
Dr. Michael Klemens, Chairman 

Town of Salisbury Planning and Zoning Commission 

P.O. Box 548 

Salisbury, Ct. 06068 

 

Re: Wake Robin Inn-Special Permit Application submitted by Aradev, LLC, Serena Granbery 
(now joined by 53 Wells Hill LLC) 

Dear Dr. Klemens,  

 

I thought that it might be helpful for the Commission to have the outline of my concerns as 
noted in my comments made at the August 26, 2025 Public Hearing.  I would like to express 
my appreciation for the courtesies you extended to me in allowing me to speak twice and in 
excess of the three minute limitation in order to express all of my concerns. 

The summation is as follows: 

  

 

A. 53 WELLS HILL ROAD 
1. This property is no longer owned by Serena Granbery but has been conveyed to an 

entity known as 53 Wells Hill LLC for the sum of $720,000.00.   
2. 53 Wells Hill, LLC is a different legal entity from Aradev, LLC, one of the applicants 

here and different legal entity from Wake Robin, LLC, the owner of the property on 
which the Wake Robin Inn operates. 

3. Section 213.5 is the section of the Salisbury Planning and Zoning  regulations 
(hereinafter “the Regulations”) that allows a hotel in the RR-1 Zone with a special 
permit but states that “The following additional standards and specific 
requirements apply:   a. Minimum lot size shall be 10 acres; b. Frontage and Access. 
The property containing a hotel must have 150 feet of frontage on and be accessed 
from a Connecticut State Highway.” 

4. The Regulations define Lot as follows: “LOT. A plot or parcel of land under the same 
ownership occupied or capable of being occupied by only one principal building and 
the accessory buildings or uses customarily incidental to it, including such area, 
yards and dimensions as are required by these Regulations. In the case of public, 



institutional, commercial or industrial buildings, a group of buildings under the 
same ownership may be considered as occupying the same lot” 

5.  The real estate located at 53 Wells Hill Road has not been merged with the current 
Wake Robin Inn property and, therefore, its inclusion as part of this special permit 
application must be viewed in light of whether or not it meets the standards and 
requirements stated in section 213.5 of the Regulations.   

6. In short, it does not.  It is less than 3 acres in size and does not have any frontage on 
or access to a Connecticut State Highway. 

7. The applicant states that this property was once part of the Wake Robin Inn real 
estate and therefore should be considered as part of the Wake Robin Inn property.  
The same argument could be made for the property located at 33 Wells Hill Road 
which was part of the Wake Robin Inn property until it was sold by Jane B. Hunter, 
the then owner of the Wake Robin Inn to Mr. and Mrs. John C. Bohlman in October of 
1941. This property continues to exist as a separate lot with a single family dwelling 
on it.  If the applicant acquires this property in the future in an effort to expand its 
operations under its stated theory that property which was once part of the Wake 
Robin Inn property can properly be included in a Special Permit Application for a 
hotel, another residential unit could disappear from the housing stock inventory 
converting the same to use as transient housing.  I believe that following this theory 
and losing the two existing dwelling units  on 53 Wells Hill Road is in contravention 
of the desires for increased housing opportunities voiced in the latest Plan Of 
Conservation and Development which states in part “We must redouble our efforts 
to create a broad diversity of housing available to people of lower and modest 
incomes, as well as the significant population of seniors who wish to age in place.” 
Accepting the applicant’s position with regard to 53 Wells Hill Road results in an 
expansion of commercial activity further into a residential zone. 

8. Similarly, if the Commission accepts the applicant’s acquisition theory, you should 
be aware that part of the current Wake Robin Inn property was acquired by a deed 
from Hazel Cowles who sold 3 acres of her 17 acre lot to the Wake Robin Inn, 
Incorporated in November of 1956 by Warranty Deed recorded in the Salisbury Land 
Records in Volume 77 at page 137.  I am concerned that if the applicant acquires the 
remaining acreage of this lot and if the Commission follows the applicant’s current 
theory, a new Special Permit Application could be submitted fo the development of 
that property as part of the overall Wake Robin Inn expansion whch would greatly 
expand the reach of commercial activity even deeper into the residential zone.  

9. At the May 6, 2024 Public Hearing at which the adoption of what is now Section 
213.5 was presented (pertinent portions of the transcript of such meeting are 
attached and highlighted for ease of reference), Dr. Klemens stated “So That’s why 



there are so many of the regulations that are impacted by the proposed change but 
ultimately the objective was looking at, we have at lest 2, non-conforming hotels in 
town and this change would help to legitimize those uses.  It also aids in clarifying 
what constitutes an accessory use to a hotel or motel and therefore it does 
somewhat impact the hotels and motels in our commercial districts.”   A short time 
later in the Public Hearing Dr. Klemens stated “Not to say that down the road 
someone could buy up a bunch of properties and merge them but really, this is right 
now this really is pretty much the 2 hotels that we have.  The Interlaken and the 
Wake Robin.  That’s pretty much bringing them out of non-conformity and into 
conformity.  And or course, we can’t spot zone.  Its bad to create a regulation that 
basically encompasses everything.  Though I think in reality there is not gonna be, I’d 
be very surprised, if we got another 10 acre parcel, amalgamated.  Another sewer on 
a state highway.  I think that a pretty pretty high part (sic- bar).” 

