
   
 

   
 

 TOWN OF FARMINGTON 
PLAN & ZONING COMMISSION 

May 10, 2021 

Present for the online web conference was Chair Brenneman, Commissioners Carrier, Grabulis, 
Pogson, St. James and Alternate Commissioners Halstead, J. Vibert and K. Vibert, The Town 
Planner Kramer, Assistant Town Planner Rutherford, Development Specialist Cyr, Clerk 
Michaud and Town Council Liaison Capodiferro were also present.  The meeting was called to 
order at 7:20 p.m.   
 
Present in the Development Conference Room were Chair Brenneman, Town Planner Kramer, 
Assistant Town Planner Rutherford, Development Specialist Cyr and Clerk Michaud.  All 
others were present online. 
 
Alternate Commissioner K. Vibert was appointed to vote in the absence of Commissioner 
Schwartz. 
 
Secretary St. James read the legal notice into the record. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
402 Farmington Ave LLC – Lots 40 & 40B1 Farmington Avenue 
 
Alternate Commissioner Halstead recused himself from this matter. 
 
Application for change of zone from BR and R80 to Special Innovation Zone and site plan 
approval for multifamily development at Lots 40 & 40B1 Farmington Avenue (a.k.a. 8231 & 
9249 Farmington Avenue to the rear of 406 Farmington Avenue).  Hearing opened January 25, 
2021.  Assistant Town Planner Rutherford stated public comment will be limited to three 
minutes per person.  Attorney Hollister asked the Assistant Town Planner to clarify how staff 
checked to make sure people could log into/connect to tonight’s meeting.  Assistant Town 
Planner Rutherford explained staff noticed the number of attendees was only a few and some 
people were receiving an error message preventing them from connecting to the webinar.  
Planning Staff took steps to verify there wasn’t a Zoom session inadvertently left running on 
our individual desktop computers. Clerk Michaud verified the zoom link and Webinar ID were 
correct and updated the agenda on the website instructing people to log in to the meeting using 
the Webinar ID from the main Zoom Page.  Once these corrective actions were taken it was 
evident more individuals were attending the meeting.   
 
Public Comment 
 
Richard Fichman, 38 Prattling Pond Road, spoke in opposition to the application commenting 
there is no need for the apartment building and no corporate demand. 
 
Jim Fetterman, 85 Prattling Pond Road, commented on a spreadsheet he compiled of the letters 
in support/opposition: and type of concern.  He recommended constructing the building in other 
areas in Town. 
 
Steve Silk, 74 Prattling Pond Road, spoke in opposition to the application expressing concern 
the corridor to open space will be lost. 
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Kate Emery, 74 Prattling Pond Road, spoke in opposition to the application. 
 
Teresa Korsen, 52 Prattling Pond Road, spoke in opposition to the application expressing 
concern with the impact to the neighborhood, visibility of the building, density, concern with 
noise from the development, lighting, and more people using the trail. 
 
Kimberly Zeytoonjian, 42 Prattling Pond Road, spoke in opposition to the application 
commenting on the impact to the nature and wildlife, and stating the criteria for a granting a 
zone change has not been met. 
 
Doug Zeytoonjian, 42 Prattling Pond Road, spoke in opposition to the application commenting 
they relied on the zone of the neighborhood when they purchased their home and if he knew the 
zoning designation would be changed behind his property he would not have moved to the 
neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Fichman, 38 Prattling Pond, added there is a lot for sale next to Anthology that would be a 
better site for this building. 
 
Vincent Trantolo, 44 Prattling Pond Road, spoke in opposition to the application commenting 
the development is being “pushed” right into their neighborhood. 
 
Kathleen Trantolo, 44 Prattling Pond Road, commented the applicant owns several other 
properties in Town where it would be more appropriate to construct this building.  She moved 
to Prattling Pond Road for the privacy. 
 
Kathy Braga, 37 Prattling Pond Road, reiterated the comments of her neighbors. 
 
Jen & Ben Fichman, 40 Prattling Pond Road, reiterated the comments of their neighbors. 
 
