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The Video Conference meeting of the Town of Bristol Zoning Board of Review was held and 
called to order at 7:15 p.m. by Chairman Joseph Asciola 
 
 
1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
   
  03 MAY 2021 
 
MR. ASCIOLA: Can we have an approval of the May 3, 2021 minutes, please? 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to approve the May 3, 2021 minutes, as 

written. 

MR. BRUM: Mr. Chairman, I’ll second that. 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor (by roll call) 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM: Aye. 

MR. KERN: Aye. 

MR. BURKE: Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

 (Minutes were approved) 
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SITTING AS THE BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

2. 2021-17  

 PATRICIA M. VASSEUR    17 Catherine St.: R-6 

        Pl. 25 , Lot 40 

  Appeal of a determination by the Electrical Inspector for outdoor lighting on a 

neighboring property. Continued from May 3, 2021. 

  Ms. Patricia Vasseur’s attorney, Mr. Matthew Slepkow, presented the appeal to 

the Board.   

  Mr. Slepkow stated that he represented Ms. Vasseur, as mentioned this is an 

appeal from a lighting decision by the Electrical Inspector, Wayne Gablinski.  The issue 

is an intrusive light that emanates from Catherine Place Condominiums.  About two years 

ago they installed six exterior light fixtures.  The light from four of these fixtures directly 

effects the applicant’s use of her property.  Mr. Gablinski came to the property on or 

about March 2
nd

 to examine the issue and measure the light with a light meter.  In his 

report he states that the way to properly determine if the lighting was a violation was by 

measuring the foot candle of the emitting light from the Catherine Place Condominiums 

to the applicant’s house.  However, this does not appear to be the Standard as set forth in 

the Town Code.  Section 9.4 of the Town Code restricts outdoor lighting and sets the 

Standard by which it shall be measured and reads in part “because lighting by intensity 

and frequency, whether intermittent or constant can be a public nuisance.  All exterior 

lighting shall be so shaded, shielded or directed, or shall be maintained at a sufficiently 

low level of intensity and brightness that it will not adversely affect the neighboring 

premises”.  The light from these exterior fixtures is not shaded, nor is it shielded, nor is it 

directed in any manner to prevent the light from shining on to and into Ms. Vasseur’s 
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neighboring structure, mainly her house.  The fixtures at issue have both a downward and 

horizontal lighting component.  Therefore, the lighting shines directly outwards and 

towards Ms. Vasseur’s house, rather than solely downward to illuminate the property of 

Catherine Place.  It is a fact that the light from these fixtures shines on to and into Ms. 

Vasseur’s property.  This light is a nuisance within the Section of 9.4, as read.  Several of 

the guests of Ms. Vasseur have also submitted affidavits and support of her appeal.  

Therefore, Ms. Vasseur respectfully requests this Board overturn the decision of the 

Electrical Inspector and issue a Code Violation to Catherine Place to replace the light 

fixtures with fixtures within the Code and that will direct light only onto their own 

property.  Or to order that Catherine Place modify their light fixtures in a way that they 

are shaded or shielded to eliminate the nuisance to Ms. Vasseur’s property. 

  Mr. Slepkow stated that in support of the application, the applicant submitted 

numerous pictures and some affidavits; the applicant was present to answer questions and 

certainly testify as to the nuisance of the light entering into her property and how it 

affects her and she also has a professional in the industry who can testify as to the 

lighting structures and how they could be shielded if the Board so desires. 

  Mr. Teitz stated that for the record, the letters submitted are not affidavits, they 

are not notarized statements, and those people are not necessarily available for cross 

examination.  But if they want them, they can be part of the record.  If they want to testify 

or have some expert witness, now is the time to put them on, not later. 

  Ms. Vasseur stated that since she purchased her house the light has been shining 

directly into her bedroom and also the entire back yard.  It lights up all night, never goes 

off during the night hours and she has absolutely no privacy in the back yard.  In fact, she 
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planted five trees in strategic places to try to block the light, but they lose their leaves in 

the winter and they’re not big enough.  So, instead of waiting five years for something to 

be done, she appealed to the Board.  It almost makes her want to move because its so 

intrusive and constant and no privacy, which she is entitled to in her home.  She has 

complained directly to Catherine Place, and they advised her that if they fixed one light, 

they would have to fix them all and they really did not want to do that; so there was no 

resolution.  She believes she has exhausted all avenues other than appealing to the Town. 

  In response to questioning by Mr. Burke, Ms. Vaseur stated that she has lived in 

the home approximately 3 ½ years and she noticed the adverse lighting effect when she 

first moved in.  Initially she had visited Betty Jo Lovett and in person had asked her as a 

representative of the Condominium to have something be done, but nothing took place 

after that.  So, then in writing she wrote to the President of the Condominium last June, 

so this has been going on for over a year.  She explained that she tried to make her 

concerns known within the first year of her residence, but not in writing. 

  Mr. Teitz noted that this is an appeal of an Official’s decision.  This is different 

from an appeal from the Planning Board or HDC where they would only look at the 

record.  This case the Board is hearing the appeal from the Official’s that’s called de 

nolo, basically a brand-new appeal.  The Board does get to substitute their judgement for 

that of the Official.  It’s up to the Board to decide.  They are hearing the whole case and 

they are making the decision.  The vote on this would be that 3 votes in the affirmative 

would carry the motion either way, rather than the four that they would normally have.   

  Mr. Wayne Gablinski, Electrical Inspector, stated that on March 2
nd

 he was tasked 

to go out and look at the intensity of the lighting at the residence and the Condominium 
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Association.  He placed a meter in a horizontal on the roadway in front of the 

Condominium Association, which is a public road.  His lighting on the horizontal was 

within the illumination that the Engineering Society of North America; it was 1.5 on the 

horizontal surface.  He did take it at that point, and he did a vertical reading, which was 

1.0 in candle measurements.  He then went to the residence in the back yard, and he did 

this with Mr. Falcoa, Code Compliance Officer, as he wanted somebody else to witness 

it.  So, it was very dark, the night was clear, temperature was about 28 degrees, and they 

took the readings in the back yard.  He did a horizontal on the steps of the residence, 

which is about 115 feet away from the lighting and he got a .05 reading, which is next to 

nothing in the industry.  He then put the meter on a vertical and he received no 

measurements, 0 on the meter.  He then took pictures of the back yards towards the 

Condo Association and in his judgement, he saw a dark back yard.  He presented the 

pictures within the documents submitted.  He found that the lighting was sufficient to the 

roadway for safety reasons and that it wasn’t intrusive in the back yard of the claim.  He 

has been working for the Town in lighting for roughly 20 years.  Prior to working for the 

Town, he was the Chief Electrical Inspector for the State of Rhode Island and headed up 

the Department of Transportation Highway Lighting and Traffic Signal program and he is 

very versed in the engineering fundamentals of lighting.  He has a long history of 37 

years within the Department of Transportation measuring lighting and complaints of 

lighting and know the background on how to measure it and what charts you should be 

using. 

  Mr. Burke asked if Mr. Gablinski agreed that the Bristol Town Code does not 

specify any lighting measurements, as he hasn’t seen any lighting measurement with a 
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meter referenced in the Code.  In the Ordinance is more of a qualitative measurement; it’s 

a visual measurement, its not a metered measurement; there’s no Standard in the Code.  

Mr. Gablinski stated that the Illumination Society has Standards for measurements and 

frequency, and he’s taken into consideration the safety of the roadway with vehicles and 

pedestrians.  So, he would have to lean towards a pedestrian or the motoring public, 

versus a lighting pollution situation.  Mr. Burke said if he understood correctly what Mr. 

Gablinski was saying was that if he were to address a safety issue on the roadway, and 

not consider the illumination of the neighboring property.  Mr. Gablinski stated that 

would be his opinion, yes. 

  Mr. Burke asked if when Mr. Gablinski did his measurements, did he think that 

the light on the subject property was excessive or normal.  Mr. Gablinski stated that he 

documented that it was completely dark in the back yard and there were beams of light on 

the Condo Association property, but the back yard was completely in darkness and 

confirmed that the existing were the same lights that were on the night he measured it.  

And again, in his opinion the back yard was completely dark with those lights on.  And 

the measurements within the yard were very low to nothing.   

  Ms. Betty Jo Lovett, Catherine Place Condominium Association stated that Ms. 

Vasseur purchased her home in May of 2017; these lights were put up through a energy 

savings program through National Grid on June 13, 2017; they’ve been up for four years.  

Ms. Vasseur purchased her property, did all sorts of work on it, but she also took a bunch 

of trees down in her back yard.  This is why the lights bother her.  She sent the Town 

pictures of the back yard.  One of the unit owners here offered to have the electricity 

turned off in one of the lights and someone did turn it off.  So, the light has been cut 
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down by 50% directed at her back yard.  Her house sits on Catherine Street on the 

sidewalk and they’re out in the back almost on a separate street; these lights can’t be 

shining in her bedroom.  When she contacted the gentleman from Rise Engineering, who 

actually put them up, Wayne Ferry, he said that if something had been done 3 ½ years 

ago he might say fine.  But the lights have been up for four years, and she totally agrees 

with him.  She asked if shields could be made, if they could have a lower wattage bulb 

could be put in, if a film was made for it; and his answer was that it is a stationary unit, 

and no accessories were made.  Its not like they haven’t tried to accommodate Ms. 

Vasseur. 

