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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 
 
 
   

NEW PETITIONS: 

1. 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. 

  Dr. Barbara Silvia presented the Petition to the Board.  Dr. Silvia explained she is 

requesting relief from the residential Ordinance that permits accessory structures to a maximum 

of 22’ x 24’, with a maximum height of 20’ above existing grade.  She is requesting the 

dimensional variance to build a 26’ x 35’ 2 ½ car garage with a wall height of 10 feet and peak 

roof height of 14’ 3” on the northeast side of the 12,000 square foot lot.  The building will be ten 

feet from the easterly right-side property line and eight feet from the rear property line.  The 

building will be a steel construction garage with overhead doors.  A single side door entrance 

and windows.  It will be constructed of upgraded 12-guage steel, with a full foundation.  It will 

be constructed in light grey, with a dark grey trim to coordinate with the current color of the 

house and aesthetically fit in the yard and neighborhood.  The property currently has an attached 

very small single-car garage that is 12’ x 20’.  Unfortunately, its too small for her current 

vehicles, which prevents her from protecting them from various elements and storDr.  Due to the 

unique characteristics of construction of the original home and the small garage, less than 8 feet 

from the abutting property line, it creates a hardship to be able to expand the current garage.  In 

addition, there is a storage shed in the back yard, which is 10’ x 12’, which would be taken down 
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and the lawn equipment will be able to be stored in the new garage.  The current yard has a 6-

foot stockade fence around the back property line, as well as many mature trees.  Due to the 

landscaping, this new building will not alter the current landscape in the neighborhood.  She has 

addressed the proposed variance with her neighbors, especially those who immediately abut the 

property line.  She attached 13 letters from the neighbors, acknowledging that they are in favor 

of granting of the variance.  She has placed stakes in the yard to demonstrate the location of the 

proposed building, which is well set back from the road.  In consideration of this information and 

the attached pictures in the request, she requested that the Zoning Board grant her request for a 

dimensional variance to build the proposed garage.   

 In response to questioning by the Board on why the structure has to be so big, Dr. Silvia 

explained that she wants to build it large enough to fit the two vehicles, along with a small 

trailer, her tractor, snow blower.  She would like to put up one structure that is going to 

accommodate all the needs, so that there never has to be a request in the future for anything 

additional.  She has two personal vehicles, a work vehicle, a motorcycle, and a classic car that 

she would like to store in this structure and perhaps in the future a recreational vehicle for 

retirement. 

 Mr. Simoes acknowledged that there seems to be support from the area but asked if she 

would consider putting up more trees up.  Dr. Silvia stated she absolutely plans to landscape 

around it.  She has already done a lot of work and wants to make it look beautiful and have the 

building fit in. 

 Dr. White stated that she personally thinks the structure is too big for the neighborhood 

and as much due diligence that the applicant has done, which she appreciates, she still doesn’t 

think its I character with the neighborhood and needs to be smaller. 
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 Mr. Burke stated he agreed with Dr. White and also thinks its too big.  He doesn’t see the 

hardship and believes that they can work with the applicant to accommodate some of her current 

needs, but he thinks projecting that there needs to be inside storage for yet to be acquired 

recreational vehicle is not reasonable.  He doesn’t like the metal construction, but if the abutters 

and the neighbors are supporting it, he is okay with the construction materials.  They have had an 

issue like this before, but the neighbors requested that it be made of wood and that was made a 

condition.  But, again, he thinks its too large, given the neighborhood. 

 Mr. Asciola stated that he also believes its too large for the neighborhood, and definitely 

not in character with the neighborhood.  There are no other structures that large on any of the 

properties in the area. 

 There was no one to speak in favor or against the Petition. 

X X X X X X 

MR. ASCIOLA: Can we have a motion, please? 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to deny application No. 2021-25, 

Barbara J. Silvia, 19 Fatima Drive to construct a 26’ x 35’ accessory 

garage of metal construction.  The hardship from which the applicant 

seeks relief is not due to the unique characteristics of the subject land or 

structure but is instead due to the general characteristics of the 

surrounding area.  It’s a residential zone.  There is a hardship with an 

inability to expand the current attached garage, that is true, but there is no 

hardship that is related to that easterly section of the property.  The 

granting of the requested dimensional variance will alter the general 

characteristics of the surrounding area or will impair the intent or purpose 
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of the Zoning Ordinance or the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of 

Bristol.  There are no oversized garages of that magnitude in that 

neighborhood and on that block.  That the relief requested to be granted is 

not the least relief necessary.  The applicant has not shown evidence that 

this is the least relief necessary.  That the hardship that will be suffered by 

the owner of the subject property if the dimensional variance is not 

granted will not amount to more than a mere inconvenience.  There 

certainly could be a garage constructed that will accommodate her current 

vehicles. If she would like to, she can re-apply or modify the application.  

