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This case involves the narrow issue ofwhether the term "land involved" in GeneralStatutes 8-8 (a),1 
which establishes statutoryaggrievement to appeal the decision of a zoningagency to the Superior 
Court, refers to theoverall parcel of land owned by the applicantbefore that agency or the particular 
piece of thatland that was the subject of the agency decision.We conclude that the "land involved" in 
such adecision concerns the complete tract of land ownedby the applicant rather than the discrete 
part ofit containing the activity considered in thedecision of the agency. Accordingly, we find errorin 
the trial court's conclusion to the contrary.

On September 14, 1987, the defendant, Roger L.Phillips, filed an application with the defendant Salem
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 planning and zoning commission (commission)2for a special exception to allow for excavation 
onPhillips' 110 acre piece of land located on WitchMeadow Road in Salem. On November 17, 1987, 
thecommission approved the application covering a 3.8acre parcel located deep within the 110 acre 
parcel.The commission granted an "excavation" permit toexcavate down to bedrock. The plaintiffs 
appealedthat decision to the Superior Court claiming that"[t]he Plaintiffs John Caltabiano and Debra 
Cadwellare owners of property which abuts within 500 feetof the Phillips' parcel and [are] aggrieved 
by suchdecision of said Board." Count one alleged certainprocedural irregularities in the granting of 
theapplication. Count two claimed that the authorizedexcavation would result in the removal 
ofsubstances known as pyrites and pyrite ore andcause environmental and health hazards in theareas 
surrounding the excavation site.

The trial court found that the chemical makeupof the bedrock was the concern of those at thepublic 
hearing on the application and of theplaintiffs in the appeal. As a result of thisconcern the 
commission did not grant anunrestricted special exception to level the entire3.8 acre parcel by 
excavation as requested, butinstead conditioned the special exception to thesoil above the bedrock.

The court construed the allegations of paragraphtwo of the complaint as claiming both 
statutoryaggrievement under General Statutes 8-8 (a) andclassical aggrievement. The court found 
that theproperty of Caltabiano abutted the 110 acre parcelof Phillips, and that the property of 
Cadwell was"across the street from the Phillips property." Wetreat this latter finding, as
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 have the parties in this appeal, as an implicitfinding that Cadwell's property was "within aradius of 
one hundred feet" of Phillips' property.The court then stated: "The plaintiff DebraCadwell did 
introduce evidence of some activitydirectly across the street from her property inthe nature of a 
driveway. The plaintiff Cadwellhas not established nor does the Court find thatsuch activity is upon 
the `land involved in (the)decision of said Board.' The 3.8 acres of land,the location of the permitted 
excavation, isremoved over 1,000 feet from the land of . . .John Caltabiano and [that of] Debra 
Cadwell.Neither plaintiff is statutorily aggrieved." Thecourt also concluded that neither plaintiff 
hadestablished classical aggrievement and thereforedismissed the plaintiffs' appeal.

The plaintiffs claim that the court erred in:(1) finding, in contravention of 8-8 (a), that anabutting 
landowner is not statutorily aggrieved;(2) failing to find classical aggrievement whenthe 
commission's approval contained restrictionsthat must be violated; (3) amending the record 
incontravention of both 8-8 (e) and the rules ofevidence; and (4) failing to find that 
classicalaggrievement is established by a landowner uponevidence that action was taken by the 
zoningauthority without necessary, proper and adequatepublic notice. At oral argument the 
plaintiffsabandoned any claim of error in the court'sfailure to find classical aggrievement. Further,in 
view of our disposition of the case we do notconsider the plaintiffs' third claim of error.

We turn now to the question of statutoryconstruction that is dispositive of this case.We repeat the 
exact wording of 8-8 (a) that isinvolved in this case. "[A]ny person owning landwhich abuts or is 
within a radius of one hundredfeet of any portion of the land involved in anydecision of said board" 
may appeal the decision tothe Superior Court. For our analysis we make no
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 distinction between those who abut or are within100 feet of the land involved. The interpretationof 
this requirement is a matter of firstimpression. Counsel has not cited any case ortreatise concerning 
the matter nor has ourresearch uncovered such authority.

