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The Video Conference meeting of the Town of Bristol Zoning Board of Review was held and 

called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Joseph Asciola 

 

 

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

   

  07 JUNE 2021 

  15 JUNE 2021 

 

 

The Board members all stated that they did not receive the minutes in the packet. 

X X X X X X 

MR. ASCIOLA: Can I get a motion to continue that to the next meeting. 

MR. SIMOES: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion that we continue the approval of 

minutes to the next meeting, June 7th and June 15 minutes.   

MR. BRUM:  I second, Mr. Chairman. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

 (Minutes were continued) 
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CONTINUED PETITIONS:  

2. 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. 

Chairman Asciola explained that Ms. Silvia wrote a letter asking to withdraw the 

Petition without prejudice. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman to accept the request to withdraw application number 2021-

25, Barbara J. Silvia, 19 Fatima Drive. 

MR. SIMOES:  I’ll second that motion. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition withdrawn without prejudice) 
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NEW PETITIONS: 

 

3. 2021-31 

 ROBERT KREFT     22 Wall Street:  R-6 

        Pl. 33, Lot 17 

  Dimensional variances to construct a 24’ x 82’ accessory garage structure at a size 

greater than permitted for accessory structures in a residential zoning district, and with greater 

than permitted lot coverage by structures. 

Attorney Scott Partington, representing Mr. Kreft presented the Petition to the 

Board.  The property being reviewed is 22 Wall Street, Pl. 33, Lot 17 and 21.  Mr. Kreft 

purchased lot 21 back in 2012, lot 17 in 2018.  In 2020 the two lots were merged.  It’s in an R-6 

zone and at present there is a multi-family dwelling, 12 units, which exist on the property.  The 

existing structure is just a little bit over 10,000 square feet.  so, the purpose of this request is to 

construct a free-standing accessory structure to act as a garage for the 12 units in the multi-

family dwelling.  There are some spaces already on the site, he believes there are 10 already and 

they have been having a problem with inclement weather; people are parking off site.  When the 

design was done from an architect, it appears that it became evident that the lot coverage is going 

to be exceed by Ordinance, as well as the dimensional requirements for an accessory structure in 

this zone, which would be 22’ x 24’.  The request is to go 24’ x 82’ for a six-stall garage.  Also, 

with respect to the lot coverage, the lot coverage is limited in the R-6 to 30%, but he would note 

that the original lot coverage for lot 17 prior to the merger was 61%; the current coverage is 

45%.  The total amount would be 54%, requiring them to request a dimensional variance of 24%.  

He set forth in the application facts, which he thinks addresses the Standards in the Zoning 

Ordinance. 
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  Mr. Kreft testified under questioning by Mr. Partington that he heard the 

description of the property before the Zoning Board.  He is the Robert M. Kreft of the Robert M. 

Kreft Trust, which is the owner of the property.  He explained that the situations on the ground, 

which are forcing him to use this parcel for a garage is that he originally bought the parcel for 

additional parking for the tenants, parking is very limited.  He has ten spaces. on the side of the 

building, nothing in the back, it’s not wide enough on the other side.  The original purpose was 

to expand the parking, so the tenants don’t have to walk to the Bristol Common in inclement 

weather to park their vehicles.  There will be no storage in the garage.  He feels that the problems 

he has witnessed with the tenants that the relief he is requesting from the Board would be the 

least relief necessary to do the best he can to effectuate a more reasonable parking arrangements 

for his tenants.   

  Mr. Asciola asked that when the parcel was granted Zoning Board approval in 

1990, there were supposed to be 34 spaces and asked Mr. Tanner if anybody knows why there 

are so little spaces and doesn’t comply with the variance. 

  Mr. Tanner stated he believes it is a question more appropriate for the owner, as 

he is not sure what happened.  It seems that there is ample parking on the east side and in the 

rear.  He did find the original zoning application from the early 90’s that did show 30 some odd 

parking spaces, so it does seem like the sight does have the space if they were to utilize it. 

