
 

 

THE CITY OF GROTON 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION         

Minutes 

 June 21, 2016 
 

    MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

 COUNCIL CHAMBERS

 7:30 PM  

I. ROLL CALL  

 

Present:   I. Streeter, D. Rose, P. Kunkemoeller, S. Bergeron, M. Collins, G. Keeler 

Excused: D. Coleman, M. Kelly 

Staff: B. Goodrich, Attorney Peter Gelderman 
 

II. PUBLIC HEARING 

a. Site Plan/Special Permit #452, CSPR #303,  Cooking facility Expansion, 415 Thames St., 

Just In Case LLC, applicant, Continuation  

 

Chairman Rose seated P. Kunkemoeller, I. Streeter, G. Keeler, M. Collins, S. Bergeron as 

voting members.  He read the public hearing procedures. Staff summarized the project 

and the history of the public hearing process to date.  She stated that the May meeting 

was continued to receive input from the City Attorney on the definition of industrial 

processing with regard to Section 4.15 c of the Zoning Regulations and its impact on this 

application. The written response from the City Attorney and a follow up from the 

applicant, Attorney Branse was included in the agenda packet. 

 

Attorney Mark Branse, Applicant representing the owner, presented an overview of the 

project.  He addressed the on-site truck parking and explained that the truck parking was 

changed to be located near the former G.U. building on site due to lower grade at that 

location. He noted the purchase and installation of a new, watertight dumpster to reduce 

leaking waste to reduce smells. 

 

Attorney Branse addressed the public comments made at the May meeting.  He stated a 

member of the public quoted the Town of Groton regulations, not the City regulations.  

He addressed the article that was distributed by a member of the public.  The article was 

written about a Maine issue with a seafood plant.  He stated that the article had been 

edited, it included a picture from another source, the date and year of the article were 

removed – he noted it was written in 1987 and was about a sardine plant not lobster plant. 

 

Attorney Branse characterized the cooking function as ancillary or secondary operation.  

He stated that employee time spent cooking lobsters was part-time. 

 

P. Kunkemoeller asked what facility was included in the volume and shipping numbers, 

quoted by Attorney Branse.  Attorney Branse stated they were for the Groton facility 

only.  He stated that was the only facility owned by Mr. Garborcauskas. 

 

Public Comments: 

In Favor: 

No public comments in favor.  



 

 

Opposed: 

Teresa Jorsz, 420 Thames St. stated she goggled Garbo Lobster and found that Garbo 

owns other facilities in Maine and stated her concern with potential smell and noted that 

she is still annoyed with trucks parking and detracting from view. Problem has not been 

resolved to her satisfaction. 

 

Igor Boris 404 Thames St. showed a picture which he stated is the same size as the 

proposed cooking room at Garbo Lobster- 15’ wide and 60’long.  He stated that the 

Regulations state no processing and existing and proposed cooking room is a violation. 

He stated his concern that project would affect property values. 

 

Joan Haise, 368 Thames St, concerned with expansion and smells as this has always been 

a residential neighborhood.  She stated the project is not in keeping with the plan for 

Groton. 

 

Letters: Staff read two letters into the record 

Susan Whitworth, 364 Thames St, stated her concern with truck parking and blocking 

view. 

 

John H. Wallace, 364 Thames St., stated his concern that promises made in the initial 

application process by Garbo Lobster such as reuse of the restaurant and removal of a 

sunken vessel were not kept and he stated his complaint of view being blocked, noise, 

diesel odor. 

 

M. Collins asked a question regarding Attorney Branse’s letter, dated June 14, 2016, page 2, 

related to the volume of lobster in shells vs. lobster meat.  What is accurate amount. 

Attorney Branse addressed M. Collins and stated that they are calculated differently- volume 

versus weight. 

 

Ms. Haise asked what the proposed project will allow Garbo Lobster to do that they can’t do 

now. 

 

Keith Neilson, Docko, engineer representing the owner, spoke to why they are requesting the 

expansion.  He described what will happen in proposed processing area. Space will contain 

existing steamers and new chiller. FDA requires that packaging area be sterile and separate from 

staff dressing area.  Expansion of building is to add separate dressing/locker area and corridor. 

 

Mr. Boris said the City should issue a Cease & Desist order since the Lobster Pound is 

processing in violation of the Regulations. Teresa Jorsz stated the new building addition would 

block her view of the river. K. Neilson reviewed the view corridors from the street to the river 

with the new addition and existing grade.  It was noted that views from above street level, such 

as those from buildings and porches on the East side of Thames Street, would be less impacted. 

 

D. Rose questioned the public viewing bench stipulated as part of the original project. He noted 

it is broken and has moved location along the frontage.  .. Attorney Branse said bench has been 

vandalized. .Site plan was reviewed with regard to where the bench is to be located 

 

Attorney Branse noted that Mr. Boris appealed the action of the Commission 4 times in court and 

lost each time. 



 

 

 

Attorney Branse addressed some public comments.  He refuted that a five star restaurant was 

ever promised on the site.  He discussed the issue of views.  He stated that public views are 

protected, not private views.  He stated view protection is not a zoning compliance issue.  He 

argued that the WBR zone is not solely a residential zone. He stated that allowing water 

dependent uses is the intent of the zone.  He stressed that the lobster pound has been in operation 

for 18 years. 

 

Mr. Boris asked if it is a kitchen or a processing plant. It is going to be the largest processing 

plant in New England. 

 

Attorney Branse discussed the conditions of approval that can be placed by the Commission to 

limit the size of the facility. 

 

P. Kunkemoeller requested an elevation and floor plan of the new addition to compare what is 

proposed to what is there now.  Attorney Branse stated that could be provided. 