Assistant Town Planner displayed written correspondence received since the last meeting for 
the record. 
 
Town Attorney DeCrescenzo joined the meeting at approximately 8:30pm. 
 
Commission Questions 
 
The Commission asked the applicant for confirmation the sidewalk connection will be made in 
front of Farmglen along Farmington Avenue.  Mr. Sager responded yes.  The Commission 
asked for confirmation the portion of the property adjacent (south) of the development area is 
offered as a conservation easement area.  Mr. Sager responded yes, the entire area as described.  
The Commission asked Attorney Bob DeCrescenzo for clarification regarding the Plan of 
Conservation and Development and the Special Innovation Floating Zone; if the POCD 
supports the landing of the Floating Zone would abutting property owners have been noticed 
when the POCD change was proposed. Assistant Town Planner Rutherford explains the notice 
process for amendments/changes to the POCD.  She commented the Commission has full 
legislative power when considering a change of zone.  The Commission commented whether 
they had received or had questions about Assistant Town Planner Rutherford’s responses to 
questions about density submitted by Commissioner Pogson.  The Commissioners expressed 
their appreciation for the information.  Alternate Commissioner K. Vibert was then asked to 
confirm for the record he has reviewed all information and recordings regarding this matter.  K. 
Vibert confirmed he has. 
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Intervenor Closing Comments - Fichman 
 
Attorney Ainsworth urged the Commission to review the Plan of Conservation and 
Development (“POCD”), including all revisions/updates, Area 1 does not talk about live, work, 
play like Areas 2 and 3 do, in section 7 of the 2018 update to the POCD.  He doesn’t believe 
high density residential is appropriate in this location.  Attorney Ainsworth proceeded to list 
reasons the zone change and development does not work in this location. 
 
Intervenor Closing Comments – Zeytoonjian 
 
Attorney Shansky commented on Dr. Klemen’s letter and how this development interrupts the 
natural wildlife corridor.  She stated the Commission has a broader environmental scope than 
the Conservation and Inland Wetlands Commission (“CIWC”).  She supports Attorney 
Ainsworth comments on the change of zone and believes the single use proposed does not 
comply with the floating zone regulation. 
 
Applicant Closing Comments 
 
Attorney Hollister argues the intervenor has the right to present evidence of environmental 
impact, but they must be specific and quantifiable and cannot use vague terms with respect to 
the anticipated impact.  The claim must be within the jurisdiction of the Commission.  He 
argues their claims are the purview of the Conservation and Inland Wetlands Commission.  The 
applicant donated land to the Farmington Land Trust and have a conservation easement 
between the Land Trust property and the development site.  The CIWC found no significant 
impact on wetland and rejected the claims of the intervenors.  Tom Daly, PE, SLR, commented 
the Fichman Petition Item 3.a. statement is false, they are not discharging into the vernal pool, 
reviewing the plan to show the stormwater flow.  Megan Raymond, SLR Consulting, stated 
regarding Item 3.b., 750 feet is not the current standard, there is no impact to the vernal pool.  
Item 3.c. is unfounded.  A detailed site investigation was conducted.  Item 3.d. the concern with 
the detention basins was addressed with the proposed barrier.  Item 3.e. biodiversity 
interconnection, the development creates no impediment of wildlife.  Item 3.f. not a claim of 
unreasonable pollution.  The February 13, 2021 Fichman Intervenor Petition Item 2a. and 2.b. 
Mr. Daly commented on the stormwater best management practices, addressing both claims.  
The Zeytoonjian Intervenor Petition Item 5.a. Tom Daly commented, staff comments have no 
concerns with the drainage system as proposed, they meet Town standards and there is no 
Town, State or Federal mandate to provide a reduction in runoff volume.  There is no 5b. in the 
petition. Item 5.c. Attorney Hollister commented, this is a narrative and has no claim.  Item 5. 
d. Megan Raymond commented, the project does not create habitat fragmentation.  Item 5.e. 
Attorney Hollister commented, the vernal pools are not within the jurisdiction of the 
Commission, Tom Daly further clarified the vernal pools are south of Quarry Rd and the 
stormwater flows from the development flows north away from Quarry Rd.  Item 5.f. Attorney 
Hollister noted, this comment is not a claim.  Vince McDermott, Planner with SLR Consulting, 
summarized consistency with the POCD and the three criteria for landing the floating zone.  1.  
In harmony with the POCD; 2. Proposal is superior to plans possible under existing zoning; 3. 
use proposal is in harmony with the actual or permitted development of adjacent properties. Mr. 
McDermott stated the proposal meets the seven criteria for a zone change.  Geoff Sager, 15 
White Oak Rd., stated they have worked consistently throughout the process to address 
comments and concerns, listing the changes throughout the hearing process.  They have 
demonstrated their commitment to improving the development proposal; the project adds no 
cars or people to Prattling Pond Rd.  The usual impacts from a development do not exist here 
because there is no physical connection to Prattling Pond Rd.  The elements to consider are 
what the neighborhood will hear and see. Two or three homes will have the partial view of one 