  Mr. Kreft stated that there is no way in the back to get around the corner and to 

actually make that parking work.  He’s not sure about the original zoning approval, he wasn’t the 

owner at that time, he purchased the property in 2012.  But he will say that he sees no way to fit 

34 cars in the area. 
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  Mr. Burke stated that there isn’t enough parking there now and he doesn’t know if 

there was landscaping there when the 1990 relief was granted, but at this time there isn’t 

adequate parking for 12 units, that would be 24 spaces.  However, with the lot merger, he 

believes there are enough spaces for 24.  He asked why the area isn’t just being converted to off-

street parking spaces without an accessory structure. 

  Mr. Kreft stated his idea is to provide inclement weather parking for the tenants.  

If he cannot do that, then he will convert the whole thing into a parking lot.   

  The Board reviewed the proposed parking plans in detail with Mr. Kreft on how 

the indoor parking would be allotted.  Indoor parking would not affect the rent prices. 

  Ms. Sherri Ferro, 46 Center Street, abutting property owner expressed concerns.  

the first is that her house is ten feet from the property.  Where they are looking to build the 

garage and add the road/driveway is ten feet from her property line.  She is concerned about the 

water that is retained in the property; it floods, and she has put a sump pump in her basement 

because her basement flooded.  It floods in the area where they are proposing to build the garage.  

She stated that it looks like the driveway is going to run right down the side of her house and 

asked if there is going to be a barrier for anybody coming in, being that there’s only ten feet and 

nothing to prevent vehicles from smashing into her house.  They indicated that it’s a first come 

first serve basis, if some of the tenants are going to park there when it’s over full, are they going 

to be parking on her lawn.  She’s not crazy of having a road and vehicles ten feet from her 

windows.   

  Mr. Partington stated that with respect to the water, any structure requires pretty 

strict storm water runoff under DEM, which they have already been advised of by Mr. Tanner; 

that in the event this Petition passes, it would be necessary to engineer the project so that there is 
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no runoff from that site.  With respect to the side of the house.  If its ten feet, he believes the ten 

feet is the required side yard.  If there’s any kind of a barrier, he’s sure they can talk about 

something that can be placed to prevent anyone from jumping onto her property somehow.  

Finally, as of now, if there’s no one parking there now, certainly Mr. Kreft will do whatever he 

can to make sure that does not happen, no one should be parking on Ms. Ferro’s property.  It’s 

not been an issue so far, notwithstanding the fact that the lot has been open and been part of 

essentially an accessory for want of a better term, although it was vacant, to the existing 12-unit 

structure.   

  In response to Mr. Brum noting the grade of the property, the Board reviewed the 

plans again and that engineering plans again have to be submitted. 

  Mr. Asciola noted that even after the proposed large structure is built, they still 

wouldn’t have enough parking as required.  Mr. Partington stated that it was two pre-existing lots 

of record and they have actually made the situation better by merging them and that’s the lot that 

they have.  They are trying to take what they have with an existing structure and put an accessory 

structure on it that’s going to make parking a little bit more comfortable for the residents.  He 

could keep the lot separate and try to build on it, but he bought it to make a better parking 

situation.  He agrees about the fact that it may not be the best situation for parking, but, again, 

that’s what they have on the site and the lots were merged in order to better accommodate 

parking.  Mr. Asciola stated that if they make a parking lot that accommodates all the parking 

with impervious surface, then everything would be covered, and no one would have a problem. 

  A representative of Matos Properties, Mr. Tony Matos, 37 Wall Street, stated that 

the problem there is that they don’t have parking over there now and they want to put more units 

for parking.  He needs parking spaces, not a big building.  Right now, the people on his property 
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are parking on his property.  When the students are there, they have two cars and what happens is 

when somebody comes and visits, they park on the street or on his property. 

  No one spoke in favor of the project.   