We review the trial court's construction of 8-8(a)"in light of well established principles thatrequire us 
to ascertain and give effect to theapparent intent of the legislature. Norwich v.Silverberg, 200 Conn. 
367, 370-71, 511 A.2d 336(1986); State v. Kozlowski, 199 Conn. 667, 673,509 A.2d 20 (1986); Hayes v. 
Smith, 194 Conn. 52,57, 480 A.2d 425 (1984); State v. Delafose,185 Conn. 517, 521, 441 A.2d 158 (1981); 
2ASutherland, Statutory Construction (4th Ed. 1984)45.05. When the words of a statute are plainand 
unambiguous, we need look no further forinterpretive guidance because we assume that thewords 
themselves express the intention of thelegislature. Johnson v. Manson, 196 Conn. 309,316, 493 A.2d 
846 (1985), cert. denied, 474 U.S. 1063,106 S.Ct. 813, 88 L.Ed.2d 787 (1986); Mazurv. Blum, 184 Conn. 
116, 118-19, 441 A.2d 65(1981). When we are confronted, however, withambiguity in a statute, we seek 
to ascertain theactual intent by looking to the words of thestatute itself; State v. Kozlowski, supra, 
673;Dukes v. Durante, 192 Conn. 207, 214,471 A.2d 1368 (1984); the legislative history 
andcircumstances surrounding the enactment of thestatute; State v. Kozlowski, supra, 673; 
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DeFonceConstruction Corporation v. State, 198 Conn. 185,187, 501 A.2d 745 (1985); State v. 
Parmalee,197 Conn. 158, 161, 496 A.2d 186 (1985); State v.Delafose, supra, 522; and the purpose the 
statuteis to serve. Peck v. Jacquemin, 196 Conn. 53, 64,491 A.2d 1043 (1985); Verrastro v. Sivertsen,188 
Conn. 213, 221, 448 A.2d 1344 (1982); Robinson v.Unemployment Security Board of Review, 181 Conn. 
1,8, 434 A.2d 293 (1980)." Rhodes v. Hartford,201 Conn. 89, 93, 513 A.2d 124 (1986). We note

[211 Conn. 667]

 also that "[a] statute should not be interpretedin any way to thwart its purpose"; EveningSentinel v. 
National Organization for Women,168 Conn. 26, 31, 357 A.2d 498 (1975); and that "[i]nconstruing a 
statute, common sense must be usedand courts> will assume that [the legislatureintended to 
accomplish] a reasonable and rationalresult . . . ." Norwich Land Co. v. PublicUtilities Commission, 
170 Conn. 1, 4,363 A.2d 1386 (1975). We observe, finally, that "[t]hiscourt traditionally eschews 
construction ofstatutory language which leads to absurdconsequences and bizarre results." State 
v.Rodgers, 198 Conn. 53, 61, 502 A.2d 360 (1985),and cases cited therein.

None of the parties to this case presented anyanalytical reasons either in their briefs or oralargument 
to sustain their interpretation of thestatute. We are thus faced with a clear-cut issuedevoid of other 
authority or strong argumentstending to favor one position or the other. Westart our analysis, as 
always, with the statutorywords themselves. The phrase "any portion of theland involved in any 
decision of said board" mayappear on the surface to be very simple tointerpret. The core of the issue, 
however, is anexceptionally slippery concept. The "land involvedin any decision" may just as 
reasonably beconstrued to mean the larger piece of land, ofwhich the affected piece is a part, or to 
mean thepiece carved out of the larger piece, upon whichthe requested activity is to occur. This 
ambiguityin the statute impels us to look at the intent ofthe legislature by inquiring into the 
legislativehistory and circumstances surrounding theenactment of the statute and the purpose 
thestatute is to serve.

The right of an abutter or any person owning landthat is within a radius of 100 feet of any portionof 
the land involved in a decision of the zoningagency to appeal was provided by Public Acts 1967, 
No.712, and Public Acts 1977, No. 77-470, respectively. The
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 legislative history of each of these statutory changessheds no light on our quest. We therefore look 
tothe effect of the changes in and of themselves toindicate legislative intent. Both forms of 
statutoryaggrievement reveal a significant liberalizationof the law of aggrievement concerning those 
whocan appeal to court from a decision of a zoningagency. Before the addition of these 
statutoryappellate rights, a person appealing from such adecision had, then as now, an arduous 
burden toallege and prove so-called classical aggrievement.In order to prove classical 
aggrievementappellants from a zoning decision "are required toestablish . . . that they had a specific, 
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personaland legal interest in the subject matter of thedecision as distinguished from a general 
interestsuch as is the concern of all members of thecommunity and that they were specially 
andinjuriously affected in their property or otherlegal rights. Tucker v. Zoning Board of Appeals,151 
Conn. 510, 514, 199 A.2d 685 ; Tyler v.Board of Zoning Appeals, 145 Conn. 655, 662,145 A.2d 832 
[1958]." Krejpcio v. Zoning Boardof Appeals, 152 Conn. 657, 660, 211 A.2d 687(1965). Mere 
generalizations and fears do notprove that an appellant is an aggrieved person.Tucker v. Zoning 
Board of Appeals, supra; Joycev. Zoning Board of Appeals, 150 Conn. 696, 698,187 A.2d 239 (1962). 
"Upon appeal, [a zoningappellant] must establish his aggrievement and thecourt must decide 
whether he has sustained theburden of proving that fact." I. R. StichAssociates, Inc. v. Town Council, 
155 Conn. 1,3, 229 A.2d 545 (1967).