I so move. 

X X X X X X 

  Dr. Silvia asked the Board for input on what size they would think appropriate, as 

she does not want to keep going through the process and get denied.  She asked to be educated 

on how to handle it appropriately, as she does need a garage that is going to accommodate her 

needs.  She now has to go out and have everything repriced and it has been a two-month process 

and have everything in order. 

 Mr. Burke stated that she could start by providing a sketch showing her vehicles inside 

the garage, which others have done.  He is not suggesting that if the applicant submitted a sketch 

like we often get, here is why I need a garage, here’s my vehicles and here’s my motorcycle.  

And if it were two vehicles and a motorcycle, it certainly would not have to be 35 feet long.  So, 

I’m just suggesting that if its reasonable, relief could be considered. 

 The Board again reviewed her needs in detail with the Petitioner.  And the Board agreed 

that sketches would need to be seen and any decision not be made on speculation.  They 
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suggested that Dr. Silvia just take the time to look around the neighborhood and see what other 

garages are in the area that work with the neighborhood.  Dr. Silvia stated that most of the other 

properties in the neighborhood are very small and half the size of her property.  She has a whole 

second lot that technically she could build a house on, it is a buildable lot.  If the Board could 

give her some type of idea of what size would be allowed, it would help her. 

 Mr. Teitz stated that everyone needs to remember that when looking at hardship, it goes 

to the land, not the person.  The fact that someone has 8 children versus 2 children doesn’t affect 

the hardship as to how big a house with how many bedrooms is allowed.  The hardship goes to 

the land, the unique situation of the land or building.  In this case, he thinks a little bit of a 

hardship in that the garage that is there is undersized and is not normal; and that’s the sort of 

thing that would allow, particularly if they need dimensional relief for a larger garage.  But there 

is plenty of room on the rest of the lot for a larger garage.  So now the question is, is this 

hardship more than a mere inconvenience.  And he thinks its not really the Zoning Enforcement 

Officer’s job, but it is the Board to decide.  Just because someone may have several large 

vehicles, doesn’t mean that that is a hardship as far as the use of the land.  The question is what 

the reasonable use of this residential lot in the neighborhood and the Board is already seems to 

have determined that it seems to be that the proposed structure would be too large.  So that goes 

to the question of the least relief necessary.  But it as far as hardship, there is in fact plenty of 

room for a legally allowable sized garage on this lot.  And beyond that he thinks that if the Board 

wants to give the applicant a little bit more guidance or not.  He could be reading it wrong or not, 

so maybe they can give her some guidance.  Maybe the Board would be looking kindlier to the 

large structure if it were more attractive structure and fitting into the neighborhood; looking more 

like a residence with residential materials, such as wood and shingles, as opposed to the metal 



15 JUNE 2021 

 

8 

 

structure and it may be the combination of the large size and the commercial look to it.  Those 

are the sort of things that they might want to provide to the applicant. 

 Dr. Silvia asked if she could modify her request to a 26’ x 30’, so it could accommodate 

the two personal vehicles and her lawn equipment.  Mr. Asciola stated that the Board members 

would like to see a sketch, she could continue the matter to the following month. 

 Mr. Burke stated that he doesn’t believe that the applicant understands that the Standards 

must be met and show evidence that it is the least relief necessary and that there is a hardship.  If 

she would like to continue, he can withdraw his motion and make a motion to continue to the 

July meeting.   

 Dr. Silvia stated that she would ask to continue the application. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: I withdraw my motion.  And I’ll make a motion to continue this 

application 2021-25 to the I believe it’s the July 12
th

 meeting. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that motion. 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

DR. WHITE:  Aye. 

MR. TIPTON:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Continued) 
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DR. WHITE STEPPED DOWN, MR. KERN SAT ON THE BOARD 

 

2. 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. 