  Mr. Burke stated that it is a very large structure.  One concern is that they have a 

property that was granted relief and somehow it mutated into something that no longer meets, or 

isn’t even close, to the parking requirements.  Rather than take up space and create another non-

conformity, he thinks that that property should be brought into parking compliance.  He thinks 

the runoff issues, as Mr. Tanner pointed out in the Staff report, whether it’s a parking lot or some 

building goes on, that will get addressed from a number of respects; the runoff will have to be 

addressed, particularly because it’s in the Tanyard Brook area.  He’s not comfortable granting 

significant non-conformance to something that can be brought into conformity by converting 

them into the most parking spaces that the merged lot will yield. 

  Mr. Kern stated that he agrees with Mr. Burke, and he would like to see the 

property brought into conformance with the parking requirements and would hope that they 

would also consider some kind of visual barrier or mechanical barrier between the adjacent 

properties. 

  Mr. Asciola stated that he agreed with both Mr. Burke and Mr. Kern.  They need 

to get the area in compliance and get the most parking that they can and also that there needs to 

be some kind of barriers for adjoining properties.  

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman I’m going to make a motion that we deny application 2021-

31, Robert Kreft, 22 Wall Street in a Residential R-6 zone, to construct a 

24’ x 82’ accessory garage, which exceeds the 22’ x 24’ allowed by 
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Ordinance.  The hardship from which the applicant seeks relief is not due 

to the unique characteristics of the subject land or structure but is due to 

the general characteristics of the surrounding area, but not to an economic 

disability of the applicant.  The property was in compliance when relief 

was granted when it was constructed and its since migrated to a very non-

conforming property from a parking standpoint.  The granting of the 

requested dimensional variance will alter the general characteristics of the 

surrounding area or will impair the intent or purpose of the Zoning 

Ordinance or the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Bristol.  The Zoning 

Ordinance requires two parking spaces per residential area; that’s what the 

original developer agreed to and that’s the parking that was there.  If not, 

there more than the 24 spots.  That the relief requested to be granted is not 

the least relief necessary.  To provide enclosed garage spaces to 25% of 

the parking spaces is not the best use of the property.  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.  I would offer that it will have no impact on the ability to 

rent that property.  In fact, if there’s adequate parking spaces, it could 

enhance the ability to rent the property.  I so move. 

MR. KERN:  I will second that motion. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 
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MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Denied) 
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4. 2021-32 

 JOSEPH M. BRITO, JR.    161 Poppasquash Rd.:  R-40 

        Pl. 182, Lot 7 

  Dimensional Variances to demolish an existing residential guesthouse structure 

and construct a 41’ 2” x 44’ 4” x 31’ high accessory bunkhouse/boathouse structure at a size and 

height greater than permitted for accessory structures in a residential zoning district. 

  Mr. Douglas Kallfelz, Architect and Mr. Joseph Brito presented the Petition to the 

Board.  Mr. Kallfelz explained that on Mr. Brito’s property has the main house and the property 

they would like to renovate is the existing small building down close to the water.  The existing 

condition is a separate stand-alone residence with a kitchen, bathroom and two bedrooms.  That 

building is largely used as a guest bunkhouse for his family and guest, which was existing when 

he purchased the property years ago.  The existing building is in need of repair and more 

importantly was set below the existing flood zone and is now in harms way; so, they are looking 

to make it more feasible for use as a guest/bunkhouse and also protect it from the coastal 

environment.  The Brito family has grown, and the two existing bedrooms are not really 

sufficient for their needs.  The goal is to lift the structure out of the flood zone and expand the 

use to accommodate their needs.  They would like to keep the footprint largely as it is, not to 

expand the footprint of the building in a sensitive coastal environment.  Bring the building up 

and out of the flood zone and move it back a bit off the CRMC coastal feature and see if they can 

improve the location on the site, while providing the amenity that they are looking for.  It is 

obviously an accessory structure, and the existing footprint is now larger than what the zoning 

allows for and they are asking for dimensional relief for the modified footprint of the building.  