  Mr. Ken Wingate, 5649 Thunderhill Road, Columbia Maryland, 

Contractor/Builder stated that he would like to speak as an expert witness in support of 

Ms. Vasseur.  He stated that the issue of light pollution, light glare is a very complicated 

issue.  It has been in a lot of requirements in States and Governments over the years and 

has really increased; light pollution has been become a very big factor in how any 

building is designed and built.  This light fixture that was installed is an old type of 

fixture based on today’s market.  Its not an LED fixture.  All the new fixtures are actually 

now made with shields and with the ability to change the lighting level.  He would refute 

that there is not the ability to create a shield; shields can be custom made.  He has had to 

do that on projects in the past and he thinks that could be done and is a solution.  Keeping 

the light on the road and protecting the pedestrians certainly is a good thing.  However, 

when that light goes over the top of the fence line, and it does go in there.  He would 

agree with the one person asking about the fact that there is no measurement stated 

because it’s a much more complicated measurement and equation if you get into 
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measuring glare.  He would also disagree that turning off the one light, although that has 

been helpful on at least one part.  That light is actually in a building that is in back of the 

adjacent property, not in back of Ms. Vasseur’s property.  So, it really helped the 

neighbor more than it helped her.  His feeling is that the fair solution is to create a shield 

that could be put on and keep that at a lower level; and there’s many documentations and 

many codes in other Townships that are required that the angle is a lot less than straight 

out.  This particular light fixture is not only designed to go down and protect the road.  

This light fixture would be typical of what you would see on your commercial buildings, 

where its actually projecting out onto the parking lot.  He would just suggest that a fair 

and reasonable solution would be to consider having a shield made, installed on these two 

light fixtures at least, and just keeping that light down and not projecting onto the house.  

He hasn’t seen the photographs that would indicate that the back yard is perfectly dark, 

but he would like to see them because that is totally contrary to his own experience in 

sitting in that back yard at night. 

  Mr. Burke asked Ms. Lovett if she has obtained any estimates for either replacing 

the lights or modifying them to rectify this particular light issue.  Ms. Lovett stated that to 

be honest she hasn’t because she really doesn’t think they should have to.  The Town did 

their inspection, she let everything follow its course and the Town said they’re not in 

violation and they did unhook one of the lights and cut down the illumination by 50%.  

Mr. Burke asked if she thought hearing this appeal is a better way to go then perhaps 

determining what it would take to address the lighting.  Ms. Lovett stated that she feels 

they have addressed it.  She did reach out to the company that put them on.  The lights 

are only four years old, they’re not old.  And she asked if any accessories came with it, 
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which she was told no, and they cut off the electricity to one of the lights.  Mr. Burke 

asked that if the appellant has offered to share the cost with the Condominium 

Association.  Ms. Lovett stated, yes, she has, and she personally feels that it’s a form of 

bullying that she wants what she wants.  Mr. Burke asked that when Ms. Vasseur made 

the offer, did anybody know what the costs would be.  Ms. Lovett stated, no, she already 

said she didn’t get any estimates. 

  Mr. Burke asked if Ms. Vasseur knows what the cost would be to replace the 

lighting.  Ms. Vasseur stated she would defer to Mr. Wingate.  Mr. Wingate stated that he 

doesn’t know exactly, but these fixtures are a few hundred dollars a piece maybe and you 

have to take them down and put them up.  They could get a price really quick and get 

back to the Board if required.  But it seems to him it would be several hundred dollars a 

fixture.  If a shield is created, it might be a little bit less, but confirmed it should be under 

$5,000.00. 

  Ms. White asked Ms. Williamson to put up the photos submitted in the packet 

showing the light in the back yard.  Ms. Williamson was able to put the packet on the 

screen and the photos were reviewed in detail.   

  Ms. Lovett noted that Ms. Vasseur’s pictures are totally different than the pictures 

submitted by the Town.  Ms. White stated that she does know that the pictures from both 

parties show two different lighting scenes and noted that Mr. Gablinski’s pictures show 

complete darkness and Ms. Vasseur’s does not.  She also asked Mr. Gablinski that if 

those lights were changed and screens were put on them, does he feel it would create a 

safety problem for the roadway. 
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  Mr. Gablinski stated that there are a couple of Standards that needs to be taken 

into consideration when changing lighting fixtures.  One you’ve taken away from the 

original design of the fixture.  You can’t just shade an existing fixture, and have it meet 

the criteria that it was designed for.  So, you would design your lighting with a different 

type of fixture.  You can’t just take an original fixture, put something over it and have it 

meet Standards.  You would use a fixture that does that; you would change those fixtures, 

unless the company makes an adaptable shade for that light.  It is against the light fixture 

manufacturer’s codes and trademarks, their designs.  As far as how Ms. Vasseur’s 

pictures are so different than what he witnessed, cameras do different types of things, 

there are different types of cameras.  He used an Ipad to take the picture and doesn’t 

know what type of camera or the surrounding light was on the camera being used, or the 

type of night it was.  You can take angle a camera to take a picture in different ways; he 

went straight on and had a witness. 

  Detailed discussion was held on the differences of both sets of pictures taken. 

  Mr. Teitz asked if they have had this testimony, the Board should find out if 

there’s anyone from the public that wants to testify and then he would ask the Zoning 

Board members to indicate one by one whether they have been to the site at night or not. 

  Mr. Ray Falcoa, Code Compliance Coordinator stated that in his position he 

receives complaints from the townsfolk on various subjects.  Ms. Vasseur, who he 

doesn’t know, reached out to him in August or September during COVID; that’s how it 

all began.  Under 9-4 is not something that he would actually handle, that is for the 

Electrical Inspector.  In reading the Code, he did sit down with Mr. Gablinski and asked 

about it, as it is something he would do.  Mr. Gablinski explained that he needs a 
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Standard, which is the International Electrician’s Code Book.  So, he had to read off that 

and get some sort of basis number of what’s allowable.  All he did when he went out with 

Mr. Gablinsi to the site, is he looked at the numbers on the meter, 0.00 and .05 against the 

house; that’s not a lot of light.  So, he feels that Mr. Gablinski made the right decision in 

finding no violation on the property across the street.  And he feels that if you took any 

business in Town, if you look out a window you will see a white light and that’s what 

Ms. Vasseur sees out her rear window.  In his opinion, it’s the call of the Electrical 

inspector and if he went by the safety standards of the national electrical board. 

  Mr. Teitz noted that he has himself has driven by the location at night; he went 

there the previous night.  He did not go into the back yard, but he drove along Catherine 

Street and twice around through the alley way street that provides the access and parking 

for the condominium complex. 

  Mr. Burke stated that he has been to the site multiple times since it was first on 

the agenda.  He subsequently followed up the previous night and did an extensive walk 

around of the back yard of the subject property and took some photographs, which have 

been forwarded to Ms. Williamson for viewing. 

  Mr. Brum stated that he has not been to the site and was not present at last 

month’s meeting. 

  Mr. Kern stated that he has also been multiple times to the site and he also visited 

the previous night.  He just went down the driveway and did not go into the back yard 

and it was almost 10:00 so he did not bother Ms. Vasseur. 

  Mr. Simoes stated that he was at the site around the first week of May.  He went 

in through Wood Street and he took a ride through, and he figured it was light, but to him 
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like it was a normal lighting.  According to the readings that he heard on the meter and 

said it was normal; so, what he saw must be a normal lighting. 

  Mr. Asciola stated that he has driven by multiple of times, more than one 

occasion. 

  Ms. White stated that she did not visit the site. 

  Mr. Tipton stated that he did visit the property a couple of times.  And he didn’t 

go into the back yard, he was in fear of getting arrested.  He thought it was a normal kind 

of lighting situation that you would find almost anywhere. 

  Ms. Vasseur stated that at the previous meeting it was decided that every member 

of the Board would enter her back yard to experience the light as she does, and she would 

like to have that happened prior to a decision being made. 

  Mr. Burke stated that to him this is a very important matter, and it effects people’s 

property rights on both sides.  He had suggested that they needed a site review because of 

the information they already had.  They decided they would not do that with the 

agreement that everybody would go there, and he did say that you have to go there after 

9:00, because he was there before 9:00 and it was not dark enough.  Actually, this time of 

year 9:00 is almost too early.  So, he doesn’t understand why they wouldn’t all go at the 

prescribed time.  Because he doesn’t know how anyone can make a decision without 

looking at it in nighttime darkness. 

  Mr. Teitz stated that he wasn’t at the last meeting, but the minutes didn’t make it 

clear that it was a requirement that everyone attend, who was going to be provided the 

opportunity and people would be given the opportunity to take a look at it.  If the Board 

really wants to have a mandatory site visit, there has to be a time scheduled, posted and 
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have it as a regular meeting.  It was his understanding from the minutes anyway that it 

was left for people to get there on their own.  He suggested that the Board decide at this 

time whether they in fact want more information, or if the majority of the Board is 

comfortable going forward with a decision based on what they have now.  There has been 

photographs that have been provided as part of the record and lots of testimony.  They 

need to decide first whether they do in fact to continue or not. 

  Mr. Burke stated that multiple reminders were sent that we agreed to go to the site 

before the meeting.   

  The Board reviewed Mr. Burke’s photographs taken on the site, which Mr. Burke 

described in detail to the Board, showing light shining into the backyard and onto the 

back of the house.  In addition, the Board then held detailed discussion on what they 

observed on their visits to the site. 