 Mr. Gary McCoy, Poyant Signs, presented the Petition to the Board.  Mr. McCoy 

explained there is an existing free-standing sign at this location, which photos have been 

submitted.  It is in pretty rough shape, and they were originally going to modify the existing sign 

to be something more appropriately designed on the existing pole system.  When he discussed it 

with the inspector, it was something he thought could be done by right.  But after surveying the 

sign, they noticed that the pole system that is there is starting to fail and to make any adjustments 

to this sign, the pole system should be changed.  The existing sign is under a prior variance.  It is 

116 square feet, and the new sign would be a more uniform style cabinet that would be same 

height, but size wise its smaller in square footage at just over 88 square feet.  The lighting system 

is upgraded to energy efficient low voltage LED.  The unique characteristic of the property is 

basically that this is a pre-existing situation with a larger sign in the same location that has been 

deemed to be unsafe.  The hardship is not the result of any prior action by the applicant or to 

realize any financial gain.  This will actually be a smaller sign, more visually pleasing, more 

modern, fits in better in a commercial area.  The request will not alter the general characteristics 

of the surrounding area, as it is a pre-existing condition and will only be replacing what is there 
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now.  It won’t be anything different than what has been seen at that location for years.  The relief 

to be granted is the least necessary and he thinks he is demonstrating that by making the sign 

smaller than what is there today. 

 The Board reviewed the proposed lighting, which was described as actually going to be 

less intrusive than what is existing, and it is a green light source.  Due to the smaller size, it will 

project less lighting and will not be shining into anyone’s property.  There have not been 

complaints over the past 25 years and there shouldn’t be any now. 

 Mr. Burke stated that as per the Staff report the current sign is at 21 feet and the proposed 

sign will be at 20 feet.  Mr. McCoy confirmed he was correct. 

X X X X X X 

MR. SIMOES: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion that we grant the applicant the 

replacement of the old sign with a newer sign, which will be much 

smaller.  The present sign is now 116 square feet, the new sign will now 

be roughly around 88 square feet.  And, also, the height will be one foot 

less, instead of 21 feet it will be 20 feet.  Also, the lighting on the sign will 

have less illumination, so that it will be more or less within our Code that 

we have, according to the Zoning.  Also, this is the least relief necessary, 

and it would also improve the view of the present sign that is there now, 

which is starting to fall apart and show its years of age.  With those 

reasons, I ask that we approve this Petition. 

MR. KERN:  I will second that motion. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 
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MR. SIMOE:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. TIPTON:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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3. 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. 

 Mr. Chase Hogoboom, owner and Mr. Anthony Autiello, General Contractor presented 

the Petition to the Board. 

 Mr. Hogoboom explained that they are seeking front yard relief to construct a new two-

story addition to the existing building.  The current front yard setback is at 30 feet; what they are 

proposing would exceed that and put the setback at 24 feet, approaching Ballou Boulevard.  The 

space they will be building serves a few different purposes.  They have a growing demand for 

engineers and technical staff to support the work that they are doing for the Department of 

Defense and the Navy, as well as complying with ITAR and other security requirements that the 

Navy is requiring them to adhere to.  They looked at a few different options as to how they could 

accommodate these needs and decided that the front of the building was most appropriate for a 

few different reasons, including the rear of the lot abuts residential.  And although there is plenty 

of space back there to build this within the current setbacks, they thought that building it towards 

the street in the Industrial Zone was more appropriate.  Secondly, utilities coming in such as 

water, internet, power; they’re going to realize significant savings by having this addition closer 

to the street, rather than putting them at the back of the lot.  They have received various plans 

and DEM permits, and as he mentioned, they are stalled out on hiring because they don’t have 

space for any more folks, the sooner they get this going, they can resume hiring. 

 The Bord reviewed the plans in detail.  Mr. Hogoboom explained that the addition that is 

encroaching upon the front yard setback is office space for engineering, meeting space.  They are 
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as part of the project doing some interior renovations, such as upgrading the bathrooms to 

accommodate the staff, increasing the size of the cafeteria, as well as building some other 

offices.  Their current offices are housed in construction trailers, and they are out of space at this 

time to put more construction trailers in.  This is a much-needed addition. 