TOWN PLAN AND ZONING MEETING MINUTES 
May 10, 2021 

 
4 

 

floor of the proposed building, renderings have been provided demonstrating these views. They 
will hear a quiet residential use; no significant noise, noise will be contained within the walls of 
the building and the courtyard.  Attorney Hollister thanked the Commission.  The POCD talks 
about the need for multifamily housing in the UConn neighborhood and summarized four 
months of presentation.  Multifamily residential is a recognized transition use between single 
family residential and commercial / institutional uses.  He commented visibility is not a basis 
for denial. 
 
Commission Questions 
 
The Commissioners asked for clarification on the time frame for blasting and location of a/c 
units.  Geoff Sager responded blasting may last up to 21 days with one or two blasts a day.  
Kyle Richards responds the condensers on the roof will be behind a parapet wall and toward the 
center of the roof top.  There was further discussion for clarification of measuring sound from 
the roof top units.  The Commission asked for confirmation that all site lighting will not spill 
beyond the property line.  Clarification was also provided on dark sky compliant and full cutoff 
lighting. 
 
Motion to Close Intervenor Petitions 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To close the intervenor petitions for application related to 402 Farmington Ave. 
LLC, as submitted on January 20, 2021 and amended on February 12, 2021 by Richard 
Fichman. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To close the intervenor petition for application related to 402 Farmington Ave. LLC, 
as submitted on February 17, 2021 by Douglas and Kimberly Zeytoonjian. 
 
Attorney DeCrescenzo was present for clarification on the discussion process of each claim.  
He stated the burden of proof is on the intervenor to provide evidence that the proposed project 
is “reasonably likely to unreasonably pollute the air, water and other natural resources of the 
State”.  It’s a two-part burden of proof; first to prove the claims are within the jurisdiction of 
the Commission and if found to be within the Commission’s jurisdiction, substantially proved 
through documentation and expert reports and testimony the project is reasonably likely to 
unreasonably pollute the air, water and other natural resources of the State. 
 
Intervenor Fichman Claims (January 20, 2021) 
 
3.  This administrative proceeding involved conduct which has or which is reasonable likely to 

have, the effect of unreasonably polluting, impairing, or destroying the public trust in the 
air, water and other natural resources of the state in the following ways: 

 
a. The activities proposed involve site alternation which are reasonably likely to 

discharge storm water runoff pollutants, especially, but not exclusively, into two 
highly-sensitive vernal pool wetlands which, because they are located at a 
topographic low point, will receive storm waters and, thus, over time will degrade 
the habitat of vernal pool obligate species. 
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Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed they do believe Item 3a. is within their jurisdiction.   
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate activities 
proposed involve site alternation which are reasonably likely to discharge storm 
water runoff pollutants, especially, but not exclusively, into two highly-sensitive 
vernal pool wetlands which, because they are located at a topographic low point, 
will receive storm waters and, thus, over time will degrade the habitat of vernal pool 
obligate species.  
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to Claim 3a.  
The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 3a. was denied. 
 