  Mr. Kern stated that when he visited the site, he found it to be very similar to the 

street lighting outside his house; but that is a streetlight and a safety concern.  He also 

thinks there are other lights that could be installed that would direct the light downwards, 

which has been pretty much established, and, in this case, he thinks that the Code that 

says lights are not supposed to be intrusive into your neighbor; it can be mitigated, and 

the light can be shown down onto the street.   

  Mr. Falcoa asked if the decision is based on fact or opinion, because the fact is the 

Electrical Inspector had a legitimate reading and he was there.  So, everything makes a 

different whether is Springtime or Winter, clear night or starry night or foggy night; its all 

relative.   
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  Mr. Teitz stated that Section 9.4 does not provide for specific numerical readings; 

its not like a speed limit that says 55 mph; and either you are or you’re not.  Or like a 

noise level reading that says 15 dva or 50 dvc.  It also provides that the appeal is to this 

Board, the Zoning Board, which is a lay Board.  When the Bristol Town Council wrote 

this, they knew that the Bristol Zoning Board was not made up of Electrical Engineers.  

Its all evidence that’s presented before the Board.  The Board has heard from all different 

sides.  Most of the Board members have been there themselves to actually look at it; 

other have seen photographs on it.  And they need to apply their judgement, which 

admittedly is a little bit subjective; but they need to apply their judgement to determine 

whether this a reasonable or unreasonable amount of light falling onto the neighboring 

property.  Not whether it’s a reasonable or unreasonable level of light on the property that 

its on, but the neighboring property that it’s falling on.  And that’s really the question that 

the Board should decide.  He would suggest that the Board decide whether they want to 

allow more time to go back and see it again.  If not, then he suggests closing the hearing 

and deciding.  Or if they want to go back and see it again, the Board should continue the 

hearing.  But just for the response of the Board members, not as an open public meeting 

on everything; only the comments of the Board members after they go out and see it 

again.   

  Mr. Chuck Anastasia stated that in regard to what Mr. Falcoa said about facts 

versus opinions.  He does not know Ms. Vasseur, has not been out to the property, he’s 

just present as an interested citizen, but he is a mechanical engineer and has a master’s 

degree in mechanical engineering.  He saw the light meter readings were very low, or 

zero, but yet we saw Mr. Burke’s photographs with shadows.  So, there is some 
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discrepancy there.  It was observed that differences in the photographs that were shown 

earlier versus later and clearly there were shadows visible on the building.  So, there was 

light there where the was claimed to be darkness.  And if you go back and look at the 

original photographs that were shown earlier, there is a fence that goes along the back of 

the property and there’s clearly a shadow on the ground from the fence casting a shadow.  

He just wanted to respond that yes, there is light hitting the back of that building; they 

saw it in the photographs.  The light meter may not have detected it, they didn’t see any 

calibration certificates for the meter, you don’t know when it was last calibrated.  So, he 

is not saying you should decide one way or another, but he doesn’t believe they can just 

rely on that meter reading. 

  Mr. Teitz again instructed the Board to decide to continue the meeting or make a 

decision.  The Board agreed to make a decision after discussion between the Board. 

  Mr. Gablinski stated that for the record, the meter was brand new. 

   Mr. Teitz suggested to allow Mr. Gablinski and Ms. Vasseur to make any closing 

remarks prior to closing the hearing and commencing deliberations. 

  Mr. Slepkow stated that he believes it was well stated and documented that the 

Code does not have a quantitative amount.  He doesn’t doubt that Mr. Gablinski’s 

readings may have been accurate, but that’s not a determining factor based on the Code.  

The Code is whether the light shines onto or into a residential structure, which it clearly 

does by the photos and by those who have visited the property. 

  Mr. Gablinski stated that for the record that his decision was made on safety and 

in his opinion, safety is rule number one that needs to be taken into value.  If somebody 

gets hurt on this road, they would just have to live with that and he would hate to see that. 
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  Mr. Burke stated that he doesn’t agree that the Board needs to make a 

compromise between safety and meeting the requirements of the Bristol Town 

Ordinance; he thinks both can be achieved.  And he thinks this could have been resolved 

between the parties, but it is before the Board.  He is not comfortable at all making a 

compromise and saying that safety allows a violation of the Code.   

X X X X X X 

MR. ASCIOLA: Is the Board ready to vote? 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to uphold the appeal of Patricia M. 

Vasseur, 17 Catherine Street, Lot 40, residential zone R-6.  By my own 

visualization and visit, I believe that the light is excessive and does violate 

the Code.  The Code was set up to be a qualitative measurement, not 

quantitative.  If the Inspector would like to update the Code, he can write 

it and submit it to the Town Council.  So, I’m moving that we uphold this 

appeal. 

MR. TEITZ: Mr. Chairman and Mr. Burke, may I just suggest that the terminology be 

that you’re moving to grant the appeal.  Because uphold gets confused 

with the decision.  You’re actually not upholding the decision; you’re 

granting the appeal and overturning the decision. 

MR. BURKE:  I amend my motion accordingly. 

MR. TEITZ:  Thank you, that will be a motion to grant the appeal. 

MR. ASCIOLA: There is a motion to grant the appeal, is there a second to the motion? 

MR. KERN:  I’ll second that motion. 
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MR. BRUM: Charlie do you think it’s appropriate to add a special condition that the 

lighting that is replaced.  We do have a reading directly under the light, 

correct, that it has the same reading to put out any concerns around safety. 

MR. TEITZ: If I may just respond.  Because it is an appeal, you don’t put conditions 

on an appeal.  It is either you’re going to grant the appeal or deny the 

appeal.  If you proceed to vote in favor of this motion, it will be a 

violation, they’ll have to correct it in any manner they chose, from 

unplugging the light to replacing the light, building a hood, whatever.  

But it’s just a straight forward yes or no, not any conditions. 

MR. BRUM:  Understood, thank you. 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor?  (Roll Call) 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Appeal granted) 
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 SITTING AS THE BOARD OF REVIEW: 

CONTINUED PETITIONS: 

3. 2021-13 

 MICHAEL & MARY C. MELLOR   4 Fales Rd. :  R-10 

         Pl. 79, Lot 489 

  Dimensional Variances to demolish an existing single-family dwelling and to 

construct a new 30’ x 47’ single family dwelling with 10’ x 18’ covered porch on a 

corner lot with less than the required front yard from Fales Road and less than the 

required front yard from Brookwood Rd. 

  Attorney William Dennis, representing Mr. and Mrs. Mellor, presented the 

Petition to the Board.  He stated that this application began last March, really, as an 

application for Dimensional relief, specifically, two front yard setback variances.  What 

they learned on the eve of the April Zoning Board meeting was that there had been an 

unpublished revision of the Bristol Zoning Ordinance, which actually required a building 

over 25 feet in height in a flood zone to secure, in addition to any other relief, a Special 

Use Permit from the Zoning Board.  They had also learned that there had been expressed 

some neighborhood concerns and certain writings were filed with the Town expressing 

concerns over this development.  We had asked for a continuance for two reasons.  

Number one to digest and appreciate the unpublished new Ordinance that the Town of 

Bristol adopted.  And, to look at those concerns expressed by the neighbors.  It all centers 

really around the size of this parcel of land.  What they have is a non-conforming lot of 

record, pretty common in this neighborhood.  It happens to be a corner lot, and corner 

lots have two front yards under the Code.  When you have a non-conforming lot, under 

the Code has sections in it which automatically reduce side yards, automatically increase 
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the allowed coverage.  However, there is no automatic adjustment for front yard setback 

relief.  That is primarily why they approach the Zoning Board with their application.  The 

newly enacted Ordinance also requires a Special Use Permit when a home in a Flood 

zone is designed above 25 feet in height.  Of course, the height requirement in this zone 

is 35 feet and their design does include a design less than 35 feet.  The new Ordinance 

also respects new State Statutory provisions that when you’re in such a flood zone, 

building to flood zone requirements, the height measurement now is much more generous 

to a building like this, because it acknowledges that the building will be raised in the 

flood area.  They expect those to really be the issues. 

  Ms. Corey Kallfelz, Architect, Bridge Hall Design was accepted by the Board as 

an expert witness.  Under questioning by Mr. Dennis, Ms. Kallfelz confirmed that she is 

familiar with the area and dimension of the property, which is 150 feet long by 50 feet 

wide.  She recognizes that it is a corner lot on two streets.  She is familiar with the zoning 

setback requirements of 30 feet in the R-10 zone.  If they had to comply with a 30-yard 

setback from Fales Road and Brookwood Road the buildable area that they would be left 

with is 10 feet wide, east west, facing Brookwood and over 100 feet long along Fales 

Road.  In her opinion building a home within those dimensions certainly would be one 

that would not be in character with what’s in the neighborhood and she has never 

designed a 10-foot-wide home.  In her opinion she would agree that this configurate 

establishes the unique characteristics contemplated by the Zoning Code.   

In regards to the Standard with altering the general characteristic of the 

surrounding area, Ms. Kallfelz shared her presentation of the surrounding area, which 

showed an aerial photo taken from Google Earth.  Ms. Kallfelz reviewed the image in 
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detail with the Board, which was Exhibit A.  Exhibit B was a site plan that is drawn to 

understand exactly the position of the proposed house and also looking at the character of 

some of the adjacent properties.  It also showed the 10-foot strip by 100 and how that 

relates to the existing house, and then the proposed was overlayed on top of it.  Ms. 