 Upon questioning by Mr. Burke, Mr. Hogoboom stated that this is the last approval they 

need to put shovels in the ground.  Financing is in place, design and engineering is in place, 

permits from DEM, this would be the prerequisite to getting the building permit.  As far as 

association with the Defense Production Act, the Department of Defense has a rating system that 

places different values on different types of projects.  And when you are working on a rated 

project that helps the supply chain prioritize how to apply resources to facilitate the priorities of 

the Department of Defense.  Wheat they have going on right now are a few rated projects by the 

DOD and they are experiencing some delays because of not having enough engineers to work on 

these projects.  At no fault of the Town of Bristol; everyone is working as quickly as possible, 

but it is their obligation to communicate that this is related to rated projects, and they all need to 

do their best effort to make sure that they comply. The projects they are working on is for 

underwater use by the Navy and is controlled unclassified information.  They act in a number of 

capacities; they contract directly with the Navy, and they also support the Defense Industrial 

Base; so as a subcontractor, but they also contract directly with the Navy. 

 Mr. Autiello confirmed they are looking for a 6-foot front yard variance.  The reason for 

this variance coming up was because when the initial property was surveyed, they believed they 

were in the setback requirements of this design.  When their survey came back and subsequent 

TOPO survey came back, it covered that the setback was not as originally anticipated. 
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 Mr. Asciola stated that he thinks it’s a good idea to put it in the front rather than in the 

rear abutting residential.  It is an industrial site and sees no problem with the request. 

 Dr. Deb DeAngelis, 661 Metacom Avenue stated her concern is that the double decker, 

they need the barrier between residential and commercial and she is very concerned about the 

height and the size. 

 Mr. Autiello shared his screen with the plans showing that they will not be exceeding the 

existing building roof height, which was part of the configuration they were seeking. 

 Dr. DeAngelis was happy to see that because that was her concern.  She asked them to 

confirm that the green barrier will be maintained.  Mr. Autiello stated there will be no 

encumbrance from the site lines and illustrated it on screen, showing that the height of the 

current building actually is higher than the proposed addition height.  In response to sound, it 

will not generate any additional sound, as it will be used as office space and very well insulated, 

made of non-metallic materials, which will not amplify or increase any exterior noise. 

 Mr. Asciola explained to Dr. DeAngelis that from what he sees of the plans, they are 

putting this addition in the front so as to not impact the residential area, it will not be any higher 

than it currently is and what he is housing is technology people that will not create any noise, it 

will be engineering. 

 Dr. DeAngelis asked the Board that if was their property line and this was proposed, 

would they be comfortable with that happening.  Mr. Asciola stated that they could put the 

addition in the back of the building without even coming before Zoning; they chose to put it in 

the front to do the abutters a favor and not impede the surrounding residential area.  Theya re 

making a great effort.  Mr. Tanner showed an aerial of the surrounding area and Dr. DeAngelis 

acknowledged it did seem to be better to put it in the front. 
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 Mr. Burke stated that he believes this to be a reasonable request and application; it’s the 

most reasonable solution to their needs. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to approve application number 2021-27, 

Blue Hope, LLC, 52 Ballou Boulevard to construct a 32’ x 100’ two-story 

addition to an existing commercial/manufacturing building with less than 

the required front yard.  The relief required is 6 feet and the Code requires 

a 30-foot front yard in this manufacturing zone and the resulting building 

will be 24 feet.  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.  The building is in place, it’s been recently acquired by 

the Getz company and they have a need for expansion.  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.  This is an 

on-going business need, as we heard testimony and reviewed evidence in 

the application.  That the grating 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.  It actually is very supportive of the 

Comprehensive Plan and a desire to increase manufacturing activity and 

therefore employment.  That the relief requested to be granted is the least 

relief necessary.  The addition could have been done in the back, which 
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would have impacted not only the cost, but also as we heard testimony, the 

neighbors.  That the hardship that would 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 would have to undergo the cost 

and time to put the addition in another location.  I so move. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that motion. 

MR BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’d like to amend my motion before we vote.  I would like 

to add a condition that the new addition will not exceed in height the 

existing peak of the roof of the existing building.  And that the buffer 

vegetation to the east is to be retained. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that motion. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. TIPTON;  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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4. 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. 