It is in light of the formidable barriers toaccess to the courts> for a zoning appeal that weascertain 
the legislative intent in grantingcertain persons statutory aggrievement. Weconclude that the 
legislature presumed as a matterof common knowledge that persons owning propertywithin close 
proximity to a projected
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 zoning action would be sufficiently affected bythe decision of a zoning agency to be entitled 
toappeal that decision to court. Giving such a rightto the narrow class of abutters and those 
owningproperty within 100 feet of the land involvedwould not unduly enlarge the class of 
thoseentitled to appeal such a decision. On the otherhand, the delay, difficulty and expense of 
provingclassical aggrievement would be eliminated. Thispropinquity argument, however, cuts both 
ways. Forunless we construe the statute so as to requirepropinquity to the actual site of the 
zoningactivity itself, the rationale we have adduced forsuch statutory aggrievement is obviously 
lessened.The counterthrust of this aspect of legislativeintent is, nonetheless, at least balanced by 
thefact, as Cadwell's testimony indicates in thiscase, that it is highly likely that a changedactivity 
within a larger piece will necessarilyresult in some changes of activity concerning thatlarger piece 
that will affect the statutorygrievants.

Our decision comes down to a consideration ofthe bizarre results that would obtain if we wereto 
accept the trial court's decision. Let usconsider the owner of a 200 foot residential lotwho applied for 
a zone change on the 100 feet ofthe lot farther away from an abutting neighbor orfrom a property 
owner who claimed to be within100 feet of the proposed use. To follow thedefendants' rationale, 
neither class of claimedstatutory grievant could appeal a decision, wheretheir propinquity to the 
changed zoning activitywould obviously create the presumed effect that wehave earlier described. To 
push the example to theabsurd, only a person abutting or within 100 feetof the particular carved-out 
piece of a larger, butstill very close, piece of property would receivethe remedial remedy of statutory 
aggrievement. Toapply 8-8 (a) in such a narrow fashion would be tonullify its effect of opening up the 
courts> tolitigants with a presumptively legitimate right
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 to challenge such zoning decisions. We note that asomewhat equally bizarre result may be 
consideredon the other side of the scale. This would occur,as we construe the statute, if such a 
statuteapplied to the King Ranch in Texas where anabutter wished to appeal a zoning 
decisionconcerning the construction of a ranch-housetwenty miles away. We need not be 
seriouslyconcerned with this hypothetical suggestion becauseof the very small nature of our state. It 
ishelpful, however, to focus attention on the widevariety of bizarre results that can be conjured upin 
interpreting the language of statutory aggrievement.

We resolve the conundrum in this case bystressing the importance in our free society ofthe right of 
access to our courts>. Only a brightline construction of 8-8 (a) can avoid theuncertainties of its 
application to variousfactual patterns involving proposed zoning decisionsaffecting only a part of a 
larger piece ofproperty. We conclude that each of the plaintiffsin this case was statutorily aggrieved 
-Caltabiano as an abutter, and Cadwell as the ownerof land within 100 feet of the land involved - 
bythe decision of the Salem planning and zoningcommission. We reach this conclusion being 
mindfulof article first, 10, of the Connecticut constitutionwhich provides that "[a]ll courts> shall be 
open, andevery person, for an injury done to him in his person,property or reputation, shall have 
remedy by duecourse of law, and right and justice administeredwithout sale, denial or delay."

There is error, the judgment dismissing theplaintiffs' appeal is set aside and the matteris remanded 
for further proceedings.

In this opinion PETERS, C.J., GLASS andCOVELLO, Js., concurred.

1. "General Statutes 8-8. APPEAL FROM BOARDTO COURT. REVIEW BY APPELLATE COURT. (a) Any personor 
persons severally or jointly aggrieved by anydecision of said board, or any person owning landwhich abuts or is within a 
radius of one hundredfeet of any portion of the land involved inany decision of said board, or any officer,department, 
board or bureau of any municipality,charged with the enforcement of any order,requirement or decision of said board, 
may, withinfifteen days from the date when notice of suchdecision was published in a newspaper pursuant tothe 
provisions of section 8-3 or 8-7, as the casemay be, take an appeal to the superior court forthe judicial district in which 
such municipalityis located, which appeal shall be made returnableto said court in the same manner as that prescribedfor 
civil actions brought to said court."

2. We follow the designation of the agencyused by all of the parties, although we note thatin the memorandum of decision 
the court referredto the more formal title of the "Planning andZoning Commission of the Town of Salem."
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