Kallfelz reviewed the slides in detail with the Board.  She noted that the proposed 

building would be at the widest part would be 19’ 6” off of the edge of pavement.  When 

one looks across the street to 20 Brookwood, one could see that structure is 15’ 9”; 

showing that they are not proposing to be as close as one of the existing homes that is 

recognizable and something one would perceive coming down Fales.  Looking to 

Brookwood, they are proposing 40’ 5”, just a foot off of the current position of the house.  

Further down south, 17 Fales, which is at 28’ 7” from the edge of the pavement.  Stating 

that again they are not looking to move it any closer to what some of the other properties 

are already positioned fairly close to the sidewalk.  Across the street at number 20, they 

are roughly 34 feet off the edge of pavement.   

Exhibit C was a visual showing that in the flood zone, given that they have to 

raise this property up and build it upon piers with break away walls, she wanted to show 

the Board a sense of what some of the new architecture that has been built, circa 2017 

and 2012, which were represented in the upper left and right images showing 18 

Brookwood, diagonal to the south; 26 Brookwood, diagonal to the north; both of the 

properties were built within right, so they are under 35 feet and have a garage level, two 

floors and then the peak structure is above.  She estimates that they are very close to the 

35 feet, using fundamental garage heights, 8-foot ceilings, floor structure.  There are 

already tall structures recently built on Brookwood.  The photos in the lower group are 
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two properties on the water side of Brookwood and as one can see their strategy, which is 

very similar to theirs is to put the parking in a garage space underneath, depressed into 

the ground and then two living floors above that with stairs up.  So, it is her opinion that 

they are definitely keeping with the strategy of some of the architecture that is already 

there; whether waterfront or even on Brookwood where people are trying to enjoy the 

view.  As far at the proposed design, the Mellors certainly enjoy the Cape Cod style of 

their current home and non-compliant.  The Cape Cod is based on a first floor and then 

the roof structure is peaked above that.  The second story lives within the roof slope and 

typical dormers to giver more livable floor area.  The design of the current house is to 

certainly speak to that, but yes, they do need to be elevated in order to create a resilient 

property that is out of the flood zone and complies with today’s standards with building a 

waterfront home.   

In regards to the least necessary relief, as the designer and with the challenge of 

working with the long narrow lot, Ms. Kallfelz stated that given that the site requirement 

is to elevate the first floor and that the Mellors are moving into their senior years, the 

footprint of the first floor level had to accommodate living, dining, kitchen, a bedroom 

with a reasonable bathroom, mechanicals, because none of that can be below or in the 

flood zone, and a spot for a future elevator.  None of the spaces are oversized.  The 

bedroom is at minimal size and the living, dining, kitchen has been designed in such a 

way that many of the spaces actually overlap; so they are as compact as possible in order 

to minimize all of that.   

On Exhibit B it showed the proposed building overlayed on the footprint of the 

existing home, which was reviewed in detail, showing that the proposed footprint is 
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pretty much on the same footprint of the existing home.  Ms. Kallfelz stated that on the 

south side they are actually holding the same line off of the neighbor; that clearance is not 

going to change.  On the easterly side they have extended only 1 foot, which is keeping in 

line with house number 19, which is directly south and number 17 pops out further closer 

to the street.  Understanding that this lot under the Ordinance enjoys lot coverage of up to 

40 %, Ms. Kallfelz stated that with the proposed footprint, the build structure that is 

elevated and has the habitable space above it that is 17% and then there are stairs and a 

covered porch that faces the west, which takes them to 22%.  Per the R-10 Ordinance, 

25% is the maximum and as stated prior, they it triggers 40% based on the substandard 

classification.  She acknowledged that there is a existing small accessory structure on the 

property which will be removed. 

In regard to suffering more than a mere inconvenience, Ms. Kallfelz explained 

that given the corner lot status, the two 30-foot front yard requirements and that 10-foot 

strip, which ends up being the building envelope, her opinion is that if they do not receive 

front yard setback relief, they would suffer nothing more than a mere inconvenience, as 

the applicant could not build a home that would meet their living needs. 

The Board reviewed the presentation in detail. 

In response to questioning by Mr. Burke on the opposition in the area received by 

the Board, Mr. Dennis stated that they were taken back by the fact that the Board had 

received correspondence from many neighbors, as they had reached out and had not 

heard directly from them.  His understanding of the correspondence was that there was a 

misapprehension that the building was going to be located closer to the street.  Or 

because of the common confusion over property line, versus pavement line, neighbors 



07 JUNE 2021 

 

25 

 

believed that the building was going to be closer to the road than the existing building.  

Another concern was lot coverage, which certainly is not an issue here.  They are allowed 

a 40% coverage, if they were not a substandard lot, they would be allowed a 25% 

coverage; as it is, even with steps and the porch, they are at 22% coverage. 

Mrs. Mary Mellor, upon questioning by Mr. Dennis, confirmed that she has been 

a concerned owner of the property and have had many discussions over the last years 

with the zoning and building departments and have done a lot of her own research on this 

property.  Mrs. Mellor explained that they have owned the house for seven years.  They 

currently use it as a second home, but their goal has always been to retire in Bristol, 

which they hope to do within the next few years.  Due to the home’s proximity to the 

water, increasing flood insurance, projections by FEMA and the University of Rhode 

Island’s storm tools, they’ve always known the right thing to do is to raise up the house 

out of the flood zone.  Wanting to do the right thing, they initiated discussions rather 

early with the Town and have reviewed several ideas with Mr. Tanner over the years.  It 

has been a very complex process, trying to satisfy the Town of Bristol, FEMA, CRMC, 

as well as their mortgage and insurance companies.  At one point they considered not 

raising the house, just renovating it.  However, because they are in the flood zone, the 

National Flood Insurance program’s 50% rule has significant restrictions on how much 

money you can spend on substantial improvements on a home in a flood zone.  It’s 50% 

on the house alone, not the land.  Their house is almost 60 years old, like many in the 

area, primarily a summer residence, and it is need of a lot of repairs; at least a new roof, 

windows, insulation, etc.  If their costs were to exceed 50% of its current value, by even 

$1.00, they would then have to make the house fully flood compliant.  Furthermore, that 
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financial limit in the Town of Bristol has a ten year look back.  They could not do a 

whole bunch of repairs one year and a bunch of repairs the next year.  The Town will 

look back over a ten-year period.  With those constraints in place, they decided to raise 

the house.  Then the question was by how much.  The height that is required by FEMA 

today may not be the height required by FEMA 10 or 20 years from now, or when they 

decide to re-draw the flood maps.  They had to think forward and ultimately settled on 

the current plan; to remove the current house, construct a new one where they could age 

in place.  Subsequently they hired Ms. Kallfelz, local architect, well familiar with the 

area, who designed a new home that is flood compliant, its safe, its functional, but also 

attractive and keeping within the character of the neighborhood. 

Ms. Jackie Babyak, 19 Fales Road, spoke against the Petition.  She stated that first 

of all, she’s not against people trying to better themselves or buy a bigger house.  But on 

Fales Road they have had quite a few variances and now they would have another one.  

That area that they are speaking of has a lot of foot traffic.  There is a lovely bench put 

there for Richard Dicks, put there by the Simmons to sit there and look out and be able to 

see the Bay and everything else.  This house is going to be a big house on a small 

property.  The front of the house to the Town line of Fales Road will reduce from 14 feet 

to 9 feet.  There are many people on all of the auxiliary roads that go there with their 

children right down to that area where they can sit on the bench given to Bristol, or they 

can sit there with their children and look out over the Bay.  And she believes this would 

definitely impact that.  She really has to beg to differ that none of the neighbors had any 

concern about that, because there are a bunch of people on Brookwood and Fales Road 

that have a big concern about that.  And Paula Ferriera at 20 Brookwood Road and 
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Myron Polulak at 16 Brookwood Road spent a lot of time drawing up the houses and the 

dimensions that they thought they would be putting into it.  The proposed home does not 

support or protect the residential character of the neighborhood.  Basically, it’s a large 

house on a small lot and this is going to impact the people that live there, as well as Fales 

Road and Brookwood Road, because now in the mean time the height of the home on this 

corner lot will block the viewing of the Bay by many of the residents and alter the 

neighborhood’s landscape.  And the footprint is going to decrease by a large amount.  

They have spent a lot of time going to different neighbors and having them sign the 

Petition and for them now to have this large house on that corner, right near that 

wonderful bench that was donated to Bristol for the purpose of looking over the Bay, is 

now going to be impinged on and the neighbors are going to have their view of the Bay 

blocked.  And its too big, its too large and she’s sorry, she knows that they want an 

elevator, but she’s thinking that they need to think about the beauty in Bristol and not 

obstruct it. 

 Mr. Myron Polulak, 16 Brookwood Road, spoke against the Petition.  He 

wanted to first thank the Board for their service and appreciates what they are doing.  He 

is speaking for himself and Mike and Mary are a nice family and wish them well and 

there’s nothing personal here.  Its just that they have a number of concerns about the 

home on this corner lot, which is a right-of-way.  He understands the lot size and they are 

going to increase the footprint by 17%, which is significant.  The variance is asking for 

encroachment closer to the Town line of Fales Road up to 9 feet from the Town line.  