 Mr. Brett Rosado presented the Petition to the Board.  He explained that he has a spinal 

cord injury that has been getting progressively worse over the last 4 ½ years and has resulted in 

great hardship getting up and down the stairs.  He has been working with the VA and is looking 

at putting an elevator in his living room that will go up to the second floor.  He has looked at 

building out the basement and other options, in order to continue living in his home when he 

eventually becomes fully paralyzed.  That is why the proposed addition.  The design was actually 

through the VA and also being funded by the VA.  He confirmed that this addition will allow 

him to stay in his current home. 

 In response to questioning by Mr. Burke, Mr. Rosado stated they bought the house in 

2016 and was already constructed, so they did not construct the house in its present location. 

 Mr. Rich Capuano, 2 Betsy Drive, wanted to address the runoff from the addition.  He 

has a back yard with a built-in pool and large deck.  When he designed the back yard, all the 

runoff was taken into consideration that would channel towards Birchwood.  He has no objection 

to the addition being put on; he is just concerned about runoff. 

 Mr. Burke stated that he believes that over a certain roof area there has to be a runoff 

plan.  Mr. Tanner confirmed that the Town has a soil erosion runoff and sediment control 

ordinance, Chapter 29 of Town Code; and it does regulate runoff from construction.  On a single-

family residential house that limit is 1,000 square feet.  When the applicant applies for the 
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building permit, they would look at the size of the overall new impervious surfaces and this 

looks like its pretty close to triggering that.  It doesn’t necessarily need to be a full-blown 

engineered plan, but they would have to look at it.  Obviously, if there are issues an engineer 

may have to get involved to design some rain gardens.  Usually, they take the roof drains and put 

them into galleys in the ground to capture some of that runoff, or pitch the property, build a little 

swale.  He will be happy to work with the applicant on that issue. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman I’ll make a motion to approve file number 2021-28, Brett 

M. Rosado, 4 Betsy Drive, 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 fright side yard.  

The deck based on our Ordinance does not require relief.  The addition 

requires relief of 9 feet…. 11 feet and down to 1 foot.  So, it is a 

requirement of 20 feet and this addition will run between 9 and 19 feet 

from the property line.  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.  The addition is required for the reasons that 

were stated and there is no other location where it can go based on the 

siting of the house.  That the hardship is not the result of prior action of 

the applicant and does not result primarily for the desire of the applicant to 

realize greater financial gain.  It is to retain mobility in his current home.  

The applicant provided testimony that he did not construct the house, he 
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acquired it in 2016, as it was built.  That 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.  It will continue to be a 

residential use in a residential zone.  That the relief requested to be granted 

is the least relief necessary.  We heard testimony that the VA is actively 

participating in coming up with what looks like a very good solution.  That 

the hardship that would be suffered by the owner of the subject property if 

the dimensional variance is not granted will amount to more than a mere 

inconvenience.  It may result in him having to relocate.  I so move. 

MR. SIMOES: I second that motion. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. TIPTON:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 

 

 

 



15 JUNE 2021 

 

20 

 

5. 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. 

 Mr. Kevin Amaral presented the Petition to the Board.  He explained that he is looking to 

operate a microbrewery at this location; brew beer, have a tap room with indoor and outdoor use 

for patrons.  Nothing different than what the existing breweries in Town are doing, except that 

they are in a manufacturing zone.   

 The Board reviewed the plans in detail with the applicant.  The outdoor area will be 

fenced in to seclude it from the existing businesses.  There are no plans for distribution, just a 

local brewery and tap room.  They would be looking at options to canning beer at some time in 

the future, just as the other breweries in Town do.  There is an existing business in the building 

and just some interior remodeling and an outdoor fence.   

 Mr. Burke stated that he understands that the Town presently does not require 

microbreweries to obtain a liquor license.  Mr. Teitz stated that he was correct they do not 

require a license from the Town Council, which is part of the reason to make them a Special Use 

Permit, as they thought there should be some additional review.  They reviewed the process of 

how the Standards are met in detail.  Mr. Burke stated that he does have a concern and he did 

bring it up when the Town was updating the Code; that unlike the liquor licenses in Town, there 

is no limit on how many microbreweries there can be.  The Board is a control, but their control is 

limited, because if they meet the Standard then they are entitled to a Special Use Permit.  He just 

wanted to bring up his concern and would like to see the Town put some type of limit on it that 

would trigger something outside of the Zoning Board, because they are drinking establishments.  
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Mr. Teitz explained that the problem is that the State Law has provided for them, and the Zoning 

Board can say there are enough in Town.  The Town Council can do that, if they see there are too 

many, they can amend the Ordinance how they see necessary. 

