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THE CITY OF GROTON 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

MEETING MINUTES 
JUNE 20, 2006 

 
MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

                                                                                                 COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
         6:30 PM  
 

I. ROLL CALL 6:30 PM: 
Present:    David Rose, Marion Orkney, Debra Jenkins, Ken Jones, David 

Coleman, Alternate Charles Harrison, Michael Collins arrived at 
6:45 PM. 

 Staff:  Carlton Smith, Building Inspector; Barbara Goodrich, Planner 
 Excused: Irma Streeter, Diana Kazolias 

  
Chairman Jenkins seated Harrison for Streeter. 
Chairman Jenkins named Harrison as Secretary for this Public Hearing. 

 
II. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Chairman Jenkins read the public hearing procedure. 
 
a. Special Permit, Site Plan #386, CSPR # 236- Remediation of soil, 21 

Thames Street (21 Thames Street, LLC, applicant) 
 
The Public Hearing was opened at 6:33 PM.  Staff read Legal ad and gave an 
overview of the project. The project came before the Commission in 2003 for 
an environmental cap and reuse as a parking lot with associated public coastal 
access.  That project was never implemented. The project has been 
resubmitted with a remediation plan approved by DEP.  The project has no re-
use associated with it. 
 
Ken Petrini, DiCesare Bentley Engineers, represented the applicant.  He 
introduced Jeff Duigou, Licensed Environmental Engineer for the project. Mr. 
Petrini reviewed the location of the site and the history of the use of the site.  
The site was used to store #2 fuel oil and kerosene.  He highlighted the areas 
of contaminated soil located on the parcel. The project calls for the removal of 
approximately 1488 CY of soil and storage and capping of this soil under a 
polyethylene liner at the site.  The project will comply with DEP regulations 
and will allow for the eventual re-use of the site for commercial or residential 
use. 
 
Mr. Petrini reviewed the traffic pattern for the construction vehicles. All 
construction trucks and capping material will be delivered via Bridge Street.  
He reviewed the E&S controls on site and the proposal for site restoration. He 
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reviewed the purpose of the petroleum recovery trench and the Coastal Area 
Management issues.  
 
Rose asked if the existing sign would be removed.  Lawrence Chesler, an 
owner of the parcel, introduced himself and stated the sign would be removed. 
 
Staff reviewed the issues. In response to comments from staff, the owner had 
submitted letter from the owners of 36 Thames St. allowing parking of 
construction vehicles at that location, and from the owner of 53 Thames 
allowing access to construction vehicles.  A letter from the owner of 19 
Thames Street allowing access and staging at that location is still outstanding.  
Staff reviewed the installation of a boom and the capping or removal of 
existing pipes.  Staff stated that the applicant intends to leave the existing 
brick building and to replace the bituminous surface along the street frontage 
with loam and seed.  A maintenance schedule and bond will be required. 
 
Chairman Jenkins asked for public comments.  There were none. 
 
Collins asked for a review of the capping process. Mr. Petrini stated that with 
the polyethylene cap there would be no water infiltration to the contaminated 
soils and therefore the soils would remain stable. 
 
Harrison asked what the soil is contaminated with.  Jeff Duigou stated it was 
fuel oil and the range is above the amount allowed by DEP. 
 
Coleman asked about the depth of the loam and seed and the life of the poly 
liner.  General discussion followed on the remediation plan and the project. 
 
Staff reviewed the Commission actions required by the project because it is a 
special permit and coastal site plan. 
 
Motion to close the public hearing 

Motion: D. Coleman 
Second: K. Jones 
Decision: 6-0-1 (Collins- not in attendance for entire hearing) 

 
MOTION:  To approve the special permit for 21 Thames Street LLC to allow 
the excavation and fill of 1,488 cubic yards of earth products associated with 
the remediation of soils at 21 Thames Street according to an approved 
Remedial Action Plan.  

 
The Commission finds that this meets Section 6.54 of the Zoning Regulations. 

 
 Motion:  D. Rose 
 Second:  K. Jones 
 Decision: 6-0-1 (Collins not in attendance for entire hearing) 
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MOTION:  To approve the Site Plan #386 for 21 Thames Street LLC. at 21 
Thames Street for the remediation of soils and restoration of the site according 
to an approved Remedial Action Plan with the following modifications: 

 
1. A letter from abutting property owner Nineteen Thames Street 

LLC, granting permission for access and staging of equipment 
at 19 Thames St. shall be provided prior to final plans being 
signed. 