Clearly the intent of the new regulation was to bring two non-conforming hotels into 
conformity and there was absolutely no discussion of the possibility of it allowing 
the Interlaken or the Wake Robin to expand further into the residential zones in 
which they sit.  

10. I do not think that a reasonable interpretation of the intent of this Regulation and the 
reasonable application of this Regulation to the Application now pending would  
allow 53 Wells Hill Road to be a part of this Application.  It would set a dangerous 
precedent for the future. Once the precedent is set, Salisbury Planning and Zoning 
Commissioners in the future may find themselves powerless to reject such Special 
Permit Applications. 

 

 

B. MINIMUM LOT AREA 
1. Section 301.1 of the Regulations states, “Calculation of Lot Area:  The calculation of 

minimum lot area in all zones shall not include the area of a water, sewer, power or 
similar utility easement or an easement of access or private right of way for access.” 

2. The Class A-2 survey done by Arthur Howland and Associates and made part of the 
application package shows the Wake Robin parcel noted as “Parcel One” as 
comprising 11.280 acres.   

3. This acreage calculation does not, however meet the requirements of section 301.1 
as it fails to deduct from the gross area the area of the various easements which 
encumber the property. 



4. The map notes a CL&P easement which is shown on map 2781as  filed in the Town 
Clerk’s office  and states that the easement area consists of 0.636 acres. 

5. The map shows a 25 foot wide easement from the Wake Robin Inn improved 
driveway to lands of Hawley but makes no calculation of the easement area. 

6. The map shows the location of an abutter’s bituminous driveway (at 110 Sharon 
Road) but makes no calculation of its size. 

7. The deed to Wake Robin LLC notes Rights of Way across the property as set forth in 
deeds recorded in the following volumes and pages of the Salisbury Land Records:  
Volume 40/590; Volume 42/375; Volume 52/72; Volume 58/17 and Volume 74/515 
all of which deeds are incorporated herein by reference.  The location and area of 
these easements on Wake Robin Inn property are not shown or calculated. 

8. There is the area on which the cell tower sits which the applicant’s plans show as 
containing 10,000.00 square feet. This is similarly not deducted to calculate the 
minimum lot area.  

9. Finally, there is an above ground sewer line which was mentioned in the last hearing 
but no area of easement for the WPCA for the above ground or subterranean lines 
serving the motel units or the hotel proper is calculated. No easement is recited in 
the deed, but the WPCA should be contacted about whether or not it holds an 
easement and, if so, what the width and length of the same is. 

10. In short, without these calculations, the applicant cannot demonstrate that the 
Wake Robin Inn lot meets the 10 acre minimum area requirement as set forth in 
section 213.5 of the Regulations. 

C. CONNECTICUT LIGHT AND POWER COMPANY d/b/a EVERSOURCE ENERGY-
ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION EASEMENT RESTRICTIONS 
1. Attached you will find a copy of the Electric Distribution Easement on the Wake 

Robin Inn property recorded in the Salisbury Land Records in Volume 271 
starting at page 951.  I have highlighted the language that I think is important in 
the context of my last concern.   You will note that it references a map (map 2781 
as noted above) and states clearly that “……no additional building, structure, or 
other improvement or obstruction shall be located uupon the Easement Area, 
and there shall be no excavation, filling, flooding or grading of, and there shall be 
no permanent parking of vehicles or planting of trees or shrubbery upon the 
Easement Area within five (5) feet from any facilities or appurtenance installed to 
provide services to any structures erected on the Property…..”.   

2. The Commission cannot enforce this restriction, of course, but the applicant has 
not demonstrated that the proposed improvements do not violate the terms of 
the Easement which gives Connecticut Light and Power Company the right to ….” 
Remove and dispose of any of the aforesaid made or installed in violation of the 



above and restore said land to its prior condition.”  Perhaps the proposed 
improvements are in harmony with the clear terms of the Easement, but without 
demonstrating that, the applicant is asking the Commission to approve a Special 
Permit to make alterations to the structures and the land that may be in violation 
of the Easement terms and therefore cannot be built.  I think that the applicant 
should be required to do so.   

Thank you for your time and consideration of these concerns. 

 

Mark J. Capecelatro 
 

 
