X X X X X X 

MR. SIMOES: Mr. Chairman I’ll make a motion that we grant a Special Use Permit for 

file number 2021-29.  By allowing the Special Use Permit it will blend in 

with other properties also in the area, being a manufacturing zone.  Right 

now you have electricians, landscapers, contractors and Rosemary’s 

School of Dance next door.  So, by allowing this Special Use Permit it will 

not change the character in the area, because as I stated before, there are 

quite a variety of non-manufacturing businesses.  And for those reasons, 

by granting this permit it will not change the characteristics of the 

surrounding area or the Zoning Ordinance or the Comprehensive Plan of 

the Town of Bristol.  For those reasons, I ask that we allow this Special 

Use Permit. 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I would like to request that Mr. Simoes incorporate the 

hours of operation into the motion and that he incorporates the fencing 

that’s depicted in the proposed plan. 

MR. SIMOES: Okay.  Also, the applicant has stated that he will fence in the southern 

side, which is on Shannon Court.  And the hours of operation are proposed 

on Thursday, Friday and Saturday.  On Thursday it would be from 4:00 

pm to 8:00 pm; on Friday from 4:00 pm to 9:00 pm; on Saturday from 

2:00 pm to 10:00 pm and on Sunday from 2:00 pm to 8:00 pm. 
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MR. BURKE:  I’ll second. 

X X X X X X 

 The Board allowed Dr. Janet Gilly who lives at the Condos at Metacom to speak prior to 

the vote, as she was having difficulty signing in prior to the vote.  She was concerned about the 

hours of operation, which was just clarified, and she was satisfied with the information.  Her 

other concern was about any emanating odors coming from the facility.  Mr. Amaral explained 

that there will not be any distinct odors, as brewing beer pretty much smells like making a pot of 

oatmeal in the morning. 

 Mr. Tanner stated that the only other matter is that because this is a Special Use Permit 

application, it was reviewed by the Planning Board’s Technical Review Committee and there 

was a memo in the packet stating that they also had a Zoom meeting and has recommended 

approval. 

 Mr. Teitz stated that the way the conditions were phrased with saying “the applicant has 

said” that they would put up the fence.  The applicant has said these are the hours of operation.  

He just wanted to make sure that these are in fact conditions of the Special Use Permit that are 

imposing on this.  If they want to change the hours, they will have to come back to the Board. 

X X X X X X 

MR. ASCIOLA: Mr. Amaral are you comfortable with the hours you sent to us? 

MR. AMARAL: Yes, and fencing in the area, that’s something that we definitely want to 

do, its not even a question.  They definitely want to keep patrons away 

from the road, not that it’s a busy area on Shannon Court.  But, yes, we 

definitely have full intentions, 100% of fencing in that grassed in area.  
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And the hours I am completely comfortable with that and confident that 

we will stick to that. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Okay, all those in favor? (Roll Call) 

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. TIPTON:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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6. 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. 

 Mr. and Dr. Corey presented the Petition to the Board.  Dr. Corey stated that first she 

wanted to clarify that they are asking for a 32’ x 30’ addition, not 32’ x 40’ and the breezeway is 

10’ x 25’.   

 Dr. Corey continued and explained that their intention is to build a garage with an in-law 

or AFDU above it for her mother; and she is aware that they have to get separate approval for 

that element.  The parameters that were set when speaking with Mr. Tanner was that the addition 

had to look like it remained a one-family home in Bristol in their neighborhood.  So, in order to 

do that, they propose that the addition be the same distance from the street as their current home, 

which was built in the 1860’s.  They are hoping to align it with the current home.  They’ve had 

plans drawn and they’re having a soil and erosion runoff plan done also.  Her husband is a 

licensed and insured contractor, so he will be doing the addition work.  The reason they would 

like to add this is they have four children, and her mother is aging and is intending to move in 

and help with the childcare.  Her mom has lived on her own for as long as she can remember, so 

moving in with them will be a little bit tough for her for her independence and the hope is to give 

her as much of that as possible by having her own living space and kitchen above the garage.  