2. A Note shall be added to the plans that no permits will be 
issued until all site improvements/site restoration items as 
required by the Planning and Highway Departments are bonded 
for.   

3. Details for the proposed grassed area including limits of area, 
edge treatment, planting schedule and landscaping notes shall 
be approved by the Planner and added to Sheet 2 prior to final 
plans being signed. 

4. A maintenance schedule for maintaining the new grassed areas 
shall be approved by the Planner and Highway Department and 
added to the plans. 

5. Technical items raised by staff shall be addressed. 
 

Motion: D. Coleman 
Second: D. Rose 
Decision: 6-0-1 (Collins not in attendance for entire hearing) 

 
MOTION: To approve CSPR #236 for soil remediation at 21 Thames St., 21 
Thames Street LLC, applicant, because the use is consistent with all 
applicable coastal policies. 

 
Motion: D. Rose 
Second: C. Harrison 
Decision: 6-0-1 (Collins not in attendance for entire hearing) 

 
Collins resumed Secretarial duties. 

 
b. Zoning Regulation Amendment to Article 2.0 Residence and Open Space 

Zone Regulations, New Section 2.7 Planned Residential Development 
(Attorney Bernard Pellegrino for Forestland Groton, LLC, applicant) 
 
Continuation of Public Hearing at 7:30 p.m.  

  
Chairman Jenkins read the public hearing procedures. 
 
Chairman Jenkins seated Harrison for Streeter and stated that Orkney   
listened to the tapes of the public hearing and is seated as a voting member 
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Staff reviewed the new exhibits received for the record including a letter 
from the Director of the Town of Groton Office of Planning and 
Development Services, and a letter from Frank Eppinger, Attorney for the 
City, with regards to spot zoning. 
 
Bernie Pellegrino, attorney with Pellegrino Law Firm represented the 
applicant. He stated he disagrees with the assessment of City Attorney 
Eppinger that this regulation amendment addresses only a small area of 
land.  The amendment allows for the assembly of parcels to meet the 
regulation requirements, therefore the regulation does not solely effect or 
benefit only a small area of land.  He stated that the amendment is in 
conformance with the comprehensive plan of zoning. He believes it is 
consistent because the proposed density is similar on a per unit basis.  He 
stated the regulation is an effective tool to provide for protection of natural 
resources. He presented an exhibit depicting a sketch of a hypothetical 
development as a standard subdivision and an exhibit of the same 
hypothetical development as a Planned Residential Development.  He 
reviewed the differences between the development of the site under each 
set of regulations. He believes the proposed regulations offer greater 
ability to regulate size of dwelling, architectural character and amenities. 
  
Gary Sharpe, engineer with Angus McDonald and Sharpe Associates, 
addressed the issue of spot zoning. He stated that in R-8 zones, one parcel 
met the requirements under the proposed regulations.  In R-12 three 
parcels did and others could.  He stated that the proposed density was the 
same as allowed by the existing regulations.  He presented an exhibit that 
was a calculation of the density on a hypothetical development of 10 acres 
under the existing and the proposed regulations. 

   
Public Comments: 
Chairman Jenkins asked for public comments in favor of the proposal: 
There were none. 

 
Chairman Jenkins asked for public comments opposed to the proposal: 

  Opposed: 
a. Dr. S. Ebbin- 51 Jupiter Point Road, Groton. She believes there are no 

environmental benefits and the regulations are not detailed or specific. 
She presented a Petition signed by 109 people in opposition to the text 
changes for the record. She repeated the town planning staff 
comments.  

b. M. Ebbin- 133 Jupiter Point Road, Groton. Traffic will have adverse 
impact to neighborhood for emergency vehicles and other vehicles. 

c. R. Westhaver- 809 Shennecossett Road, Groton.  Disagrees that this is 
not spot zoning. Disagrees that the amendments protect more open 
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space. Architectural standards are unclear. Likes present 
neighborhood. 

d. H. Santangelo- Tyler Avenue, Groton. Questioned if units would have 
sewer pumps. 