b. Much of the site development is proposed within a 750ft radius of the vernal pool 
habitats.  Current vernal pool science indicates that a buffer of 750ft should be 
maintained to protect the integrity of the use of vernal pool habitats by obligate 
species.  The applicant has insufficiently documented how its plan will maintain this 
integrity. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed they do believe Item 3b. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate a buffer of 
750 ft should be maintained to protect the integrity of the use of vernal pool habitats 
by obligate species or that the applicant has insufficiently documented how its plans 
will maintain this integrity. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to Claim 3b.  
The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 3b. was denied. 
 

c. The Applicant has done insufficient site investigation to determine that the site does 
not support endangered, threatened or species of special concern, as the Applicant 
has only referred to the CT DEEP Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) which is 
neither comprehensive nor definitive in its contents.  Additionally, there is no 
indication that the NDDB contains any information regarding the site and therefore 
even relevant. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed they do believe Item 3c. is within their jurisdiction.  Commissioner 
Pogson did not believe Item 3c. is within their jurisdiction.   
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the applicant has done 
insufficient site investigation to determine that the site does not support endangered, 
threatened or species of special concern, as the Applicant has only referred to the 
CT DEEP Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) which is neither comprehensive nor 
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definitive in its contents.  Commissioner Pogson believed the Intervenor did 
sufficiently demonstrate Claim 3c. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to Claim 3c.  
The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 3c. was denied. 
 

d. The detention basins proposed for the project are close enough to the vernal pools 
that they pose a real threat of acting as decoy vernal pools which are reasonably 
likely to attract vernal pool obligate species which will use the basins as breeding 
sites, but which will cause of a failure of the breeding cycle. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis and Pogson believe Claim 3d. was 
within their jurisdiction.  Commissioners St. James and K. Vibert did not believe 
Claim 3d. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the detention 
basins proposed for the project are close enough to the vernal pools that they pose a 
real threat of acting as decoy vernal pools which are reasonably likely to attract 
vernal pool obligate species which will use the basins as breeding sites, but which 
will cause of a failure of the breeding cycle. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to Claim 3d.  
The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 3d. was denied. 
 

e. The proposed project will unreasonably disrupt the wildlife habitats to the north and 
south of the construction footprint which are connected by an essential wildlife 
corridor as further described in a report I commissioned Dr. Michael Klemens and 
which is submitted herewith dated January 17, 2021. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed Claim 3e. is within their jurisdiction.   
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the proposed 
project will unreasonably disrupt the wildlife habitats to the north and south of the 
construction footprint which are connected by an essential wildlife corridor as 
further described in a report I commissioned Dr. Michael Klemens and which is 
submitted herewith dated January 17, 2021. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to Claim 3e.  
The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 3e. was denied. 
 

f. The proposal is not in harmony with the overall objective of the Plan of 
Conservation and Development.  It is not superior to a plan possible under the 
existing zoning regulation for the parcel and it is not in harmony with the actual or 
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permitted development of adjacent properties as further described in a report I 
commissioned Dr. Michael Klemens and which is submitted herewith dated January 
17, 2021. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed Claim 3f. is within their jurisdiction.  Commissioner Grabulis did not 
believe Claim 3f. was within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the proposal is not in 
harmony with the overall objective of the Plan of Conservation and Development.  
It is not superior to a plan possible under the existing zoning regulation for the 
parcel and it is not in harmony with the actual or permitted development of adjacent 
properties as further described in a report I commissioned Dr. Michael Klemens and 
which is submitted herewith dated January 17, 2021.  Commissioner Pogson did 
believe the Intervenor sufficiently demonstrated Claim 3f. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was 
 
VOTED:  1 in favor (Pogson) to 5 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to 
Claim 3f.  The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 3f. was denied. 

