them, is that the church? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Uh, no.  This is that multifamily.  I believe that 

multifamily (inaudible) used to be Plants’ mansion there.   That large 

property.  It’s about two acres.  This goes way back here and goes 

back. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Any kind of agreement to put a fence behind there 

instead of just --- you know.   Like the white fence. 
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 MR. BOVINO:  Well, we’re going to be within the setback 

requirement there.  We’re not encroaching into the setback. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  No, I know. 

 MR. BOVINO:  We are going to actually cut down this grade so we 

will be below grade in this area to allow movement of machinery. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  There is not going to be pavement? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Pardon? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Will there be pavement? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Probably processed stone back there.   

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I was just trying to see some kind of buffer of 

trees or something. 

 MR. BOVINO:  They are up higher than we are so it will be 

difficult to shield.    

 THE CHAIR: That’s on a hill isn’t it? 

 MR. BOVINO:  They are probably 10’ higher than we are. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I’ve seen the building many times but never from 

the back. 

 I’m all set. 

 THE CHAIR:  Alright. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  What about the landscape? 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Would they be willing to do some kind of landscape 

buffer in there? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Where?  In the back? 

 As I was saying --- 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  Between them and the --- 

 MR. BOVINO:  This is much higher from us.  So, it would be kind 

of difficult to shield this. 

 THE CHAIR: It’s kind of --- that house is up on a hill.  So --- 

they’re going to see it no matter what you do. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Madam Chair.  They’ll likely be required to put 

landscaping in as part of the site plan application.   It is a 35-foot 

buffer to put in.  If they clear any trees, they’ll replace them.  But 

that will be a checklist item from zoning, planning and zoning as part 

of the site plan. 

 Same thing with fire access.  It’s a requirement. 
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 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Can we put that in our stipulations?   

 MR. LAVALLEE:  You can require it as part of your approval.  

Sure. 

 MR. BOVINO: Well, we cannot provide you the 35-foot buffer 

because as I said, this is 38 to this corner and we have 45 to this 

corner.  We need to utilize this area.  As you can see, there is a 

trailer here.  Come in and out.  We can plant something a few feet 

from the property line here (indicating). 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  What kind of trailer is there? 

 MR. BOVINO:  It is a typical truck trailer. 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Was that accounted for in the overall --- 

 MR. BOVINO:  That’s on wheels.  It’s like a moveable --- 

 He’s asking if I accounted for it in the coverage. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I mean, is that a tractor trailer trailer? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes.  It’s a temporary storage. 

 MR. LAPORTE: When you say temporary, it has been there for how 

long? 

 Forever.  It’s been there forever. 

 THE CHAIR:  A long time. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: There’s probably steel and stuff in there. 

 MR. BOVINO:  In an I-2 zone, storage is allowed, by the way. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN: What’s that? 

 MR. BOVINO:  An I-2 zone, storage is allowed.  So, it’s not like 

we have something that is violating the zoning regulations. 

 THE CHAIR:  Dave?  Would they be required to (inaudible) the 35 

foot?  Yah? 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  Either that or they can try to seek a waiver if 

they can’t due to topography, they have to put a fence or they can put 

privacy slats in the fence like on Triano Drive. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So, we would have to stipulate that they --- 

 MR. LAVALLEE:  We don’t have to because of the regs per the site 

plan. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do you want to stip or --- 

 MR. LAPORTE:  We can stipulate it if you want it. 
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 MR. BOVINO:  If you put a stipulation on, we request it be 

general in nature because we don’t know how much we can provide at 

this point. 

 THE CHAIR:  It’d be the site plan that would take care of it.  It 

would just be that there has to be some sort of buffer either 

vegetation or a fence. 

 MR. BOVINO:  Most likely it’d be a fence most likely because that 

would be the quickest and easiest way to do it.   At the top here 

(indicating).  Because we might actually have to put a wall here.  Cut 

the grade and put a wall to allow room.  Probably be a fence --- 

 MR. LAPORTE:  A privacy fence? 

 MR. BOVINO:  What? 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Privacy fence, right. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  Not chain link. 

 MR. BOVINO:  It would be a wooden fence or plastic. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Privacy. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, you agree to that that it would be a privacy 

fence? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yes.  I can agree to that, yes. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Are you all set? 

 MR. BOVINO:  Yup. Thank you. 

 THE CHAIR:  All right. Thank you. 

 Anybody here in favor of the appeal? 

 (No response) 

 Anyone opposing the appeal? 