And yes, variances have been asked for before, but they have to understand that just 

because they’ve been asked for before, doesn’t mean that they’re always warranted and 
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are not necessary now.  First, the idea of keeping in the character of the neighborhood, a 

large home of that size and magnitude on a small lot, is going to impact the aesthetics and 

the character of the neighborhood.  Regardless of the comments made in the application 

that it will not alter the general characteristics of the surrounding area, it will.  It’s a large 

home, going from 22 ½ to 34 ½ feet in height; that’s significant.  A large increase in the 

footprint, 17%; that’s significant.  This is not the Jersey Shore, where they’re putting up 

all these large homes.  And the character of the neighborhood, he would ask the Board 

members that before they decide on this, go to Fales and Brookwood Road, walk around, 

drive around, see the homes, see the community and they will understand what he is 

talking about.  This is a beautiful place to retire, his wife and he move there just last 

August, and they bought a 55-year old home and are refurbishing it.  They like that kind 

of character and are making the investment themselves in their own home.  They are 

fortunate they have a double lot; the Mellors don’t have a double lot.  The exhibit shown 

of some of the larger homes, sure there is a corner house on Brookwood and Fales, very 

large house, set back from Fales Road and Brookwood; so its not on the road and 

strategically placed so not to block the view of the surrounding neighbors.  The house 

next to him is a very large house and was built on a footprint very similar to the existing 

footprint previously; that house was knocked down.  But, they’re not closer to 

Brookwood, they are set back.  The other homes on the exhibits are set back from 

Brookwood and Fales Road, not right on top of the road.  He asked that the Board deny 

the variance and ask the Mellors to redesign their house to make it fit within that lot, so 

its more accommodating to the neighborhood.  Because, the neighborhood characteristics 
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are unique, he feels, this is not the Bristol Highlands, as noted in the application.  The 

Bristol Highlands has much larger homes, they’re set back from their main roads.   

Ms. Carol Martin, 12 Fales Road spoke against the Petition.  She appreciates 

Mary’s story and does wish them well, but she is against the variance.  Her great 

grandfather actually built the existing house in 1947, so she has been coming down to 

Bristol for many years and the neighborhood has really grown since that first little house 

was built with a lot of variances.  And some of the houses that the architect shared are 

gorgeous and have a large variance; but they’re not right on the water, they’re not 

obstructing anyone’s view of the water.  The road is quite small after you get to the bike 

path.  For years when you drive down and hit the bike path and you’d see that water view 

and you knew you were home, it was beautiful.  She really feels that having that large 

house on that small lot with that height right in front is going to really take away the 

scenic view.  And she thinks that its going to decrease a lot of property values on that 

road after the bike path.  Because, when you have a home that had ocean views and now 

you don’t anymore, it could go down in value.  If they didn’t build up so high, it would 

be a beautiful addition to the neighborhood. 

 Ms. Paul Ferriera, 20 Brookwood Road, spoke against the Petition.  She 

wanted to thank the Board for listening to the neighborhood concerns, as they entrust 

them to protect the integrity of their community and the neighborhood, and they are 

grateful.  She has owned her house for 26 years, was purchased in 1995 from Pauline 

Oliver and was a one-bedroom cottage.  When she purchased the house, she decided to 

renovate upward to put a second level on the original footprint of the house, the original 

foundation, she did not go beyond it.  The reason she didn’t do that was because she felt 
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that she wanted the house to fit into the community.  Also, she didn’t put a complete 

second floor because she thought it would look ridiculous, given that the lot size was so 

small.  When Mr. Dennis points out that there’s only 15.9 feet from the side of her home 

to the road, that was the original footprint of the house, not because she asked for a 

variance and was granted to go out to that side of Fales Road.  Also, Mr. Dennis made 

reference to the Mellors sending letters weeks in advance to the abutters, regarding their 

plans and that there were no objections.  She never received a letter from the Mellors.  

She was down at the property, as she is frequently, and she even saw the Mellors on a 

few occasions and never once did they come across the street to mention to her that they 

were planning to tear down the existing home and renovate.  When she did solicite 

concerns from the neighbors regarding the property, they received a letter from the 

Zoning Board telling them that there was going to be a meeting regarding their proposal 

to build significantly up and out and that is when they responded, she believes it was 

dated March 24
th
 and the letter from the Mellors came after the neighbors were notified 

by the Zoning Board of the meeting.  She wishes the Mellors well and they are all in 

favor of people renovating their homes and beautifying the neighborhood.  But the 

massing of what they are proposing is disproportionate to the lot size.  Perhaps they could 

just built up on the existing foundation as many of them have done.  Her other concern is 

that unfortunately their parcel of land abuts a public right-of-way that is heavily utilized 

by not just the neighbors in this area, but also by many people coming off of the bike 

path, people from further up outside of the 300-foot radius, lots of children come down 

and they get vistitors from out-of-state.  Many times there are cars parked on both sides 

of the road and it’s a concern from a safety standpoint.  There is a stop sign that she sees 
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from the bay window of her home and if you look at it, its almost in alignment with the 

exiting stone walkway that the Mellors have.  And if they’re proposing to go out 6 feet 

toward Fales Road, cars that are coming from south to north on Brookwood are going to 

have to potentially drive over that stop sign to be able to view to the left side to be sure 

that no one is trying to pull out, come out on a bicycle, a skateboard or a small child 

running.  So, there’s a safety concern that she has, given what the Mellors are proposing 

to do to that lot and expansion.  Also, she knows that in Section 28-144 there’s a vision 

and clearance at corners and there are specific guidelines as to what the footage should be 

to meet this clearnacne, and she doesn’t know if that’s been looked at, she assumes it has, 

but she’s not sure and maybe some comments can be made on that.  She just doesn’t 

understand that if the Mellors are retiring, why they require such a massive home with 

such massive footage.  Looking at their proposal there appears to be either three or four 

bedrooms.  And on the second floor there appears to be doors that close off the front of 

the house to the back of the house.  She’s just confused if that potentially they’re goingn 

to be renting the house and closing off the front of the second floor; its just a little 

confusing.  Aside from the sizing of the house on that small lot obscuring the views of 

many of the residents, it doesn’t just affect her home, or some of the homes on 

Brookwood, it also affects homes up on Fales Road and also homes that are a little higher 

up on Loring, that do have somewhat of a waterview from their second floors.  And it 

will impact that as well.  But, she thinks the biggest issue is that their property abuts a 

right-of-way that is heavily utilized by many people.  Its her understanding if, because the 

street is not the paved area is not 50 feet, that the Town owns 10 feet in.  And she 

believes she read something about where the right-of-way; if the Town owns it, then 



07 JUNE 2021 

 

32 

 

people will have the right to walk on the grassy part of the Mellor’s property on  

Fales Road to have access down to the water.  She may be misled by that, but hopefully 

someone can clarify that.  She thinks that there’s going to be a significant impact on the 

safety, given the sizing of the house and the intersection there.  She also has concerns 

about when there are heavy storms, there is quite a bit of water that runs off down to the 

bottom of Fales Road there and they’ve seen flooding when the tide is high and the build 

up of water.  And they’ve also seen high amounts of snow that is plowed and just kind of 

sitting down at the end of the road.  With them expanding the house, how is that going to 

impact any heavy rains and where is that water going to go, now that there isn’t going to 

be as much grass or soil to absorb that rainwater.  Also, they have a proposed overhang 

and wondered if that is calculated into the footage of the overall dimensions of the house.  

When Mr. Dennis showed the four pictures of the homes that are larger, which is 26 

Brookwood Road; that is a corner lot, but that is set back quite back from both sides of 

the street, it is not hanging on the corners.  18 Brookwood, which is between Myron’s 

home and her home at 20 Brookwood Road is a large home, but it is set back and it is 

actually set further back than the home that had been originally there.  The original home 

was closer to the road.  And, in fact, she could see into their porch from her front porch.  

She does not anymore, she sees driveway, because they have decided to push that house 

further back.  As far as 11 Brookwood Road, that house was built in 1990 and its on an 

8,200 square foot lot; it is not on a corner lot.  Yes, it is a large home, but its on a larger 

lot.  5 Brookwood Road, that original home was moved back in the late 90’s and its her 

understanding that the new home was built on the original foundation; but she believes 

they received a variance or built further back onto the lot.  So, they did extend it, but the 
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actual original existing foundation as used.  When they did submit items to Mr. Tanner 

and doesn’t know if they are available to put on the screen.  There are homes that have 

been recently renovated on Brookwood Road, and they are modest renovations.  They 

have stayed within the original footprint of the house and they would like to use those as 

comparisons that not all of these homes are built up and are appropriate to the lot size.   

Recent renovations, 15 and 13 Brookwood Road have been recently renovated, modestly 

renovated and they are on the waterside.  So, she’s sure they have to worry about flood 

insurance.  They are two-story homes, modestly renovated, not obstructing anyone’s 

views.  Then 16 Brookwood is a renovation and they’ve staying within the original 

foundation of the home, modest renovation.  There is one other home modestly renovated 

on the other side.  So, not all of the renovations are going up three stories and there are 

renovations on the water side that have chosen not to go up three stories.  She thinks the 

biggest issue with the Mellors is that they unfortunately purchased that property that is a 

corner lot and it abuts the public right-of-way.  And, what they are proposing is the 

massing is way too big for the lot size.  Perhaps they would consider just building up on 

the original foundation and renovating.  She doesn’t know what size home they live in 

right now, obviously they’ve lived in South Boston for a while; but perhaps just going up 

on the original foundation of the existing home might suffice. 