They have spoken with CRMC and while it is a grandfathered condition and could be left where 

it is, they did encourage them to slide it back, which they did with trying to respect the existing 
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conditions on the property.  He noted that the height and positioning of the proposed building 

will have a de minimis impact on the surrounding neighbors. 

  Mr. Kallfelz reviewed the site plans in detail with the Board. 

  Mr. Asciola stated that from the plans it seems that Mr. Brito wants to make this 

less non-conforming, which the Board is always looking for and is a plus.  This is a small very 

modest, 87 square feet from the original house. 

  Mr. Burke stated that the total property seems to be 6.2 acres and then two other 

addresses that abut the property.  Mr. Kallfelz stated that he believes that is the case and how it is 

listed on the tax card.  Mr. Burke stated that it is a substantial property and for him, he agrees 

that the application has plenty of information in it and has no further questions. 

  Mr. Kern asked if the proposed positioning of the house would bring it out of the 

flood zone.  Mr. Kallfelz explained that they have elevated the bunkhouse above the flood zone 

and again reviewed the site plan showing the proposed location. 

  In response to questioning by Mr. Simoes on the height, Mr. Kallfelz explained 

that it will not be within the height limit for an accessory structure, which is 20’; and this is a 

two-story structure and will be taller than but will bring it out of the flood zone at 31’. 

  Mr. Greg Snider, Architect stated that he thinks the proposed structure is beautiful 

and thinks it will enhance the regional vernacular of Poppasquash Road and is in favor. 

  Mr. Burke stated that there was a similar application similar to this an oversized 

accessory structure and they weren’t receptive.  However, that was new construction.  This is a 

legal non-conforming use and as pointed out it is asking for renovation.  The applicant does need 

more space and its actually reducing the non-conformity and its addressing both the flood zone 

and the CRMC issues.   
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  Mr. Brum stated that to confirm that the property is proposed to be strictly 

domicile with no kitchen, its just bathrooms and bedrooms and living space.  And it is replacing 

an existing structure and is only 87 square feet larger than the existing structure.  The change in 

elevation would strictly be by gradient higher up in the lot.  The first floor itself wouldn’t be 

raised up any higher, there wouldn’t be any change in grade or anything to that effect.  Mr. 

Kallfelz stated that the first floor of the structure will be raised from existing, because the first 

floor of the structure is currently below the flood elevation, and they are trying to mitigate that 

by lifting it out.  Mr. Brum stated that what he meant was that by moving it forward, away from 

the water, it is elevating the house without changing the grade of the property.  Mr. Kallfelz 

stated he was correct. 

  Mr. Burke mentioned that there will be no kitchen facility and that’s another 

reason he would support it. 

  Mr. Tanner noted to clarify when talking about building height.  It was mentioned 

that the maximum height for an accessory structure is 20’, which is correct in most of Bristol.  

However, State Law changed a year or so ago and the Town has now incorporated it into the new 

Zoning Ordinance Amendment that was adopted by the Council in January.  When you have a 

structure in the flood zone, by Law, building height is measured at the base flood elevation with 

up to five feet of free board.  By his calculations, he believes that their maximum height without 

any variance will be 26’ because of the flood zone elevation.  He believes this would only 

require five feet of relief. 

X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to approve application 2021-32, Joseph 

M. Brito, Jr. at 161 Poppasquash Road to demolish an existing residential 
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guest house and construct a 41’ 2” x 44’ 4” x 30’ high accessory 

bunkhouse and boathouse structure, at a size greater than permitted for 

accessory structures in a residential zoning district.  In this zone, the actual 

accessory structure dimensions are 26’ x 28’; therefore, in two dimensions 

it would be a 15’ and a 16’ variance required.  And the height, given the 

new flood zone regulations, it requires a 5-foot height variance.  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.  What the applicant is doing as he renovates this building that 

was built according to the testimony, built in the 1950’s, he’s also 

addressing flood zone issues.  The hardship is not the result of the prior 

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

applicant to realize greater financial gain.  We heard testimony that it’s to 

accommodate his growing extended family.  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 Bristol.  This is a 6.4-

acre parcel, the building already exists, and as was pointed out by some of 

the comments, it will actually enhance the surrounding area.  That the 

relief requested to be granted is the least relief necessary.  From an 

architectural standpoint, they have addressed a number of issues and will 

still provide the utilization that the applicant requires.  The hardship that 
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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, 

because the flood zone issues will not be addressed.  As a condition, per 

the application, there will be no kitchen facility in the newly constructed 

residence.  I so move. 