e. M. Kane- 51 Jupiter Point Road- Objects to hypothetical drawings.  
Thinks it is version of spot zoning.  Thinks attractive is subjective.  He 
submitted letter from Waszkelewicz, 50 Jupiter Point Road- Opposed 
to amendment. 

f. I. Terry- 99 Pine Island Road, Groton.  Concerned with traffic impacts 
and density and impact on town services. 

g. M. Dwyer- 915 Shennecossett Road, Groton. Believes this will have a 
negative environmental impact. 

h. Mark Jakan- 802 Shennecossett Road, Groton.  Concerned with 
density within each cluster of units and potential impact on natural 
resources. 

 
Staff responded that all parcels must be served by public water and sewer.  
She clarified that the Town Planning Commissions comments were read into 
the record of the previous meeting.  She clarified that the Town’s planning 
staff comments were not received until the day after the last meeting which is 
why they were submitted for the record at this meeting. 

 
Bernie Pellegrino, Attorney for applicant.  He stated he believes the regulation 
amendment offers the Commission more discretion than the subdivision 
regulations.  He stated that the regulations, while not as tight as they could be 
are better than the subdivision regulations would allow.  He reviewed the 
process for coastal public access.  The determination for setting aside coastal 
access would have to be made regardless of these regulations if coastal 
resources are on site. He reviewed the requirement to extract 30% of wetlands 
and steep slopes and stressed value of clustering buildings 

 
Motion to close the public hearing 

Motion: Rose 
Second: Jones 
Decision:  Unanimous 
Hearing closed at 8:48 PM 
 

Motion: To table discussion and possible action on zoning Regulation 
amendment to Article2, new section 2.7 to the next regularly scheduled 
meeting, July 18, 2006. 

Motion: Rose 
Second:  Harrison 
Decision: Unanimous 
 

Motion for a 5-minute recess, made by Rose, seconded by Jones, unanimous. 
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c. Zoning Regulation Amendment to Article 2.0 Residence and Open Space 

Zone Regulations, New Section 2.8 Planned Residential Development 
Designed Exclusively for Occupancy by Active Adults (Attorney Bernard 
Pellegrino for Forestland Groton, LLC Applicant) 

 
Chairman Jenkins called meeting back to order at 9:00 PM.  She stated 
that Orkney had left the meeting and that a quorum still exists. She seated 
Harrison for Streeter. 
 
Chairman Jenkins reviewed the differences between proposed Section 2.8 
and the previous hearing on proposed Section 2.7.  Section 2.8 sets forth 
age restrictions for residency and calls for some Universal Design 
features.  She requested that comments on the regulations be limited, to 
the extent possible, to these differences. 
 
Bernard Pellegrino, Attorney for the Applicant, requested that the record 
including all exhibits for the previous hearing on proposed regulation 
amendment Section 2.7 be incorporated into the hearing for regulation 
amendment new Section 2.8.  He reviewed the revision to the purpose 
section of proposed Section 2.8, reviewed the definition of active adult 
and the applicability of the Fair Housing laws and State Statutes. 
 
Attorney Pellegrino reviewed the proposed section pertaining to the 
requirements for design standards that are appropriate for that age group 
of residents.  He reviewed the rationale for this type of regulation.  He 
believes there is a demand for these types of developments.  The City’s 
POCD mentions that the City should try to provide a diversity of housing 
types.  He stated age restricted developments generate less traffic and 
activity and less demand on services. 
 
Staff stated that age restricted development regulations are becoming more 
common in other towns.  The City regulations do not address it 
specifically. Planning and Zoning Commission may want to determine if 
this is a regulation that the City may want to adopt for implementation 
city-wide. This regulation amendment restricts age restricted housing to  
R-8 & R-12 zones. 
 

Public Comments: 
Chairman Jenkins asked for Public Comments in favor of the proposal:  

a. Steve Crook- 804 Shennecossett Rd, Groton.  Age restricted housing 
can be attractive and well done.  Concerned with size of roads, exterior 
wall of buildings too long, and buffer area.  