Mr. Eric Krushnowsi, 9 Fenmore Road stated that he has lived in this area for 61 

years.  He’s seen so many changes and he kind of in favor of the house.  He thinks it’s a 

beautiful home.  He’s seen these places from little beach house shacks and people have 

built monstrosities.  But overall, everybody likes the appearance of the neighborhood.  

Three houses take up his view, but he’s in favor of this house and he thinks the people 
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should be able to build it.  For 6 feet, he believes its only the deck going over the side.  

He doesn’t think a lot of people really understand that because they’re in the flood zone 

that they have to build the garage underneath.  And the height restriction isn’t even an 

issue here; so he doesn’t know what the extra 6 feet issue is for just a little roof over a 

deck.  And he doesn’t believe that Mr. Simmon’s bench is going anywhere.   

  Mr. Bob Relle, 5 Melrose, stated that he has lived in the area all his life; he’s 

seen dirt roads, there were woods all along the water, very few houses and he’s seen the 

neighborhood grow.  He loves the way everyone is taking care of their homes and when 

he sees a home that’s being neglected like the one across the street from him, it breaks his 

heart, because the neighborhood is so beautiful.  He’s had four homes over there and he 

does know how the neighbors feel when a home is built where it obstructs the view of the 

water, because he’s had that problem.  But he does agree with Eric and Paula that it will 

impact them more than it will impact him to a degree.  So, he would not be in favor of 

this, because its going to look like an eyesore on that small tiny lot with that huge house.  

And for every reason that Paula gave, he totally agree.  They’ve lived down there for a 

long time and he thinks that it would be a good idea for the Mellors to redesign the home.  

Nothing against them, he wishes them all the luck in the world.  He thinks that the home 

should be redesigned for that particular small lot. 

Ms. Williamson stated that they did receive an e-mail late that morning that was 

forwarded from the Senior Clerk.  33 Fales Road is the property address, resident is a Dr. 

Carolyn Needleman.  She would like to register her opposition to this and writing to urge 

the Board to strongly reject the request for a variance.  While they probably don’t intend 

it, the Mellor’s proposed plan would do great damage to the community in this little 
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corner of Bristol.  The foot of Fales Road has long been a special place for community 

residents here, especially at sunset when many families come down to the end of the 

street with children and babies in strollers to view the beauty of the Bay at that time of 

day.  Cars Park there to enjoy the view, old folks sit on the bench there, people walk their 

dogs and skateboard all day down Fales Road to the Bay and sports lovers launch their 

kayaks and sailboards from the ramps at the end of the street.  Her husband and her have 

called it the daily Fales Road parade.  All that would change if the house in question grew 

in size to lose access, making the foot of Brookwood Road much less attractive for 

community residents to visit and use for recreation.  The proposed building plan would in 

fact strike at the heart of this community.  In addition, there are other concerns.  The 

proposed building plan would significantly block the view of the Bay for many residents, 

including myself.  This diminishes the property value of the houses whose views are 

impaired.  Surely it is not fair for one homeowner to do that to others.  Create a public 

safety hazard at the corner of Fales and Brookwood, as visibility of car traffic would be 

obstructed by the shear size of the new structure.  This is a particular concern, because 

many children walk in that area and might be injured or killed; certainly no one wants 

that.  The proposed Mellor roof seems likely to reflect sunlight back to houses all up and 

down Fales Road in a way that will likely become a public nuisance and lead to 

neighborhood acrimony, and maybe even lawsuits.  Surely that’s something that the 

Zoning Board should anticipate and head off.  As a Zoning Board you have the 

opportunity to deny this request for variance and ask the Mellors to redesign their 

building plans to fit within the existing Zoning requirements.  As their future neighbors 

we look forward to welcoming to them in this community on that basis.   
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Ms. Mariane McCabe, 10 Fales Road, stated that she has been there for 12 years 

and in the 12 years she has seen monstrosities go up in that neighborhood.  She can see 

where the Mellors that when you look at the surrounding houses that they would have the 

right to build their house, because of what is surrounding the neighborhood.  She has 

been blocked in views; her last view was blocked that week by somebody putting up a 

fence.  So, it is really unconscionable to think that people can just build these high-rises, 

block the little guy and its just inconsiderate.  Some of the same people that are talking 

about people blocking this are block other’s view.  The other issue is that there is the park 

bench and when you go down there its quite serene there now and she has to say that 

there are times when people have been in the Mellor house, rentals, and their kids and 

themselves; that you almost feel that you’re infringing on their rights, because the bench 

is so close to that property right now.  You’re looking at the view, but you’re also looking 

at whoever is renting the house; that’s how close it is.  So, if for people to enjoy that view 

and the park bench, she thinks they have to somewhat stay in the limits.  But she can see 

where these grandiose ideas came from, because everybody else has been able to block 

other people’s view.  She does wish them the best. 

Ms. Babyak, 19 Fales Road stated that she feels no animosity towards the 

applicant, but will say that her house had a variance for the people that built next door, 

they are less than 25 feet from her and just for an example, her husband and her can not 

sleep in their master bedroom all winter because they are so close to that house, because 

of the variance, that the furnace sounds like a tow truck and they have to sleep in other 

bedrooms during the winter.  Bristol is such a beautiful place to live in, the bench down 
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there is beautiful, and she just hopes that everyone on the Board will please think about it 

before they make a decision. 

Mr. Burke stated that he believes that the TRC gave a decision on the Special Use 

Permit and wanted to enter it into the record.  Ms. Williamson stated that the Special Use 

Permit is related to the height of the dwelling in the flood zone, which is a new 

Ordinance.  They did review it and it was noted that under the definition of building 

height in the Ordinance, which is now in accordance with the State Law, which was 

recently amended, the applicant’s have designed a flood compliant residential structure 

within a 35-foot height limit.  It was noted that the structure could have been taller, per 

the definition of building height in the Ordinance.  The TRC noted that there were several 

of the surrounding properties that were also improved with newer flood compliant homes 

and so based on that they were also of a similar height.  And based on that, the proposal 

appeared to be in character with the surrounding neighborhood, as to the height of the 

structure. 

Mr. Dennis stated that in many conversations with the applicants, there is great 

sensitivity to the concerns of the neighorhood.  This proposed structure is not a three-

story structure, if you take the flood area out of the equation; it’s a two story structure, 

like many in the neighborhood.  He thinks the concerns seem to be in large part perhaps a 

misunderstanding of how this property is designed.  The footprint is going to be 

essentially the same footprint that is there right now.  It is identical at the corner.  People 

talked about the corner of the intersection and if you look at the plan submitted, you can 

see that at the corner of Fales and Brookwood, the footprint is precisely where it exists 

right now.  Its really down on the water side and in the northwest corner to accommodate 
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a stairwell where it really expands beyond, in some measure, beyond where it is right 

now.  So, with regard to footprint and the coverage, they’ve been through all of it, they 

are far below the permitted coverage of the lot and as it turns out, they are far below the 

height restriction.  The construction that they are proposing could actually be increased, 

some would say, up to ten feet higher than what they have designed, simply because of 

the new State regulation, the new definition of how height is measured.  Obviously, the 

topography of the land is such that the elevation of course is higher near Brookwood, 

lower towards the shore.  The construction of this house is in accordance with the flood 

regulations, and he thinks that is key.  The footprint is not much larger than what exists 

there right now and the height is well below what it could be as a matter of right.  So, 

bringing the Board back to when they are before the Board, they are there for front yard 

setback relief and they’ve already seen the plans, heard the testimony of the architect and 

can see that the setbacks from the street are comparable to what exists there now.  The 

TRC has recommended approval on the Special Use Permit based on no alteration of the 

neighborhood characteristics.  He thinks a careful study of the paperwork will show that 

this is not a monstrosity or a large building on a small lot.  It’s essentially the same 

footprint and its higher, clearly, its higher than the existing dwelling house, but its well 

within the height allowance under the Code and certainly under the new version of the 

Code. 

Ms. Paula Ferriera stated that with all due respect to Mr. Dennis, it is a much 

bigger house and his assertion that it’s the same footprint is not true.  It is a much bigger 

house and asked what the plans for drainage are.  It’s a bigger house, more bathrooms, 

what are the plans for that.  Mr. Asciola stated that is for the building inspector to look at, 
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not Zoning.  Ms. Ferreira asked if the neighbors get to know what the impact of that 

building is going to be on drainage?  At what point do they receive any of that 

information?  They can argue that its not three levels, but it is three levels.  And its not 

the height, it’s the mass compared to the original house.  She believes the neighborhood 

submitted 25 signatures of neighbors who are in opposition or have concerns regarding 

the proposal.  Also, she thinks that she superimposed the original house onto the 

proposed house, and it is significantly larger for that lot size.  She doesn’t know if that is 

available to show.  Ms. Williamson did put the information on the screen and Ms. 

Ferriera stated that it was from a surveyor and shows the existing structure superimposed 

into the proposed structure.  She believes it shows a significant difference.  Mr. Asciola 

stated that is because one is built for a flood zone, and one is not.   

Mr. Teitz stated that basically Mr. Dennis had his concluding remarks and now 

Ms. Ferriera now has her chance for concluding remarks without needing to go into 

dialog with people.  It really was basically a statement, not a question.  So, he might want 

to close the public hearing and deliberate. 