 

P. Kunkemoeller asked for clarification of the letter from Attorney Branse that stated there was 

no new equipment but then stated they were adding a chiller.  Attorney Branse clarified that 

there was no addition of steamers but they will add the chiller.  P. Kunkemoeller asked if the 

capacity of the cooking facility was determined by the steamers.  Attorney Branse stated it was. 

 

Attorney Gelderman reviewed how the Commission can condition any approval. 

 

Paul Kunkemoeller questioned the definition of industrial processing.  Attorney Gelderman 

stated that with no formal definition in the Regulations, it is up to the Commission.  It is not 

appropriate for the Commission to revisit what is there, permitted and has been in operation.  It is 

appropriate for the Commission to review the new proposal and determine its appropriateness.  

 

D. Rose asked about the public viewing area and bench stipulated in original permit and whether 

the bench would be fixed.  Attorney Branse that they will agree to replace the bench as a 

condition of approval and they will affix it in the proper place.  

 

D. Rose asked if there were adequate parking spaces to accommodate the proposed additional 

square feet.  .  Staff reviewed the zoning compliance table on the site plan and noted that it 

indicates there are adequate parking spaces provided to accommodate the expansion. 

 

General discussion followed on keeping the hearing open to receive the blow up of the floor plan 

of the proposed addition.  Attorney Branse stated they would grant an extension and submitted a 

letter. 

 

S. Bergeron asked if any new activities would take place in this space.  Attorney Branse noted 

that there will be TSA required scanning in a future project but there would be no increase in 

processed lobster, no increase in number of employees, and no change to the steamers. 

 

Joan Haise asked what the definition of industrial processing is. 

Attorney Gelderman stated this is up to the Commission to interpret what industrial type 

processing is.  

 



 

 

 

Motion: To continue the public hearing to Tuesday, July 19, 2016 at 7:30 PM in Council 

Chambers for the purpose of getting more information. 

 Motion:  M. Collins 

 Second:  I. Streeter 

 Decision:   6-0-0 Approved 
 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a. Minutes of the May 17, 2016 Meeting 

Motion to approve the Minutes of May 17, 2016 
Motion:  P. Kunkemoeller 

Second:   M. Collins 

Decision:   6-0-0 Approved 

 

A motion was made to amend the agenda and move item VI. to next on the agenda.  

Motion:  P. Kunkemoeller 

Second:  M. Collins 

Decision: Unanimous 

 
VI New Business 

a. 8-24 Referral from Town of Groton of the Ordinance on the Design and Construction of the 

Groton 2020 Plan for the proposed school construction/renovation bond. 

 

Staff reviewed the POCD recommendations with respect to the schools.  It stressed the 

need to keep fields for use by the City residents and Parks and Recreation. 

 

Mike Zubo, Milone and MacBroom, representing the Town of Groton described the 

school bond and reviewed the school consolidation plan. The bond is planned to go to 

referendum in November.  West Side and Cutler schools will be converted to elementary 

schools and a new Middle school is planned for the “Merritt” Property.  

 

Mr. Zubo reviewed the deficiencies in code and maintenance issues.  He reviewed the 

changing school population.  There will be a magnet school component.  He noted the 

possible time line for construction and the concept plans. 

 

West Side will be renovated to be like new. They plan to separate the bus and student 

drop off areas. 

 

I. Streeter asked if they would be eliminating or changing the fields.  Mr. Zubo stated no 

with the exception of making access more ADA compliant.   

 

General discussion followed on the state aid to finance a portion of the project, what 

happens to the surplus schools. Mr. Zubo stated that there may be a reduction of a 

basketball court at Westside but the amount of grass play area would increase. 

 

It was the consensus of the Commission to give a positive response to the referral. 

 

 

 



 

 

b. 8-24 Referral from Groton Utilities, Disposal of former substation, 640 Long Hill Road 

There was no representative of Groton Utilities in attendance.  Staff reviewed what 

she knew of the project and the fact that GU appeared to have no interest in 

maintaining ownership of the abandoned substation parcel. 

 

It was the consensus of the Commission to give a positive response to the referral. 

 
c. 8-24 Referral from Mayor and Council, Disposal of two lots of land at Groton Estates, 

formerly Colonial Manor, 565E Paul Revere Rd, and 80 Nathan Hale Rd. 

Staff reviewed the history behind the request by Groton Estates to purchase the 2 City 

owned vacant center parcels.  She described the proposed future use and reviewed the 

city’s regulations and POCD recommendations with regard to providing open and 

recreation space for multi-family developments. 

  

General discussion followed on how to ensure the intent of the regulations and POCD 

would be ensured short and long term.  The Commission advises a series of 

conditions be presented to the City Council before they took action on this request. 

They stipulated that the property must be used primarily as recreational space.  There 

is to be no additional residential units. They advised against commercial use.  They 

advised to get another appraisal.   

 

It was the consensus of the Commission to send a conditioned report including the 

points above to the City Council.  
 

IV. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 

The Commission accepted the following communications for the record. 
a.  Letter from Attorney Branse, June 3, 2016,  re: Truck parking pattern at Garbo Lobster 

Pound, 415 Thames St. requesting letter be added to agenda and requesting Planner input 

into determining parking pattern 

b. Letter of response from Planner Goodrich, June 6, 2016, as to the addition of 

truck parking pattern letter to agenda and declining to assume a role in 

establishing a truck parking pattern on site. 
c. Letter from Attorney Branse, previously sent to the Commission via email, re: purchase 

of watertight, covered, and lockable dumpster. 

 

V. OLD BUSINESS 

None 

VI. REPORT OF COMMISSION 

None 

VII. REPORT OF STAFF 

None 

IX. ADJOURNMENT        
 Motion:   G. Keeler 

 Time:  10:30 pm 

 

_______________________________________________ Girard Keeler, Secretary   

   