MR. BRUM:  I’ll second. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 



12 JULY 2021 

 

17 

 

5. 2021-33 

 CRAIG FISHER     21 Sunset Rd.:  R-20 

        Pl. 74, Lot 4 

  Dimensional Variances to construct a 4’ 4” x 28’ covered front porch addition to 

an existing single-family dwelling with less than the required left side yard; and to construct a 

22’ x 24’ x 22’ 8” high accessory garage structure with a height greater than permitted for 

accessory structures in a residential zoning district. 

      Mr. Craig Fisher presented the Petition to the Board.  Mr. Fiser explained he 

wanted to with the existing structure add a covered porch and the existing structure provides a 

side yard that is below the required side yard.  So, the covered porch is to align with the main 

body of the house.  The underlying purpose of the porch, besides the architectural benefits of the 

addition, is that the adjacent neighbor has their two-car freestanding garage on the property line, 

adjacent to the residence and slightly in front of the existing residence.  The idea of the porch is, 

to a certain extent, to mitigate the existing conditions.  The second thing is to create a garage that 

meets the requirements in terms of the size of the garage and footprint, 22’ x 24’, but aligning it 

with the face of the existing house and setting it back as far from the existing house as possible 

and elevating the garage roof, because he’s providing a solar collector on the south side of the 

roof.  Because of the configuration of the site, it diminishes as you go back into the site.  The 

closer, or the farthest that he can separate the two buildings provides the most effective use of the 

area of the solar collectors.  If he diminishes the height of the garage to meet the 20’ height 

requirement, the existing house will shade the solar collector for the lion’s share of the peak solar 

collection period during the midday.   

  In response to questioning about the second floor of the garage, Mr. Fisher 

explained that the exiting house was actually a conversion of an existing free-standing garage, 
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which took place well before he purchased the building.  Because of that there is no basement, 

slab on grade and there is no attic space either.  So, there’s virtually no storage.  The lion’s share 

of the second floor of the garage will be used for storage and there is a portion that is an open 

space as a potential studio space for activity of the house. 

  In response to questioning by Mr. Simoes on the existing fire hydrant location, 

Mr. Fisher stated that he plans on configuring the driveway in such a manner as not to interfere 

with the hydrant with plantings to protect the hydrant. 

  Mr. Burke noted that Mr. Fisher lists his address as 21 Sunset Road and also at 25 

Sunset and asked if he lived in one of the houses.  Mr. Fisher stated that he lives in 25 Sunset 

Road.  In 21 Sunset, originally, he purchased the dwelling and used it as a rental house.  Just 

prior to COVID he stopped renting the property and his children have been living in the house. 

  Mr. Fisher reviewed the site plans and solar collection panels in detail with the 

Board.  Mr. Fisher confirmed that there will be no bathroom or kitchen in the garage building. 

X X X X X X 

MR. ASCIOLA: Would anyone like to speak in favor?  Would anyone like to speak 

against?  Hearing none, can we have a motion, please. 

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

number 2021-33, a dimensional variance.  I’ll start off first with the porch.  