Ms. White asked Ms. Mellor to review the flood rules for rehabilitation versus re-

build, which Ms. Mellor did.  Ms. White thanked her for that and in addition, she heard a 

lot of comments from the opposing neighbors about views and she knows that is the 

biggest bummer that when you have a house that you think you have the most beautiful 

view and then somebody wants to build a house in front of you.  However, the Zoning 

Board has no decision making when it comes to a view.  So, views are not really part of 

the Board’s thinking when it comes down to a decision.  As painful as it is for all of 

them, she understands, but its not really something that they can consider.  She noted that 
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the right-of-way kept being brought up and she was trying to understand how this house 

would affect the right-of-way, because it doesn’t seem like they’re going into the right-

of-way.  She didn’t hear that the bench is being taken out and the right-of-way is being 

changed. 

Mr. and Mrs. Mellor stated that they do not see how raising the house up is going 

to impact the right-of-way, or the ability for people to sit on the bench or launch their 

kayaks at the end of the street; the right-of-way space remains and will be untouched.  

They are only moving the house within the lot line and not the curb.  And maybe people 

are confused on the curb, but the property is approximately 9 inches in one  area where its 

outside the original footprint on the Fales Road side.  Ms. Mellor stated that when they 

purchased the house seven years ago their first annual flood insurance premium was 

$6,500, which is pretty outrageous to start with.  Every year its gone up and up and up.  

Its mandated by mortgage and is now over $20,000.00. 

Mr. Teitz interrupted and stated this time is for questions by Board members, not 

for continued information. 

Mr. Burke stated he had no further questions, as he asked them during testimony.  

Mr. Kern had no further questions.  Mr. Brum had no further questions.  Mr. Simoes had 

no further questions.  Mr. Tipton had no questions. Mr. Asciola stated all of his questions 

had been answered, a lot of information had been given out.   

Mr. Asciola stated that the public hearing was now closed. 

Mr. Burke stated that looking at the drawings, it seems to him that it is basically 

on the same footprint, except for the Fales Roadside, which looks like the additional 

distance is for a stairway, which sometimes they do a finding that a variance isn’t 
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required.  But, if you look at it, the front setback number one, its about a foot difference.  

So, the only material variance is really on that Fales Roadside, where its about 5-foot 

difference.  But if you look at the profile of the building, that is a stairway.  But 

effectively it is on the same footprint.  It is a very modest structure.  He’s not sure that 

people understand that the flood insurance requirements are measured only on the cost of 

the building.  Certainly, the total property is worth a lot of money because of the land.  

But that particular building really cannot be renovated without it being flood compliant.  

He thinks they’re looking at about 25 square feet over a break away garage that’s 

mandated because its in the flood zone.  Its a 7,300 square foot lot, its in an R-10, it’s a 

non-confirming lot; but its not a 5,000 square foot lot.  In some cases, they have had to 

work with an applicant to put a home on a 3,000 square foot lot.  Or allow a 7 ½ foot side 

yards on waterfront property.  He knows that views were mentioned a lot and would defer 

to the Solicitor for more comments on that, but its not in the Board’s purview and they do 

have the Special Use Permit, which allows them to regulate height in these zones so that 

they don’t end up with a 45-foot-high structure.  He thinks that for what the applicants 

want to do, it doesn’t seem to him like unreasonable.   

Mr. Asciola stated that he agreed, it doesn’t seem unrealistic what they want to do 

when looking at the size of it, its going to be almost on the same footprint and 

theoretically they could go higher, and they are not.  And driving through that 

neighborhood there are some big houses right near them. 

Mr. Burke stated that there are some in the area that have not flood compliant and 

it will be continued where they want to do some type of renovation and they will have to 

make it flood compliant and at some point, it could actually be mandated. 
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Mr. Simoes stated that he agreed and if you look at the plans and being in the 

flood zone, the first floor is for the water to go through, and he thinks its going to fit in 

with the area pretty well. 

Mr. Brum stated that its unfortunate that in situation like this that there are so 

many in the community that are opposed.  But they’ve approved this sort of dimensional 

variance in the past, and he thinks it would be against what the Board has granted in the 

past to not consider this favorably. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman I’ll make a motion to approve file number 2021-13, 

applicants Michael and Mary C. Mellor, 4 Fales Road, for dimensional 

variances to demolish an existing one-story building and build a new flood 

compliant structure.  The variances that are requested, and I’m going to 

talk about which road side the front yards are in.  Just to state for the 

record, there is no side yard variance on the southerly side.  By Code you 

can consider that as a side yard, versus a rear yard.  There is no rear yard 

variance required, its 55 feet from the property line.  And that will also be 

addressed during the CRMC approval.  On the Fales Road side the house 

will be within 9 feet in some areas of the Fales Road property line, versus 

a requirement of 30.  So that’s a relief of 21 feet.  In the application it was 

calculated at 20.9, the Staff report says 21, so I am going to go with the 

value of 21.  On the Brookwood side, the variance is going to be 27.7 feet 

from the property line, versus another requirement of 30 for the front yard, 

for a variance of 2.3 feet.  Based on all of the evidence presented to the 
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Zoning Board of Review and the Board’s knowledge and personal 

inspection of the area, the Zoning Board of Review hereby finds that the 

hardship from which the applicant seeks relief is due to the unique 

characteristics of the subject land or structure and not to the general 

characteristics of the surrounding area, or to an economic disability of the 

applicant.  We heard testimony from a professional architect on the 

challenges of building on the lot.  There are going to be other constraints 

because it is in the flood zone.  And its going to be built basically on the 

existing footprint that is there.  That the hardship is not the result of prior 

action of the applicant and does not result primarily from a desire of the 

applicant to realize greater financial gain.  They’re making a significant 

investment in their retirement home in Bristol.  The house was built in the 

mid 20
th
 Century, they did not build the house and they did not place it 

there and they did not plat out the land.  The granting of the requested 

dimensional variance will not alter the general characteristics of the 

surrounding area or impair the intent or purpose of the Zoning Ordinance 

or the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Bristol.  As buildings in the 

neighborhood are renovated, because of the constraints being in the flood 

zone, they have to become eventually flood compliant.  So, the 

neighborhood is transitioning to flood compliant buildings.  The relief 

requested to be granted is the least relief necessary.  As I enumerated, it is 

being built on the same footprint and the only material difference is for the 

stairwell on the north side of the structure.  That the hardship that will be 
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suffered by the owner of the subject property if the dimensional variance 

is not granted will amount to more than a mere inconvenience.  The 

approximately 25 square feet of living space is consistent with the lot in 

that neighborhood.  I so move. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that motion. 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor?  (Roll Call) 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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 Mr. Teitz noted that it was 10:15 and it was obvious that not all Petitions would be heard 

at this evening meeting and perhaps the Board would like to advise some of the Petitioners that 

they will have to be continued to another meeting.  The Board reviewed the remaining Petitions, 

and a new meeting was scheduled to be heard on Tuesday, June 15
th
 staring with Petition number 

2021-25 through 2021-30. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to continue to June 15
th

 the following 

application, 2021-25, Barbara J. Silvia, 19 Fatima Drive; 2021-26, CVS 

Pharmacy, 400 Metacom Avenue; 2021-27, Blue Hope,LLC, 52 Ballou 

Boulevard; 2021-28, Brett M. Rosado, 4 Betsy Drive; 2021-29, Kevin 

Amaral, 44 Ballou Boulvard; 2021-30, Richard P. and Ali K. Corey, 80 

Kickemuit Avenue. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second. 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor?  (Roll Call) 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 
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NEW PETITIONS: 

4. 2021-23 

 THOMAS C. CRANSON     24 Patricia Ann Dr.: R-15 

         Pl. 55, Lot 127 

  Dimensional Variances to construct a 12’ x 12’ single-story kitchen addition and a 

12’ x 28’ rear deck addition to an existing single-family dwelling with less than the required rear 

yard. 

 Mr. Thomas Cranson presented the Petition to the Board.  He explained that he has lived 

in this property for 7 years and they are looking to do a kitchen renovation.  They currently do 

not have an eat-in kitchen and they are proposing to include a single-level kitchen nook.  There is 

an existing concrete foundation coming off the back of the property on the back side of the 

property and part of the plan is to utilize that existing concrete slab and put on a 12’ x 12’ 

kitchen nook to make it an eat-in kitchen.  This is a corner lot with about 3.4 acres and the house 

was positioned catty-cornered on the lot.  He presented a photo of the area showing that it will 

not be seen off the property. 

 The Board reviewed his plans in detail. 

 Mr. Charles and Cheryl Anastasi, 2 Gail drive, which abuts the south side of this 

property, and they support the Petition and the effort to utilize the existing slab.  They think it 

will be a cosmetic improvement; instead of having that bare slab there, to have a nice, finished 

kitchen.  There is the arborvitae that gives them good privacy and they don’t have any concerns 

about the proposal. 

 No one spoke against the Petition. 

