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PLANNING BOARD MEETING 
MINUTES 

 
Held Thursday, May 12, 2022 in person 

 
Present: 
Jerome Squatrito, Chairman; Anthony Murgo, Vice Chairman; Armand Bilotti, Secretary; Member Steve 

Katz; Alternate Member Brian Clark; Alternate Member Richard Ruggiero 
 
Also Present:  
Diane Williamson, Administrative Officer/Director of Community Development; Andrew M Teitz Esq., 

Assistant Town Solicitor 

 
Chairman Squatrito called the meeting to order at 7:00pm and led the assembly in the Pledge of 

Allegiance. 
 
A motion was made (Murgo/Bilotti) to reverse the agenda and review last meetings’ minutes at the end. 
In favor: Bilotti, Clark, Katz, Murgo, Squatrito 
Opposed: None 

 
Bristol Yarn Mill (Also Known as Robin Rug ) - *PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED. BOARD 
DISCUSSION AND VOTING ONLY. Major Land Development - Action by the Board on the Master 
Plan Review of the Major Land Development for the re-development of the Robin Rug mill to be 
known as “Bristol Yarn Mill” located at 125 Thames Street. Proposal has been revised for 127 
residential apartment units and approximately 6,300 square feet of commercial space in the mill 
building. Proposal includes parking on the east side of Thames Street that is located approximately 130 
feet south of the intersection of Church and Thames Streets. Planning Board also to make 
recommendation to the Town Council on the proposed Change of Zone request to amend the original 
zone change conditions on the mill property. Property currently zoned Waterfront Planned Unit 
Development with conditions, Waterfront, and Downtown Zones and is also within the Bristol Historic 
District. Plat: 10, Lots1,42, 43, 44, 49, 50, 60, 61, 62, 68, 71, 73, 74 and 76 Owners: Russ-Russ 
Realty Co., Russell Karian, Sentier Realty, and Karian Realty Co. / Applicant: Brady Sullivan 
Properties, LLC. 
 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz noted that the board has the draft decision that was worked on by Director 

Williamson and himself.  It was circulated before last week, a copy has been sent to the applicant, and it 

has been made available to the public. This is the board’s chance to communicate any suggested changes, 

and there is already one set of changes Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz would like to propose. 

 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz’ edits concern adding “ordinance text” to the zone conditions. There has 

been a lot of confusion about the square footage of the mill. When this was first done 15 years ago, that 

number was backed into.  It was a decision of the Town Council of how many units there would be. In the 

rest of our town, we have density based on lot area. It doesn't make any sense to have that density 

requirement based on lot area where you have existing five story buildings. For residential density, it 

needs to be based on something else. It was based on a review of the whole plan at the time, which was 

submitted, and got master plan approval from the Planning Board. This led to the square footage number 

and the number of units per square footage allowed in a mill building of greater than 100 square feet. We 

think it's still consistent. The tax assessor's records are the best records we have. They may or not be 

perfect, but they are the best we have. The Planning Board is giving a recommendation, but it really 

doesn't matter what the square footage is because it's up to the Town Council. They may decide 150 units, 
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but then it will come back to the Planning Board. The number that’s in the zoning ordinance isn’t based 

on anything other than the 98 units which came first. 

 
To avoid the confusion, Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz suggested that when the applicant applies for the 

change of zoning conditions, they also amend the text ordinance to remove that language about the 

density and to say that the density is to be set by the Town Council, which is what's happening anyway. 
 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz first recommended adding “and ordinance text” on page 1 of 8, in the 5th 

line of the motion. The line that currently reads “recommends to the Town Council that the 2008 Change 

of Zone conditions also be amended” and would be replaced with “recommends to the Town Council that 

the 2008 Change of Zone conditions and ordinance text also be amended”. 

 
The second edit Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz recommended was to add “and to amend both the zone 

map and ordinance text” on page 5 of 8, in section 4. The sentence that currently reads "The proposal 

complies with the conditions of the Town Council Zone Change of 2008 other than to the density and the 

amount of commercial space which will need further Town Council action." would be replaced with "The 

proposal complies with the conditions of the Town Council Zone Change of 2008 other than to the 

density and the amount of commercial space which will need further Town Council action to amend both 

the zone map and ordinance text.". 
 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz’ third recommendation was to add “and ordinance text" on page 8 of 8, in 

section 17A. The sentence that currently reads "Change of the conditions of the 2008 Town Council 

zoning map approval including residential and commercial density uses as well as modifications to the 

width of the parking spaces and the double striping on the interior parking spaces." would be replaced 

with "Change of the conditions of the 2008 Town Council zoning map approval and ordinance text 

residential and commercial density uses as well as modifications to the width of the parking spaces and 

the double striping on the interior parking spaces.." 
 