 
Intervenor Fichman Claims (February 12, 2021) 
 
2.   During the zoning proceedings on January 25th and the Inland Wetlands proceedings on 

February 3rd, Applicant’s engineers submitted new details regarding the storm water control 
system functions.  Applicant’s comments prompted intervenor to seek engineering review 
of the proposed storm water system which resulted in the identification of the following 
likely unreasonable impacts to natural resources: 

 
a. Applicant proposes a storm water management regime that proposes no reduction in 

runoff volume for any storm event and as runoff is being directed into wetlands, 
increased volumes are reasonable likely to cause erosion within wetland area. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed Claim 2a. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the applicant proposes a 
storm water management regime that proposes no reduction in runoff volume for 
any storm event and as runoff is being directed into wetlands, increased volumes are 
reasonable likely to cause erosion within wetland area. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to Claim 2a.  
The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 2a. was denied. 
 

b. The storm water plan for the site inadequately provides for renovation of storm 
water quality and pollutant loads, and generally does not utilize best management 
practices to address storm water quality. 
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Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed Claim 2b. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the storm 
water plan for the site inadequately provides for renovation of storm water quality 
and pollutant loads, and generally does not utilize best management practices to 
address storm water quality. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Fichman Petition as to Claim 2b.  
The motion failed and the Fichman Petition Claim 2b. was denied. 
 

Intervenor Zeytoonjian Claims 
 
5.   The Application involves conduct which has, or is reasonably likely to have, the effect of 

unreasonably polluting, impairing or destroying the public trust in the air, water or other 
natural resources of the state, within the jurisdiction of the Commission, for the following 
reasons: 

 
A. According to Steven D. Trinkaus, P.E. of Trinkaus Engineering, LLC in his letter to 

the Commission dated February 15, 2021, filed contemporaneously herewith, the 
proposed stormwater management system is inadequate to reduce non-point source 
pollutant loads for reason set forth in his letter.  Moreover, he finds the stormwater 
management system does not reduce the increase in runoff volumes which will 
cause adverse impacts downgradient of the discharge point as he describes. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed Claim 5A. is within their jurisdiction. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the proposed 
stormwater management system is inadequate to reduce non-point source pollutant 
loads for reason set forth in his letter.  Moreover, he finds the stormwater 
management system does not reduce the increase in runoff volumes which will 
cause adverse impacts downgradient of the discharge point as he describes. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to Claim 
5A.  The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5A. was denied. 
 

There is no claim 5 B. within the petition document. 
 
C.  In his Report to the Commission dated January 17, 2021, Michael W. Klemens, 

Ph.D., discusses the ecological connections present on, through and around the 
development site including that the vernal pools that lie within the Tennessee Gas 
Pipeline easement are “but steppingstones in a mosaic of interconnected wetland 
habitats that pool along the base of Talcott Mount.”  He describes that the wetlands 
on the site have direct connections north and south along the base of the ridge as 
well as ecological connections with other perched wetlands on the higher elevations 
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upon the trap rock ridge.  He describes the documented richness of the wetland-
dependent amphibians and reptiles that have been recorded from this swamp system. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed Claim 5C. is within their jurisdiction. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate Claim 5C. 

 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to Claim 5C.  
The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5C. was denied. 

 
D.  Dr. Klemens describes a “wildlife corridor” which is riven by the proposed 

development resulting in habitat fragmentation.  “Habitat fragmentation such as is 
proposed is one of the primary threats to habitat degradation and local extinction 
(extirpation) of populations of sensitive species.” 

 
 Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 

were polled and agreed Claim 5D. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
 Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 

were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate Claim 5D. 
 

Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to Claim 
5D.  The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5D. was denied. 