 

 



07 JUNE 2021 

 

47 

 

X X X X X X 

 

MR. BRUM: Mr. Chairman, I make a motion approve file number 2021-23, applicant 

Thomas C. Cranson, 24 Patricia Ann Drive for dimensional variance to 

construct a 12’ x 12’ single-story kitchen addition and 12’ x 28’ rear deck 

addition to an existing single-family dwelling with less than the required 

rear yard setback.  The variance would be for 18 feet to construct a kitchen 

nook within the rear yard setback of the property.  The Zoning Ordinance 

for an R-15 zone requires 35 feet for a rear yard setback.  In this case the 

variance for 15feet.  The hardship from which the applicant seeks relief is 

due to the unique characteristics of the subject land or structure, not to the 

general characteristics of the surrounding area or to the economic 

disability of the applicant.  As was stated by the applicant, the house is 

currently located on a corner lot, which per our Zoning Ordinance creates 

two front yards.  This characteristic, along with he placement, positioning 

of the house on the lot; the house is positioned diagonally, set back toward 

the rear yard property line.  It does pose a challenge for any additional use 

or addition to the rear yard, given its close proximity to the property line.  

The hardship is not the result of a prior action of the applicant and does 

not result from a desire of the applicant to realize any greater financial 

gain.  The applicant did not build the home, he purchased the home in the 

condition that it is currently in and a 12’ x 12’ structure will not generally 

change the value or the scope of the property.  Granting the requested 
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dimensional variance will not alter the general characteristics of the 

surrounding area or impair the intent or purpose of the Zoning Ordinance 

or the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Bristol.  Granting this variance 

does not alter the general characteristics, the proposed addition is behind 

the house.  The only impact would be to the rear yard abutting property, 

which has spoken in favor of this variance.  And, in addition there is a 

hedge of arborvitae between the two properties, which add for additional 

buffer and privacy.  By not granting this relief, it would be more than a 

mere inconvenience, and I do believe that we are granting the least relief 

necessary.  Given the position of the house, the pre-existing foundation in 

which the applicant can build upon and the location of the kitchen, 

requesting that the applicant stay within rear yard setbacks would not be 

reasonable in this particular case.  And by granting the variance, it would 

be the least amount of relief.  And it would create for more than a mere 

inconvenience, as the applicant would have a large cement slab in his back 

yard that wouldn’t serve any real purpose.  And for those reasons, I make 

a motion to approve file number 2021-23. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that motion 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor?  (Roll Call) 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 



07 JUNE 2021 

 

49 

 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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5. 2021-24 

 NANCY A. SOUSA     9 William Street :  R-6 

        Pl. 19, Lot 72 

  Dimensional Variances to construct a 7’ x 13’ 8” first floor living area addition to 

an existing single-family dwelling with less than the required front yard and left side yard; and to 

construct a 6’ x 28’ 6” single-story living area addition with less than the required rear yard. 

 Ms. Sousa presented the Petition to the Board.  She explained that they had a devastating 

fire on January 12
th
 at this location.  She has owned the property for almost 20 years and had 

been working on it since then.  Her husband is on a walker since Christmas, and they were lucky 

to get out of their alive, if they had been on the second floor, she doesn’t know what would have 

happened.  The main purpose for the variance is to bring the front parlor out to the front porch, 7 

feet, so it would be 7’ x 12.3, which will give them room to have a bedroom and full bath on the 

first floor.  They are both older and they need to make it a very open floor plan.  They had a very 

narrow staircase that all burned, and they have to add on to the right side of the house in order to 

put a new stairway to Code. Nothing will be changed upstairs.  The main need is the bedroom, 

bathroom and laundry.  They also have a small addition out the back, which there is already a 

small layette that goes back 6 feet, and when looking at the plans on the back, the designer has 

gone out that 5 or 6 feet to meet the 10-foot setback.  It’s a very small lot, 60’ x 60’. 

 The Board reviewed the plans in detail with the Petitioner. 

 Ms. Ann Mahoney, 3 Williams Street explained how frightening it was to step out of her 

home at 9:15 in the morning and saw Nancy’s house ablaze.  There are three units at 3 Williams 

Street, she was representing herself and the homeowner’s association.  They were all able to 

quickly get out and move the cars, because the property line is just 10 feet from where the fire 

was.  Nancy has met with the association and answered all their questions.  Her two areas of 
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safety concern is that given the proximity of the property line and the driveway toward where the 

work will be going on, her request is for an insurance certificate, because of the proximity and if 

any one were to fall onto her property.  The other safety question would be if they will publish 

how the asbestos abatement will be done, as she can only imagine because of the age of the 

house, built in 1909 it has asbestos.  At 70 she’s not as concerned for herself as she is for the 

children who live on the street. 

 Mr. Teitz as far as the asbestos abatement plan, he doesn’t think that is really in the 

purview of the Zoning Board, that’s the Building Official who will determine it and wont issue 

the building permit without that.  As to the second question, because it is so close to the lot line, 

its unusual, but believes that it could be applied as a condition if they wanted. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion that we have a finding that there’s a 

landing in the rear, it’s a 5’ x 5’ landing, which is a stairway; I’d like to 

make a finding that it is a stairway and does not require a variance.   

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that. 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor?  (Roll Call) 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 



07 JUNE 2021 

 

52 

 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: I’m going to make a motion to approve File number 2021-24, Nancy A. 

Sousa, 9 William Street to construct a 7’ x 13’ 8” first floor living area 

addition to an existing single-family dwelling with less than the required 

front yard and left side yard and to construct a 6’ x 28’ single-story living 

area addition with less than the required rear yard.  This requires the 

average of the block; for William Street is a front yard setback of 10 feet.  

This application is to have a front yard setback of 4.4, which is a variance 

of 6.8.  A left side yard variance of 1 foot.  The proposed is 9 feet, versus 

the 10-foot side yard requirement.  The right side does not require a 

variance.  And the rear yard side requires; its 16.3 feet, versus a 

requirement of 20; for a 3.6” variance.  The hardship from which the 

applicant seeks relief is due to the unique characteristics of the subject 

land and not to the general characteristics of the surrounding area or to an 

economic disability of the applicant.  We heard testimony and we know 

from viewing that the house was subject to a significant fire and the house 

was a total loss.  The lot itself is approximately 3,000 square feet; so, its 

half of what’s required in an R-6 zone and therefore requires some level of 

relief.  The hardship is not the result of prior action of the applicant and 

does not result primarily from a desire of the applicant to realize greater 

financial gain.  We heard testimony regarding the long-term living plans 

of the applicant and residents.  The granting of the requested dimensional 

variance will not alter the general character of the surrounding area or 
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impair the intent or purpose of the Zoning Ordinance, or the 

Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Bristol.  William Street is a very 

compact area, the majority of the homes, at least in one dimension are 

actually on the property line.  So, its consistent with I’ll say the colonial 

nature of that street.  That the relief requested to be granted is the least 

relief necessary.  It’s a minimal amount of relief based on the existing, 

rebuilding the existing structure and the constraints of the very small lot.  

That the hardship that will be suffered by the owner of the subject 

property if the dimensional variance is not granted will amount to more 

than a mere inconvenience; they need the relief in order to construct 

adequate living space for the residents.  I so move. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that motion. 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor?  (Roll Call) 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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 The following Petition were continued to the July 15, 2021 meeting: 

6. 2021-25 

 BARBARA J. SILVIA    19 Fatima Dr.:  R-8 

        Pl. 123, Lot 274 

  Dimensional Variance to construct a 26’ x 35’ accessory garage structure at a size 

larger than permitted in a residential zoning district. 

 

7. 2021-26 

 CVS PHARMACY     400 Metacom Ave.:  GB 

        Pl. 155, Lot 71-001 

  Dimensional Variances to replace an existing freestanding commercial sign with a 

new 20’ high freestanding commercial sign containing an approximate 60 square foot primary 

cabinet sign and an approximate 28 square foot secondary cabinet sign at a size and height 

greater than permitted in the General Business zoning district. 

 

8. 2021-27 

 BLUE HOPE, LLC     52 Ballou Blvd.:  M 

        Pl. 94, Lot 51 

  Dimensional Variance to construct an approximate 32’ x 100’ two-story addition 

to an existing commercial manufacturing building with less than the required front yard. 

 

9. 2021-28 

 BRETT M. ROSADO    4 Betsy Dr.:  R-15 

        Pl. 127, Lot 79 

  Dimensional Variances to construct a 982 square foot single-story garage and 

living area addition and an 11’ x 19’ rear deck addition to an existing single-family dwelling 

with less than the required right-side yard. 
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10. 2021-29 

 KEVIN AMARAL     44 Ballou Blvd. :  M 

        Pl. 94, Lot 27 

  Special Use Permit to operate a microbrewery use within the Manufacturing 

zoning district. 

 

11. 2021-30 

 RICHARD P. & ALI K. COREY   89 Kickemuit Ave:  R-15 

        Pl. 133, Lot 103 

  Dimensional Variance to construct an approximate 32’ x 40’ two-story garage and 

living area addition, including an accessory family dwelling unit, to an existing single-family 

dwelling with less than the required front yard. 

 

 

 

 

 

    

   

   

 

 

 

   



07 JUNE 2021 

 

56 

 

12. ADJOURNMENT: 

X X X X X X 

MR. ASCIOLA: Motion to adjourn? 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll make a motion to adjourn, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. KERN:  Second. 

MR. ASCIOLA: All in favor?  (By roll call) 

MR. BURKE:  Yes. 

MR. BRUM:  Yes, sir. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(MEETING ADJOURNED AT 11:00 P.M.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



07 JUNE 2021 

 

57 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

 

 

 

 

___________________________ 

                           Susan E. Andrade 

 

 

 

TOWN OF BRISTOL ZONING BOARD 

MEETING HELD ON:  07 JUNE 2021 

 

 

Date Accepted:_____________________ 

 

Chairman: _________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 