A motion was made (Murgo/Bilotti) to accept the recommendations put forward. 

 
Alternate Member Clark asked if the definition of spot zoning is when one lot has been singled 

out for treatment less onerous that is opposed on nearby indistinguishable properties. Even though 

this property is not indistinguishable from the neighbor’s properties, it seems a lot like spot 

zoning which is frowned upon. 
 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz mentioned that this is not a small lot, it’s a development with 

300,000 square feet of floor area and is very much distinguishable from the surrounding 

properties. Spot zoning is not illegal. It is illegal when it does not comply with a comprehensive 

plan.  
 

Vice Chairman Murgo inquired whether this development proposal is consistent with a 

comprehensive plan. 

 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz replied that this is for the Planning Board to conclude using the 

expert testimony they have heard. He added that oftentimes there is a question of comprehensive 

plan consistency because they are big broad documents with big broad statements. They can 

sometimes be contradictory, for example wanting to preserve open space but also wanting 

industrial growth and further development in open areas. The Bristol Comprehensive plan 

specifically calls out this parcel by name.  
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Secretary Bilotti mentioned that when the Comprehensive Plan was completed, that this property, 

along with others, was specifically identified as a piece that should be developed.  

 
Director Williamson confirmed this statement and added that the Town Council had adopted an 

ordinance years ago for the mill properties in Bristol where they had a flexible overlay rehab zone 

that allowed different uses than you would normally see in commercial or residential 

developments. The Unity Park is a classic example when the Board first changed the zone and 

applied that overlay for what was a manufacturing property for the urban rehab land development 

project, the board set up uses that were very limited to that property at that time. When the current 

owner came back and said we can't work with these uses, the planning board and ultimately the 

Town Council amended the condition of that zone change to grant other uses that were not 

specifically allowed in that previous zone. There was an intent in the zoning to have some 

flexible ordinance provisions for these mill buildings so that they could be redeveloped. These 

buildings don't lend themselves to redevelopment based on the usual zoning districts in the code. 
 

Secretary Bilotti added that the Council has addressed that issue. 

 
Director Williamson confirmed that yes, the zone was changed in 2008 for the waterfront urban 

rehab land development project. 
 

Alternate Member Clark asked what the square footage used was in the initial application for this 

development.  
 

Director Williamson recalled that it was 1 unit per 2,900 square feet of gross floor area in the 

Planning Board’s recommendation to the Town Council based on the consultant’s evaluation of 

the square footage of the building. The total was probably around 200,000 - 300,000. 

 
Alternate Member Clark responded that based on his calculation on the tax records it was 300,461 

not including the basement / the parking. On this new application we are at 200,000 and change. 

Alternate Member Clark asked how the measurement was done and who calculated the square 

footage.  
 
Director Williamson responded that there was a note on the engineering plan, but she isn’t sure 

who exactly calculated it.  
 

Alternate Member Clark added that we are going on the applicant’s information as opposed to 

verifying it.  

 
Director Williamson responded this is why she recommended using the tax assessor’s data 

because it’s the town’s data and neutral measurements.  
 

Alternate Member Clark replied that the best data to use is a BOMA (The Building Owners and 

Managers Association) standard of measurement. This is how properties are measured for 

insurance purposes. 
 

Director Williamson added that gross floor area is a defined term in the zoning ordinance and is 

everything within the four walls except for enclosed parking. The amendment clarifies this going 

forward, and that the density will be set by the Town Council, and the zoning ordinance would be 

amended to say the density is per the Council based on a development proposal. 
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Alternate Member Clark expressed that this should be based on something that’s a standard. 
 

Member Katz asked what the architect’s position was, as that was the plan that was given to the 

Board for review, and that number isn’t included in this draft motion. Member Katz was not 

disputing the tax assessment, but that the architect probably based his number on livable space 

which is where you would derive the number of units.  
 

Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz responded that there is a big difference between gross floor area 

and gross leasable area. It’s not an exact science. The key factors that the Board has looked at for 

density are traffic, parking, sewer, water, utilities, neighborhood which is what you should look at 

to determine the appropriate density because just the square footage of the building isn't really 

relevant. It’s more a question of what is the impact of all of these units. If this was a new 

building, a floor area ratio would make more sense. With subdivisions, you wonder if they will 

buy the lots next to them. That’s not going to happen here as this building is well hemmed in; 

other than the Elks club there is no way it would go anywhere. 
 