 
E.  As presented, Dr. Klemens identifies the following impacts are likely as a result of 

the proposed development:  further degradation of the two vernal pools; the severing 
of the inter-conservation area connection linking primary conservation areas to the 
northeast and southwest through the wetlands mosaic he describes; the danger of the 
proximate storm water basins serving the development acting as decoy vernal pools 
endangering the wood frog population and, as a result, water quality. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed Claim 5E. is not within their jurisdiction.  Commissioner Carrier 
believed Claim 5E. is within their jurisdiction. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the following 
impacts are likely as a result of the proposed development:  further degradation of 
the two vernal pools; the severing of the inter-conservation area connection linking 
primary conservation areas to the northeast and southwest through the wetlands 
mosaic he describes; the danger of the proximate storm water basins serving the 
development acting as decoy vernal pools endangering the wood frog population 
and, as a result, water quality 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
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VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to Claim 5E.  
The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5E. was denied. 

 
F.  The proposed development is not consistent with the Farmington’s Plan of 

Conservation and Development (“POCD”) that, among other things, recognizes the 
aesthetic and environmental values of hillside areas which have been maintained in 
part through low-density residential development which also limit erosion (Plan of 
Conservation and Development (Update 2007, adopted 2008 at Section VI. 

 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed Claim 5F. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, , St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the proposed 
development is not consistent with the Farmington’s Plan of Conservation and 
Development (“POCD”) that, among other things, recognizes the aesthetic and 
environmental values of hillside areas which have been maintained in part through 
low-density residential development which also limit erosion (Plan of Conservation 
and Development (Update 2007, adopted 2008 at Section VI.))  Commissioner 
Pogson felt the Intervenor did sufficiently demonstrate their Claim. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  1 in favor (Pogson) to 6 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to 
Claim 5F.  The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5F. was denied. 
 

G.  The proposed development cuts deeply into a hillside and encroaches into the inter-
connection wildlife corridor between critical habitat areas. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed Claim 5G. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the proposed 
development cuts deeply into a hillside and encroaches into the inter-connection 
wildlife corridor between critical habitat areas. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to Claim 
5G.  The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5G. was denied. 
 

H.  The Applicant has failed to establish that the proposed development is superior to a 
plan under the existing zoning that would be less destructive to the environmental 
functions and values of the site. 

 
 Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 

were polled and agreed Claim 5H. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
 Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 

and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the Applicant has failed 
to establish that the proposed development is superior to a plan under the existing 
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zoning that would be less destructive to the environmental functions and values of 
the site.  Commissioner Pogson felt the Intervenor did sufficiently demonstrate 
Claim 5H. 

 
 Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  

 
VOTED:  1 in favor (Pogson) to 5 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to 
Claim 5H.  The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5H. was denied. 

 
I.   The Application represents an activity that will unreasonably pollute the natural 

resources, viz., the wetlands and watercourses, within the jurisdiction of the 
Commission.  The Commission has jurisdiction over the determination of whether 
proposed plans meet the criteria and standards set forth in the Regulations and the 
POCD. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, Pogson, St. James and K. Vibert 
were polled and agreed Claim 5I. is within their jurisdiction. 
 
Commissioners Brenneman, Carrier, Grabulis, St. James and K. Vibert were polled 
and agreed the Intervenor did not sufficiently demonstrate the Application 
represents an activity that will unreasonably pollute the natural resources, viz., the 
wetlands and watercourses, within the jurisdiction of the Commission.  The 
Commission has jurisdiction over the determination of whether proposed plans meet 
the criteria and standards set forth in the Regulations and the POCD. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was  
 
VOTED:  0 in favor to 6 opposed to uphold the Zeytoonjian Petition as to Claim 5I.  
The motion failed and the Zeytoonjian Petition Claim 5I. was denied. 
 

Motion to Close Public Hearing 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To close the 402 Farmington Ave LLC public hearing at 11:10 p.m.    
 
Mark Watson – 7 Fairview Drive 
 
Special permit to raise poultry at 7 Fairview Drive, R20 zone.  Mr. Watson would like to install 
a chicken coop at the rear of his yard approximately seven feet from the existing fence to house 
and raise six hens.  He will not have roosters and he spoke with his immediate neighbors.  None 
of them have expressed concern.  The Commission asked for clarification on the height of the 
existing fence and the coop. 
 
There was no public comment in favor or in opposition to the application. 
 