 
Chairman Jenkins asked for Public Comments opposed to the proposal: 
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a. M. Kane- 51 Jupiter Point Road, Groton.  Has the same problems with 
this amendment as with the other. 

b. Dr. S. Ebbin- 51 Jupiter Point Road, Groton. Noted that petition of 109 
signatures is in opposition to this text amendment too.  Universal 
Design Features language is not specific enough as town planning staff 
noted in his comments.  Doesn’t coincide with Plan of Development, 
page 54.  Private roads are discouraged in Plan of Development.  
Thinks over 55 is divisive to community. 

c. G. Cuto- 98 Jupiter Point Road, Groton. Doesn’t see difference 
between this and standard development.  While it may increase tax 
base may do harm to community. 

d. M. Ebbin- 133 Jupiter Point Road, Groton. Thinks Seniors will create 
more traffic. 

e. R. Westhaver- 809 Shennecossett Road, Groton. This is a form of age 
discrimination.  Should be town referendum if there is need for this 
type of development.  

f. A. Restivo- 763 Shennecossett Road, Groton.  Thinks over 55 housing 
is not necessary due to number of age restricted projects existing in 
Groton. 

 
Staff reviewed the Fair Housing Law and the purpose of the language that 
20% of the residents may be under 55. 
 
Bernard Pellegrino, Attorney for Applicant responded to the comments. 
He stated both regulations are overlay zones and apply to many parcels 
within R-8 and R-12 and therefore are not spot zoning. He stated that he 
didn’t understand the comments from the Town planning staff regarding 
the Universal Design Features and age requirements since these sections 
of the proposed amendments were taken verbatim from Town Regulations.   
He restated that there are benefits to age restricted developments and 
believes there is a demand for it. 
 
S. Ebbin- 51 Jupiter Point Road asked through Chairman Jenkins what 
evidence Attorney Pellegrino has that there a need for active adult 
development. Attorney Pellegrino stated that information comes from 
realtors. 

 
 Motion to close the public hearing 
       Motion: Coleman 
       Seconded:  Jones 
       Decision:  Unanimous 
 

Motion:  To table discussion and possible action on zoning Regulation 
amendment to Article2, new section 2.8 to the next regularly scheduled 
meeting, July 18, 2006. 

             Motion:    Rose 
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        Seconded: Jones 
        Decision: Unanimous 
 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Motion: To approve the minutes of the May 16, 2006 meeting as amended 
Motion: Rose 
Seconded: Collins 
Decision: Unanimous 

 
IV. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 

 
Staff distributed the Sound Outlook Newsletter, NOAA newsletter, Notice of 
Termination to waive public hearing for Groton Utilities to divert water, 
Notice from CT DEP to revise the State Coastal Management Plan for Federal 
consistency. 

 
V. OLD BUSINESS 

 
Rose stated the POCD initial public meeting was held on May 18, 2006.  
Despite the low turnout, there was good input.  The July 6, 2006 regular 
steering committee meeting had to be postponed to August 3, 2006 due to a 
delay in release of the mapping data to Glenn Chalder, consultant. 

 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 

a. CSPR # 237, Perrone Residence, 103 Pine Island Road (Michael Sullo, 
Applicant) 

 
Staff reviewed the project. It is a Coastal Site Plan Review for the teardown 
and rebuild of a single family home. They have to go to ZBA first and cannot 
proceed at this time. 
 
Motion: To table the CSPR # 237 until the August 15, 2006 meeting. 

Motion: Rose 
Seconded: Jones 
Decision: Unanimous 

 
VII. REPORT OF COMMISSION 

D. Jenkins, Chairman noted the receipt of the City Attorney’s letter pertaining 
to the proposed regulation amendments. She reminded Commission that the 
annual meeting to elect officers and adopt Bylaws is July 18, 2006. 

 
VIII. REPORT OF STAFF 

C. Smith reviewed the status of signs on Poquonnock Road. Some signs were 
removed by the owner.  He stated that UCONN removed the sign on City 
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property.  He reviewed the Pfizer plans for a new temporary steam line to be 
installed along fire lane parallel to Eastern Point Rd. 
General discussion on plans by Pfizer to shut down production area. 

 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 

Motion: Collins 
Seconded: Coleman 
Decision: Unanimous 

  Meeting was adjourned at 10:12 PM 
 
 
       
  

_______________________________________ 
      Michael Collins, Secretary 
 