Secretary Bilotti mentioned that since the Town Council will be the ultimate decision maker, he 

has no problem with the suggestions that we provide them with a number from the tax records. In 

the end it really doesn't make a difference, they will decide, given the appropriate information, 

the redevelopment should take place. 
 

Member Katz suggested an edit to page 2, but this was tabled until the vote on the pending 

motion was closed. 

 
Vote: 
In favor: Bilotti, Clark, Katz, Murgo, Squatrito 
Opposed: None 
 

Member Katz mentioned that he had three areas he wanted the Board to address.  First item was on page 2 

of 8, to add “The notation on the applicants’ plans indicated 227,226 square feet of gross floor area, 

which was a basis for 127 units.” directly after “According to the Town of Bristol Tax Assessor’s records, 

the subject mill building contains 296,717 square feet of gross floor area (not including the basement and 

the concrete building being demolished”. 
 
A motion was made (Katz/Clark) to accept Member Katz’ first proposed change. 

 
Vice Chairman Murgo asked how we can know that was their basis, when they started out with 

151 units using the same number. 

 
Director Williamson added that the Town Council zone change was calculated on a density of 1 

unit per 2,900 gross floor area, and if you multiply 98 by 2,900 you get a different total.  This is 

part of the reason we decided to use tax assessors’ data. It’s not entirely clear, and the Town 

Council will decide, then the number will be backed into. 
 

Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz didn’t think this change should be added to the decision since it 

doesn't matter. 
 

Member Katz asked why the developer in the first place had that number in their plan. 
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Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz responded that there are lots of numbers on plans that the 

engineers calculate for the engineers. 

 
Director Williamson added that it was on a zoning chart, and it was one of the measurement 

standards.  There was a calculation based on the lot area which is totally irrelevant. The developer 

always knew it would go to town council as that was very clear from the beginning. 
 

Richard opined that, as a former member of the Town Council, it’s the board’s job to send the 

Town Council something that's clear and precise. The more the Board adds, the more confusing it 

will be to them.  
 

Member Katz agreed but thinks the Town Council needs to know that the 227,226 was presented 

to the Board and was discussed, the Town council needs to know. If it is not included, it appears 

that we as a board are advocating on behalf of the developer by adding in a number that they 

never even requested in the first place. The Council should see the facts. 

 
Tony asked when the developer came up with that number. 

 
Member Katz responded that the Board’s original 3-2 decision was based on the 227k, and that 

the 296k was never brought up until now. 
 

Chairman Squatrito mentioned that he thinks the engineers got these numbers from the tax 

assessor. The building never grew, but now we are questioning it. The engineer got it from the tax 

record, so why are we saying it’s wrong. If it’s wrong, it’s the Town of Bristol’s fault. 
 

Secretary Bilotti added that it’s the Town Council’s responsibility, they have to make a decision. 

 
Roll Call Vote: 
In favor: Clark, Katz 
Opposed: Murgo, Bilotti, Squatrito 

 
Member Katz’ second suggested change was on page 2 of 8, to add "The result of this meeting was a 5-0 

unanimous decision to direct the solicitor to draft a motion to deny, unless the developer brought forth a 

new plan that met all of the Board’s criteria, including 105 units." directly after "The Planning Board held 

a special meeting on March 16, 2022." 

 
A motion was made (Katz/Clark) to accept Member Katz’ second proposed change. 
 

Secretary Bilotti thought that statement was slightly inaccurate.  That meeting was for the sole 

purpose of providing direction to the developer with a general consensus of our wish list which at 

the time was 105 units. There was discussion at that meeting that some of us might consider 

additional density if certain conditions were met. It was only a vote because we were under time 

constraints.  In no way did he consider his vote to be a denial or approval for this project.  
 

Member Katz responded that it was a zoom meeting, and that the minutes included that the wish 

list was 105 units.  

 
Alternate Member Clark chimed in that Member Katz’ account of what was voted on is accurate, 

but that he understands Secretary Bilotti’s account of the spirit of how the Board approached the 

vote. 
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Chairman Squatrito added that as chairman, he voted for the building because it’s going to fix the 

building up, he can’t see a difference between 127 and 105 units, and it’s a benefit for the town of 

Bristol. Every June we worry about how much tax we are paying, and this building will surely 

help.  