The hardship that the applicant seeks relief from is due to the unique 

characteristics of the land and the home.  And the variance that he will 

need for the front porch, he’ll need a 9’ 4” of variance on the side.  And 

the front variance, I think he’s within the 1/3 zoning ordinance that it can 

extend up to 1/3 of the 35 feet, Section 28-142(h).  The porch from the 
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road will be 23’ 4” and normally that’s 35’, so that’s where the 9 feet 

comes in.  Now the next variance he’ll need will be on the garage.  The 

garage will line up with the front of the house and it will need a variance 

of 7’ 5”.  And on the height of the garage, due to the fact that he’s going to 

have a solar panel on the south side of the roof and in order for him to get 

any good use out of it, he has to raise it to avoid any shadows coming 

from the roof of the house.  So, he’s going to need a 2’ 8” variance above 

the maximum height, which maximum height is 20 feet.  So, he’s going to 

be 22’ 8” high.  And the hardship is not the result of any prior action of the 

applicant and its not for any primary desire to realize greater financial 

gain.  By granting this requested dimensional variance, it 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.  And this relief is the least relief necessary.  The hardship that 

he would suffer if not given the dimensional variance would be more than 

a mere inconvenience.  Therefore, I move that this dimensional variance 

be granted. 

MR. BURKE:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to recommend an amendment. 

MR. SIMOES: Yes. 

MR. BURKE: I’d like to recommend that we make a condition that the utilities will only 

be electrical and cooling and heating and there will not be any sanitary 

facilities or kitchen facilities. 

MR. SIMOES: I go along with that Mr. Chairman. 
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MR. BRUM;  I’ll second, Mr. Chairman. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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6. 2021-34 

 CRAIG FISHER     25 Sunset Rd.:  R-20 

        Pl. 74, Lot 24 

  Dimensional Variances to construct an approximate 22’ x 22’ kitchen, pantry and 

dining room addition and a 4’ x 14’ open front porch addition to an existing single-family 

dwelling with less than the required front yard on a corner lot. 

  Mr. Craig Fisher presented the Petition to the Board.  Mr. Fisher explained that he 

was seeking relief for an area that is approximately 16-feet wide and diminishes the required 

yard by 1’ 8”.  He was looking for a minimal amount of relief for the proposed addition.  The 

purpose of the addition is to provide an enlarged dining room space for the house.  It’s a shingle 

style bungalow house, built in 1925 and there is no space in the house that provides an adequate 

dining space for the large events that they host with their large family and friends.  Because of 

the configuration of the shingle-style house, there’s really no sort of opportunity that either 

doesn’t disrupt the existing architecture of the house or interfere with windows adjacent to the 

area of the addition. 

  The Board reviewed the plans in detail with Mr. Fisher. 

  No one spoke in favor or against the Petition. 

  Mr. Burke stated that he thinks the applicant has several restraints that he has to 

address, one is it’s a corner lot; so, he’s got two side yards.  He has the placement of the house 

and he’s got the internal configurate.  So, for 1’ 8”, he could certainly support it.  Mr. Asciola 

stated he agrees and thinks it is the least relief necessary.  Mr. Kern stated that he thinks the 

architecture will fit in with the area and accommodate their needs. 
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X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to approve application 2021-34, Craig 

Fisher, 25 Sunset Road to construct a 22’ x 20’ kitchen, pantry and dining 

room addition and an open front porch.  The front yard requirement in the 

R-20 zone is 35 feet; the applicant’s property has two front yards and he’s 

requesting minimal relief of 1’ 8”.  The hardship from which the applicant 

seeks relief is due to the unique characteristics of the subject land and 

structure and not to the general characteristics of the surrounding area or 

to an economic disability of the applicant.  We heard testimony that the 

house was built in 1925.  It is placed where it is and it does have two front 

yard requirements.  The hardship is not the result of prior action of the 

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

realize greater financial gain.  The proposal, it represents significant 

investment to increase primarily the dining space in the current residence.  

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 

Bristol.  It’s a residential use in a residential zone and will, in fact, 

enhance the neighborhood.  The relief requested to be granted is the least 

relief necessary.  A 1’ 8” of relief on a corner lot is minimis.  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 
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inconvenience.  It would require him to change the very efficient construct 

plan that has been presented to the Board. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second that motion. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition granted) 
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7. 2021-35 

 HELENA & JAMES SHEUSI   1 Captain St.:  R-15 

        Pl. 163, Lot 46 

  Dimensional Variance to construct a 24’ x 40’ accessory pool house structure at a 

size greater than permitted for accessory structures in a residential zoning district. 

