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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court held that the Stamford Board of Representatives lacked authority to
determine the validity of a protest petition referred to it by the Planning Board under the Stamford
Charter. The court further held that an invalid protest petition could not confer authority on the Board
of Representatives to decide the merits of the proposed master plan amendment. The judgment
sustaining the plaintiffs’ administrative appeal was affirmed.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The defendant Board of Representatives appealed, after certification,
from the Superior Court's judgment sustaining the plaintiffs'
administrative appeal from the board's rejection of a planning board
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STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the construction of the Stamford Charter de novo.
Because the Board of Representatives acted in a legislative capacity,
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illegal; action exceeding the authority granted by the charter is
contrary to law and an abuse of discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Board of Representatives had authority under Stamford Charter § C6-30-7 to determine the
validity of a protest petition after the Planning Board referred it to the board.

2. Whether the Board of Representatives could decide the merits of the plaintiffs' master-plan amendment
when the protest petition was invalid as to that amendment.

3. Whether signatures on a single protest petition challenging two distinct master-plan amendments could
be aggregated to satisfy the charter's twenty-percent signature requirement.

HOLDINGS

1. The Board of Representatives lacked authority to assess the validity of a protest petition after the
Planning Board referred it. Under Stamford Charter § C6-30-7, the petition is the procedural vehicle that
brings the proposed amendment before the Board of Representatives, which is authorized only to
approve or reject the proposed amendment.

2. The Board of Representatives lacked authority to vote on the merits of the plaintiffs' amendment because
a valid protest petition was a condition precedent to that authority. Its vote on an amendment contained
in an invalid petition was void.

3. Signatures on a single protest petition challenging two distinct amendments could not be aggregated.
The signature requirement had to be measured separately for each amendment, and the petition was
invalid as to the plaintiffs' amendment because it lacked the required number of signatures for that
amendment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The petition was merely the vehicle that brought the issue before [said] board. The charter does not provide
for the approval or rejection of the petition itself.”

“Because a valid protest petition is a condition precedent to the authority of the board of representatives to
vote on the merits of an amendment, that board’s vote on the merits of an amendment contained in an invalid
petition is void.”

“The signature requirement is not a mere formality but a substantive provision of the charter intended to
ensure that review by the board of representatives is triggered if, and only if, there is a sufficient number of
owners of private land with interests directly affected by the proposed amendment.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



The plaintiffs owned several parcels in Stamford, including property formerly used as a recycling collection and
disposal center, and sought to amend the city's master plan to permit high-density residential development. The
Planning Board separately proposed a related amendment for adjacent properties and approved both applications
by separate motions. A neighborhood-affiliated individual filed one protest petition challenging both
amendments, but the petition lacked the required percentage of signatures as to the plaintiffs' application. The
Board of Representatives nevertheless verified the petition and rejected the plaintiffs' amendment on the merits.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Stamford Planning Board approved separate applications to amend the city's master plan to permit high-
density residential development. A single protest petition was filed challenging both amendments. The Board of
Representatives treated the petition as valid, rejected both amendments, and the plaintiffs appealed. The Superior
Court sustained the plaintiffs' appeal, concluding that the Board of Representatives lacked authority to determine
the petition's validity and, alternatively, that its vote did not receive the required majority. The Supreme Court
affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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