The public hearing closed at 11:23 p.m. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
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VOTED:  To approve the Mark Watson application for special permit to raise poultry (six 
hens) at 7 Fairview Drive, R20 zone as presented and on file in the Planning Office.  The 
application will be reviewed in one year for complaints. 
 
Patrick Royce – 23 Bonnie Drive 
 
Commissioner Grabulis recused himself from this matter.  Alternate Commissioner Halstead 
was appointed to vote on this matter. 
 
Special permit for expansion of home in excess of 2,400 sq. ft.  and accessory apartment in 
excess of 650 sq. ft. at 23 Bonnie Drive, R20 zone.  Mr. Royce presented the request to enclose 
the area between the garage and house, add eight feet to the rear of his home and construct an 
accessory apartment.  His in-laws will reside in the accessory apartment so they can help care 
for his ill mother-in-law.  The expansion to the rear of the home will provide additional space 
for the living area of the split-level house.  He had obtained approval from the Zoning Board of 
Appeals for the carport on the side of the accessory apartment and approval from the Inland 
Wetlands Commission for the project.  The Commission asked for confirmation neighbors were 
provided notice and did not express concern with the project.  Mr. Royce confirmed he mailed 
notices, posted the sign, and spoke with his immediate neighbors and they are in support of his 
project. 
 
There was no public comment in favor or in opposition to the application. 
 
The public hearing closed at 11:31 p.m. 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To approve the Patrick Royce application for special permit for expansion of home 
in excess of 2,400 sq. ft.  and accessory apartment in excess of 650 sq. ft. at 23 Bonnie Drive, 
R20 zone as presented and on file in the Planning Office. 
 
Eliza Pinette – 18 Elizabeth Road 
 
Special permit for home business (dog grooming) at 18 Elizabeth Road, R20 zone.  This 
application was withdrawn. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Tomasz Kurczewski & Agata Trojanowski – 344 Meadow Road 
 
Accept application for two-lot resubdivision of 344 Meadow Road, R40 zone and schedule public 
hearing (recommend hearing date of June 7, 2021).   
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To accept the Tomasz Kurczewski & Agata Trojanowski application for two-lot 
resubdivision of 344 Meadow Road, R40 zone and schedule public hearing for June 7, 2021. 
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Vitek Bak – 1815 New Britain Avenue 
 
Accept application for special permit to construct accessory structure in excess of 30% of the 
principle building per Article IV Section 30 (24’ x 28’ garage) at 1815 New Britain Avenue, 
R20 zone and schedule public hearing (recommend hearing date of June 7, 2021). 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To accept the Vitek Bak application for special permit to construct accessory 
structure in excess of 30% of the principle building per Article IV Section 30 (24’ x 28’ garage) 
at 1815 New Britain Avenue, R20 zone and schedule public hearing for June 7, 2021. 
 
Farmington West Estates – Whitetail Run 
 
Chair Brenneman recused herself from this matter.  Alternate Halstead was appointed to vote 
on this matter. 
 
Accept application for six-lot resubdivision of Whitetail Run (off Snowberry Lane) AH zone 
and schedule public hearing (recommend hearing date of June 7, 2021). 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To accept the Farmington West Estates application for six-lot resubdivision of 
Whitetail Run (off Snowberry Lane) AH zone and schedule public hearing for June 7, 2021. 
 
Town Plan & Zoning Commission – Text Amendment 
 
Accept application for text amendment to Article II, Section 31.G.4. Special Innovation 
Floating Zone and schedule public hearing (recommend hearing date of June 7, 2021). 
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To accept the Town Plan & Zoning Commission application for text amendment to 
Article II, Section 31.G.4 Special Innovation Floating Zone and schedule a public hearing for 
June 7, 2021. 
 
PLANNER’S REPORT 

No Planner’s Report. 
 
MINUTES 
 
Meeting Minutes  
 
Upon a motion made and seconded (St. James/Pogson) it was unanimously 
 
VOTED:  To approve the April 26, 2021 Town Plan & Zoning Commission meeting minutes. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 11:36 p.m. 
 
SJM 