 (No response) 

 If not, the appeal is closed. 
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 B. APPEAL #6420A, Application of Llir Bici for a special 

exception to allow a hotel liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A & 

15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 64 Knotter Drive, property of Narayan 

Hotel LLC in a B zone. 

 THE APPLICANT:  My name is Llir Bici, 64 Knotter Drive, 

Southington, Connecticut, 06489.  I am the general manager of the 

property. 

 THE CHAIR:  Go ahead. 

 MR. BICI:  First time for an appeal hearing. 

 STENOGRAPHER:  I’m sorry.  You are going to have to speak up.  I 

can’t hear you. 

 THE CHAIR:  So, what are you asking for? 

 MR. BICI:  We are asking, we are changing brands from Comfort 

Suites to Holiday Inn.  We are currently a Comfort Suites for a little 

over ten years.  And, we are asking for a rebrand and we want to have 

a restaurant and a bar instead of (inaudible). 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Are you asking for beer and wine? 

 MR. BICI:  We are asking for a full liquor license. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  So, it is more than just beer and wine? 

 MR. BICI:  It is more than beer and wine, yes. 

 Since we have --- we have 83 rooms and guests coming from all 

over.  We are very busy and it would be fair to give a full liquor 

license, to have a full liquor license. 

 MR. LAPORTE: Now, the hours.  Of your operation for liquor.  Do 

you have special hours? 

 MR. BICI:  Special hours --- I mean, we are going to be just the 

regular hours.  We are not going to run it as a usual bar because we 

are inside.  So mostly our hours are going to be during the weekdays 

probably until eleven and weekend until twelve o’clock. 

 THE CHAIR:  Do you know what time you are going to open the bar? 

 MR. BICI:  The bar, probably in the afternoon.  Most likely five 

o’clock.  It is not going to run the whole day. 

 MR. SCAVETTA:  If you are busy at twelve o’clock, are you going 

to extend until two on the weekends or are you going to solidly close 

at --- 

 MR. BICI:  We have to be concerned about our guests.  We have 

rooms above, so we are not --- 
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 MR. SCAVETTA: So, you would have set times. 

 MR. BICI:  We are going to have a set schedule and it’s going to 

be in the bar. 

 MR. WALOWSKI:  So, currently there is not a bar there? 

 MR. BICI:  This is brand new.  It’s part of our plan to become 

Holiday Inn.  They require a bar and a restaurant. 

 THE CHAIR:  How many seats would be in this? 

 MR. BICI: We are, the amount of rooms that we have, 83 rooms, we 

are required to have a minimum of 33 seats.  That means including the 

bar area.   

 Just the bar, I believe it is about twelve seats and then we’re 

going to add the rest.  The restaurant is going to make up the rest of 

the seats.  

 It is a very small bar.  Just for the guests. When they’re 

traveling just to grab a bite to eat or maybe have a drink.  It’s no 

music, no nothing.  Like a usual bar. 

 MR. LAPORTE:  Well, you have about seven seats there. 

 MR. BICI:  Seven seats.  My mistake. 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  So, there is going to be ---I travel for a living.  

So, this is going to be like Courtyard.   No music.  No live 

entertainment.  No nothing. 

 MR. BICI: Holiday Inn is equivalent to Marriott Courtyard, pretty 

much.  The same as (Inaudible). 

 MR. CABATA:  We have a list of stipulations.  We kind of 

mentioned them to you, but: 

 (1) No exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 (2) Number of bar seats shall not exceed --- did you say ten, 

twelve? 

 THE CHAIR:  I would say the twelve that ne mentioned. 

 MR. CABATA:  Okay.  Shall not exceed twelve. 

 THE CHAIR:  It is going to be a full bar, so you can skip that 

one. 

 MR. CABATA: (3) No live entertainment shall – entertainment shall 

be limited to ten o’clock. 

 (4) Any significant change to the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer should be a new application.  
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 (5) Any changes in management, permittee shall require a new 

application. 

 And, there is no outdoor patio?  This is all going to be inside? 

 MR. BICI:  No outdoor.  No. 

 MR. CABATA:  Okay. 

 THE CHAIR:  We’ll stipulate that your hours would be Monday thru 

Thursday five to eleven and Friday thru Sunday five to twelve. 

 MR. BICI:  Sounds good.  I mean, would it be possible to do four?  

Maybe?   

 THE CHAIR:  Yes.  If you want that, you should say that now, yes. 

 MR. BICI:  Okay.  Let’s do four just to be safe.  We might open 

at five. 

 THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So, we will go with Monday thru Thursday four 

to eleven and Friday thru Sunday four to twelve. 

 MR. BICI:  Perfect. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any questions? 

 MR. BOHIGIAN:  I --- normally, there is no containers leaving but 

this is a different kind of thing, you know what I mean?  

 MR. SCAVETTA:  Can they leave the bar and go to their room with 

alcohol?  Or is it just you stay in the bar with the alcohol. 

 MR. BICI:  With the alcohol, I mean, we are going to contain it 

to the bar.  We put a divider per stipulations, so it actually divides 

the restaurant.  Nice dividers.  But we’re going to have that because 

of underage and all that so, we are going to have restrictions to keep 

it in the bar. So, finish your drink and go up to your room. 

 If someone buys beer in a liquor store and has it in their room, 

that’s their choice, but we’re going to --- because we have children 

and we have all kinds of ages in the restaurant, it just to the bar. 

 MR. SCAVETTA:  Perfect. 

 THE CHAIR:  Any other questions?  All right. 

 Are you all set? 

 MR. BICI: Yah. 

 THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

 You can be seated. 
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 Is there anyone here in favor of this appeal? 

 (No response) 

 Anybody opposed to this appeal? 

 (No response.) 

 If not, this appeal is closed. 

  

7:27 o’clock, p.m.  
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NEW BUSINESS  

 A. APPEAL #6419A, Application of 492 Summer LLC et al for a 

28’ setback variance under Sections 7A-00 & 15-04 of the Zoning 

Regulations, 480 Summer Street, property of 492 Summer LLC et al in an 

I-2 zone. 

 The Chair asked for a motion to approve Appeal #6419A.  Mr. 

LaPorte made a motion to approve.  Mr. Cabata seconded. 

Discussion: 

 Mr. Cabata said you don’t want to hold back a business that is 

growing in town.  There is not much else they can do on that site.  It 

only really impacts one neighbor and there have been no complaints 

about the business.  So, I hope this works out for them. 

 The Chair reminded everyone that it would be approved with the 

stipulation for the privacy fence to be put on the back of the 

property.  That was part of the original stipulations for the motion.  

 Mr. LaPorte added the stipulation to his motion.  Mr. Cabata 

seconded. 

 Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. APPEAL #6420A, Application of Llir Bici for a special 

exception to allow a hotel liquor license under Sections 4-01.32A & 

15-05 of the Zoning Regulations, 64 Knotter Drive, property of Narayan 

Hotel LLC in a B zone. 

 The Chair asked for a motion to approve Appeal #6420A.  Mr. 

LaPorte made a motion to approve with stipulations. 

Stipulations: 

 - No exotic dancers, male or female, public or private. 

 - Number of seats at the bar shall not exceed twelve. 

 - There shall be no live entertainment or entertainment shall 

be limited to 10:00 pm. 

 - Any significant change to the floor plan as determined by 

the zoning enforcement officer shall require a new application. 

 - Any change in management or permittee shall require a new 

application.  

 - Hours of operation shall be limited to Monday thru 

Thursday, 4:00 pm to 11:00 pm.  And, Friday thru Sunday, 4:00 pm to 

12:00 am. 

 Mr. Cabata seconded. 

Discussion: 

 Mr. LaPorte commented it is going to be a bona fide restaurant. 

 He asked the applicant about the food.   Mr. Bici said it is a 

full bona fide restaurant.  It’s more like a pub menu.  It is not 

going to be a full one with steak and all that.  More like a pub menu 

where you have a drink and for our guests to grab a quick bite to eat.  

Nothing --- because of the amount of seats we have, we’re not going to 

go full blown where we require a trained chef and everything. 

 The Chair wished him the best of luck with the new rebranding. 

 Mr. Bici asked one more question:  If the Holiday Inn, based on 

the hours of the bar, requires longer hours and they want to open for 

the lunch hour for beers, do I come in front of this committee again 

or how does it work? 

 Mr. Cabata advised the appeal would have to be amended and you’d 

have to come back. 

 Mr. Lavallee reminded everyone the public hearing is closed and 

if the applicant has any questions, he can ask him afterwards.  

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

 Mr. Lavallee advised there are two new applications for next 

time.  One is for a side yard setback and the other is hotel liquor 

license. 

 

ADJOURNMENT  

 Mr. Walowski made a motion to adjourn which Mr. Cabata seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:31 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

   Alicia Novi, Chair 

 