And she believes the issue and requested variance is due to the fact they would be 5 feet too 

close to the road. 
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 Mr. Tanner stated that the front yard setback in this zone is 35 feet, its an R-15 zone; the 

applicant is proposing 30.6 feet and the existing house is at 30.5 feet. 

 The Board had a discussion on the needs of Dr. Corey’s mom, Mr. Asciola asked if the 

concern is that she is aging, how would she get up and down to the second floor.  Dr. Corey 

stated there is no issue with that at this time, but they have also placed it on top where they 

would have direct access from their side of the house and also, they could put in a stair lift if 

needed. 

 Mr. Kern noted that the height of the garage is not specified on the plans.  Dr. Corey 

stated it would be equal to the height of the current home.  Mr. Kern noted that the house is 

higher at ground level, and they have a garage that is below their house.  So, what is the distance 

from the ground in front of the garage to the peak?  After reviewing the information on the plans 

presented, it was determined to be approximately 27 feet maximum, which is under the 35 feet 

maximum allowed. 

 In response to questioning on why the addition had to be so large, Dr. Corey stated that 

the hope was to give her mother an apartment that was at least half of her current living size.  

And the existing house is rather small compared to other houses in the surrounding 

neighborhood.  Mr. Tanner showed an aerial view of the neighborhood. 

 The Board reviewed the plans and the placement in detail with the applicants, who have 

lived at this property since November of 2019.   

 In response to questioning from Mr. Burke on who told the applicant it needed to be 

aligned with the existing building, Dr. Corey explained that they were told it needed to look as 

though it was a single-family dwelling unit, even if there was an AFDU on the property.  Mr. 

Burke stated that they could however set it back to the 35 feet and not need a variance.  Dr. 



15 JUNE 2021 

 

26 

 

Corey stated that they think it would look strange being set back and access to her mother would 

be difficult.  Detailed discussion was held on the placement of the proposed addition and the 

Standard of the least relief necessary being met. 

 In response to discussion on the addition that includes an AFDU having to have the look 

of a single-family home, Mr. Tanner stated that to clarify, it is a Standard in the Zoning 

Ordinance for AFDUs; that it looks and still have the feel of a single-family home.  One of the 

Standards is that it does not have two front doors; that’s just one of the Standards in the AFDU; 

not necessarily the garage having to be lined up with the house. 

 Mr. Asciola again noted that if they move it back five feet it would not require a variance.  

Dr. Corey noted that is not how they want the house to look.  All the other homes in the 

neighborhood that have this look with an addition with a garage and connecting part, they’re all 

even and a lot of them are very large.  Ms. White noted that the addition will also have an 

apartment on the top of the garage; its not just adding a garage on; some may have in-law 

apartments, but most of them don’t and this is a very large addition and request.  Dr. Corey noted 

that the variance isn’t for the size, its only for the setback. 

 Dr. Corey stated that she did not receive any negative input from her neighbors.  Mr. 

Asciola stated that the Board did receive a number of letters from the area requesting that the 

Board deny this variance. 

 In response to questioning by Mr. Kern, Mr. Corey stated that his contracting business 

has a separate office, he only has his one personal work truck, Chevy 1500 Silverado, which he 

does keep on the property.  His business is himself and three employees. 

 Mr. Burke noted that as he goes through the Standards for relief, the one he is having an 

issue with is the least relief necessary.  So, he is looking at it that they can move it back on the 
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property and kind of a recommendation that they do not ask for a variance and put it within the 

setback.  He believes that the least relief is no relief.  And suggested that perhaps they would like 

to withdraw the application without prejudice and decide if they want to re-submit it at a later 

time. 

 Mr. Tanner noted that the angle of the right-side lot line is at 21 feet; so, they may have 

to adjust it by taking off a foot. 

 Dr. Corey asked to withdraw the Petition without prejudice. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE:  Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to accept withdrawal of the 

application without prejudice. 

MR. KERN:  I’ll second that motion. 

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

MR. BURKE;  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. TIPTON:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Withdrawn without prejudice) 
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7. 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. TIPTON:  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 9:08 P.M.) 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

 

 

 

 

___________________________ 

                           Susan E. Andrade 
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