 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz suggested a slight adjustment to the additional sentence to read 

“The result of this meeting was a 5-0 vote of the Planning Board, directing the solicitor and 

planner to draft a motion to deny, unless the applicant agreed to a continuance in order to revise 

its plans.” 
 

Member Katz modified his motion based on Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz’s suggestion.  

 
Roll Call Vote: 
In favor: Bilotti, Clark, Katz, Murgo, Squatrito 
Opposed: None 

 
Member Katz’ third suggested change was on page 3 of 8, section 18 to add “on a 3-2 vote”. The line that 

currently reads “At the Planning Board's April 14, 2022 meeting, a motion was passed to direct the 

Director of Community Development and the Town Solicitor to draft a motion" would be replaced with 

“At the Planning Board's April 14, 2022 meeting, a motion was passed on a 3-2 vote to direct the Director 

of Community Development and the Town Solicitor to draft a motion”. 

 
A motion was made (Katz/Clark) to accept Member Katz’ third proposed change. 
 
Roll Call Vote: 
In favor: Bilotti, Clark, Katz, Murgo, Squatrito 
Opposed: None 
 
Alternate Member Clark asked if any other condo development in Bristol that the Board has given relief 

on parking, square footages, widths, etc. and whether Stone Harbor or North Farm have standard parking. 
 
Director Williamson replied that Belvedere had deviations.  

 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz added that Stone Harbor’s underground parking is not compliant with the 

numbers either. 
 
Alternate Member Clark requested an amendment to the proposal that states “If in the future this 

development becomes a condominium complex, the standard parking that is required by town code, 

reverts back to such and gives the ability to have a larger buffer zone to the neighbors.”  

 
A motion was made (Clark/Katz) to accept Alternate Member Clark’s proposed change. 

 

Vice Chairman Murgo mentioned that he cannot picture it as it’s too far out in the future. 
 

Member Katz asked how something like that would be handled, and whether it would be a deed 

restriction or a stipulation. 
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Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz stated that R.I. law explicitly prohibits municipalities from treating 

dwelling units differently based on ownership and was passed in the 1980s. 

 
Alternate Member Clark added that the neighbors are having a tough time with the buffer zones.  

 
Member Katz liked the idea, but state law doesn't allow it. 

 
Secretary Bilotti was of the opinion that the Board gave the neighbors everything they 

wanted.  The Board provided the buffers that were available and made a concession to allow 

more spots in the lot. 

 
A comment from the audience was ruled out of order as the meeting was not a public hearing. 

 
Alternate Member Clark withdrew the amendment since there was no way to legally do it. 

 
Chairman Squatrito added that he thinks the parking lot should go back to normal size.  

 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz responded that the parking lot is normal size, but there is going to 

be a section that will be tandem. 

 
Alternate Member Clark asked Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz to confirm that the one-foot buffer 

between cars is being eliminated.  

 
Director Williamson responded that no, there will be double spacing.  

 
Alternate Member Clark asked Director Williamson to confirm that they are 9-foot spaces, not 10 

foot spaces.  

 
Director Williamson confirmed.  

 
Alternate Member Clark withdrew his motion. 

 
Assistant Town Solicitor Teitz reviewed the previously reviewed amendments.  
 
A motion was made (Murgo/Bilotti) to accept the decision as presented and amended. 
 
Roll Call Vote: 
In favor: Murgo, Bilotti, Squatrito 
Opposed: Clark, Katz 

 
Member Katz noted a few typos from the April 14, 2022 meeting minutes. 

● Page 2 second paragraph: Replace “the public wanted 30” with “then was revised to 130” 

● Page 2 sixth paragraph: Replace “Physical” with Fiscal” 

● Page 4 first paragraph: Replace “whey” with “why” 

● Page 4 third paragraph: Replace “Laender” with “Lavender” 

 
A motion was made (Katz/Clark) to accept the minutes as modified from the April 14, 2022 meeting.  
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Vote: 
In favor: Bilotti, Clark, Katz, Murgo, Squatrito 
Opposed: None 
 
A motion was made (Clark/Katz) to adjourn the meeting.  

 
Vote: 
In favor: Bilotti, Clark, Katz, Murgo, Squatrito 
Opposed: None 

 
Meeting adjourned at 8:12pm 
 
Respectfully submitted by Doran Smith, Recording Secretary 

 

Date Approved: July 14, 2022 Planning Board: ______________________________ 
 