  Mrs. Helena Sheusi presented the Petition to the Board.  She explained that she is 

looking for a variance because they are very short of storage space, they can not have a garage.  

They need storage space for equipment they use regularly in addition to regular yard 

maintenance items.  They have a large woodworking and workshop equipment that her they both 

use regularly.  In addition, they would like to have one level of space to add a bathroom, both for 

them and their elderly relatives to access and both a laundry and storage space for items 

associated with the pool.  Due to the long-standing configuration of the pool, she can not add to 

the house, so this is really their only option.  The house itself meets all the requirements for 

setback, it will not encroach on any surrounding neighboring property lines, it will not be 

obtrusive in any way, and the roof is low at 13’ 2”. 

  In response to questioning by Mr. Simoes regarding any sheds on the property, 

Mrs. Sheusi stated that the only shed that she has is a tiny one near the house, where all the pool 

plumbing is housed and will not be taken down.  They also do not want to take down any of the 

trees, which give them privacy and there will be no cooking facilities in the proposed structure. 

  Mrs. Sheusi reviewed the plans in detail during questioning by Mr. Burke, along 

with confirming she has lived in this house for 36 years but did not have the pool for 36 years 

and the family has grown. 

  No one spoke in favor or against the Petition. 
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X X X X X X 

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

number 2021-35 a request for a dimensional variance to construct an 

accessory structure larger than permitted.  The structure will be 24’ x 40’.  

The difference will be on the width and extra 2 feet, which is normally 22’ 

and its going to be 24’.  And the length is 40’, so that would be another 

extra 16 feet in length.  And the reason for the hardship is that there are 

unique characteristics of the subject land and the structure, and it will not 

change the general characteristics of the surrounding area.  The hardship is 

that the applicant has no garage, and she needs extra storage space where 

she can put some of her probably garden equipment or whatever in the 

back.  She has a small shed there that houses the equipment for the 

swimming pool.  By granting this request for dimensional variance, it 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.  This relief is the least relief necessary.  And the 

hardship that will be suffered by the owner of the subject property, if the 

dimensional variance is not granted, would amount to more than a mere 

inconvenience.  For that reason, I move that this dimensional variance be 

granted.  Also, I would like to just add that there will not be any kitchen or 

anything, its just a full bath and shower, so that people using the pool can 

use, rather than going in and out of the house.  For those reasons, I move 

that this dimensional variance be granted. 
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MR. BRUM:  I’ll second. 

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

MR. BURKE:  Aye. 

MR. SIMOES: Aye. 

MR. BRUM:  Aye. 

MR. KERN:  Aye. 

MR. ASCIOLA: Aye. 

X X X X X X 

(THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED) 

(Petition Granted) 
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8. 2021-36 

 ALAN SPEN & JODI ANDERSON SPEN 133 Ferry Rd.:  R-40 

        Pl. 165, Lot 5 

   Dimensional Variances to renovate and to construct an approximate 603 square 

foot second story addition to an existing single-family dwelling that is in existence by variance, 

portions of which have less than the required left and right-side yard. 

  Mr. Bruce Cox presented the Petition to the Board, along with Mr. and Mrs. Spen.  

Mr. Cox explained that the Spens have acquired a house from Mr. Butera.  It was a lot that was 

subdivided at the request of Mr. Butera about two years ago and as part of that the pre-existing 

house is situated too close to the southern boundary.  And, with the lot line configuration that 

was established, it was too close to the northern boundary as well.  Part of the objective is to 

comply with the desire of the Town and try to preserve this house.  The architect, Greg Snider, 

did a superb job of doing just that.  The house itself will actually retract a little bit from the prior 

exposure on the northern edge, its going to decrease the encroachment there.  The Spens have 

spoken with the abutting neighbors to the south about their proposed application and it is his 

understanding that they are in tune with it and have no object.  The relief requested of this Board 

is for permission to continue to use of this structure.  All of the in-fill, as is demonstrated by the 

plans, page L-3, shows its all in-fill.  Its all in the center of the building, moving back away from 

the street.  The garage is tucked into a nice corner and the abutting accessory structure is actually 

on the other side of the fence to the east, closer to Hope Street.  So, the garage itself is not near 

the abutting property owner’s house, making it a zoning compliant garage and doesn’t ask for 

any extra space.  They are trying to avoid demolishing the structure and create something within 

the boundary line, keeping it a nice low-profile design.   

  The Board reviewed the plans in detail with Mr. Cox and Mr. Snider. 
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  As per requested by Mr. Burke, Mr. Tanner explained to the Board and to the 

applicants the provision for them coming before the Board, due to the Section 28-217 of the 

Ordinance. 

  Mr. Tanner stated that back when the subdivision was originally approved there is 

a new lot line; it was all one lot, it was split down the middle and the Board granted some 

dimensional relief for frontage and lot width.  But one of the other variances, the only other 

variance that was granted, was for side yard setback for this house.  So, but for that variance, the 

subdivision would not have been approved.  So, this structure is now what is called in existence 

by variance.  So, Section 28-217 of the Code says that a structure that is in existence by variance 

can not be enlarged or modified in any way without returning to the Board for an additional 

variance.  That is the main reason for the variance.  And, out of an abundance of caution, there 

are some areas where the roof overhang and the new triangular piece of roof do extend slightly 

into the setbacks.  Unless the Solicitor disagreed, he recommended that the Board, if they grant a 

variance, they should add those in also, to make sure there are no issues down the road. 

  Mr. Skwirz explained they could grant the variance for the dimensions and then 

cite the Section, enlarging a structure where a variance was previously granted. 

  Mr. Tanner noted that the Board did receive an e-mail from Mr. Payson and Ms. 

Blount, neighbors to the south, in support of the application, and was entered into the record. 

  Mr. David Butera, abutting property owner to the north, spoke in favor, stating 

that he thinks the architect has done an excellent job and will add to the charm of Bristol and the 

surrounding homes and bring up the property values. 
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X X X X X X 

MR. BURKE: Mr. Chairman, I’ll make a motion to approve file number 2021-36, Alan 

and Jodi Anderson Spen, 133 Ferry Road, to renovate an existing 

structure, recognizing that this was a property that was created and was a 

result of a variance.  That variance was for the left side yard and by this 

motion I am reconfirming that we’re recognizing that relief.  The hardship 

from which the applicant seeks relief is due to the unique characteristics of 

the subject land and structure, but not to the general characteristics of the 

surrounding area or to an economic disability of the applicant.  The 

applicant is addressing a house in pretty obvious need of renovation and 

demolishing it and removing it is a secondary option.  Restoring and 

renovating is the preferred method for optimizing the property.  The 

hardship is not the result of prior action of the applicant and does not 

result primarily from the desire of the applicant to realize greater financial 

gain.  They’re actually enhancing, once again, enhancing the value and 

enhancing the value of the neighborhood.  The granting of the requested 

dimensional variance will not alter the general character of the 

surrounding area or impair the intent or purpose of the Zoning Ordinance 

or the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Bristol.  It’s a residential use 

and its being restored.  That the relief requested to be granted is the least 

relief necessary.  The relief for the other dimensions, the northerly border 

and overhangs will be addressed by complying with the plans that were 

submitted as part of this application.  The hardship that would be suffered 
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by the owner of the subject property if the dimensional variance is not 

granted will amount to more than a mere inconvenience.  Once again, the 

property, it would have to be demolished and rebuilt in the limited existing 

footprint that resulted form the prior subdivision.  I so move. 

MR. SIMOES: I’ll second the motion. 

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) 

(Petition Granted) 
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9. 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 8:50 P.M.) 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

 

 

 

 

___________________________ 

                           Susan E. Andrade 
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