GLASTONBURY BOARD OF FINANCE
SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 2026

The Glastonbury Board of Finance, along with Finance Director, Keri Rowley, and Town
Manager, Jonathan Luiz, held a Special Meeting at 3:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of Town
Hall at 2155 Main Street, with an option for Zoom video conferencing.

Roll Call

Members

Mr. Constantine “Gus” Constantine, Chairman
Mr. Jared Soper, Vice Chairman

Mr. James Zeller

Mr. Robert Lynn

Ms. Susan Karp

Mr. Kevin Graff

1. Public Comment Session: Comments pertaining to the call.

Jim Miselis of 413 Woodhaven Road. Mr. Miselis requested clarification on the projected cost
of renovating the high school turf field and whether any portion of the baseball field would be
converted to artificial turf. Mr. Miselis urged the Board of Finance to reject the proposed $2.7
million for new turf fields, arguing they are a “want, not a need,” that taxpayer-backed Non-
Lapsing Funds should not be used despite prior assurances, and that the Board of Education’s
growing budget should be carefully considered.

Lisa Eldgridge of 108 South Mill Drive. Ms. Eldridge said she supports Councilor Osgood’s
proposal to remove $2.4 million in Board of Education projects from the Capital Improvement
Plan, arguing that taxpayer funds should be reserved for essential needs rather than new artificial
turf fields. Ms. Eldridge raised concerns about relying on uncertain fundraising, potential hidden
infrastructure costs, and the burden on taxpayers amid rising taxes and fixed incomes.

Rick Eldridge of 108 South Mill Drive. Mr. Eldridge said he was concerned about the $2.4
million uncommitted balance in the Board of Education’s Non-Lapsing 2% Fund despite prior
assurances that no funds would remain and questioned where the money originated. Mr. Eldridge
also said the BOE has not given Yale environmental professors, who would present concerns
about artificial turf, the same opportunity to speak in depth as a turf field sales representative.
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2. Budget Reviews:
a. Town Capital Projects

Ms. Karp responded to Mr. Miselis’ question and clarified that the originally cited $950,000
figure reflected funding split over two years, with $270,000 approved in FY26 and $550,000
proposed for FY27. Mr. Luiz clarified that after updated discussions, the total projected cost has
been reduced to approximately $820,000.

Ms. Rowley presented her report.

Ms. Karp asked whether the proposed changes assume that the $300,000 Nye Road lease
payment would be absorbed in the budget. Mr. Luiz responded that the amount is not currently
reflected anywhere in the budget. Mr. Luiz stated that he is assuming the Board of Education
(BOE), having a legal obligation under the lease agreement, will make the payment. Ms. Karp
clarified that the $300,000 is not included in any of the figures currently being presented. Mr.
Zeller asked what would occur if the BOE does not make the payment. Mr. Luiz replied that the
lease contains a provision specifying that payment is the responsibility of the BOE. Mr. Soper
stated that the amount must either be incorporated into the current budget or recognized as an
additional $300,000 obligation.

Mr. Zeller asked if the BOE is authorized to move to self-insurance without Town Council
approval. Ms. Rowley said they are looking into that with the Town Attorney.

Mr. Graff asked if anyone besides the BOE or their representatives has evaluated the Smith
Middle School Roof. Mr. Luiz said he does not believe anyone on the Town side has.

Mr. Soper asked if there would be further discussion of the roof and ladder truck items in the
CIP. Mr. Luiz confirmed there can be.

Mr. Lynn asked for clarification on the costs for the Hebron/Main Street project, and a
breakdown of the cost for each ladder truck. Mr. Luiz explained that the Town has received a
federal Transportation Alternatives Program grant that will reimburse 80% of eligible costs for
the Hebron/Main Street project. Mr. Luiz said based on the $2.5 million estimate, approximately
$2 million would be reimbursed, leaving a net local share of roughly $500,000. Mr. Luiz noted
the potential for slight additional savings because the Town plans to complete the design work
in-house. Mr. Luiz said the grant reimbursement is reflected in the budget under “Less
Pending/Approved Grants.”. Regarding fire apparatus purchases, Mr. Luiz confirmed the
projected costs: Ladder Truck 15 at approximately $2.9 million and Ladder Truck 31 at
approximately $3.19 million. Mr. Luiz stated there is no grant funding anticipated for these
purchases.

Glastonbury Board of Finance

Minutes-Special Meeting held February 11, 2026
Recording Clerk-JM

Page 2 of 9



Mr. Zeller questioned the timing of the proposed ladder truck replacements, noting that while
one vehicle appears to be beyond the recommended service life, the second truck has
approximately seven years remaining before reaching the 25-year guideline. Mr. Zeller
suggested that the second replacement could potentially be deferred, acknowledging that costs
may increase over time. Mr. Zeller also commented that the total capital requests typically
exceed available funding on paper, but that projects are routinely prioritized and deferred, and
therefore the projected shortfall may not ultimately materialize in full. Mr. Luiz responded that a
member of the Fire Commission is present and that the Commission will be meeting with the
Fire Chief to discuss the vehicle replacement schedule, including the possibility of extending
timelines. Mr. Luiz agreed that not all requested projects are ultimately funded as proposed, and
that adjustments and deferrals are common during the capital planning process. Mr. Soper stated
that, with respect to funding the CIP, he is comfortable considering bonding every three to five
years; however, he noted that the current plan appears to assume a bonding referendum at the
next election. Mr. Soper said he had concerns that if bonding is not pursued within that
timeframe, the projected $8.5 million shortfall would increase significantly. Mr. Soper suggested
the Board consider whether certain projects could be cash-funded through the CIP, such as
potentially funding the ladder truck through cash while reserving bonding capacity for a larger
project such as Smith Middle School. Mr. Soper clarified he was not advocating for this; he is
just considering all the options. Mr. Soper questioned whether the Middle School project must be
bonded sooner or whether it could reasonably be deferred three to four years. Mr. Soper added
that, having recently gone out to bond, he would be hesitant to return to referendum in
approximately 18 months and would prefer a closer review to determine whether bonding can be
delayed or whether adjustments should be made to the current budget to increase savings. Mr.
Luiz responded that the proposed multi-year CIP was structured to phase projects over time
where feasible and provided examples of items being funded incrementally across multiple
years. Mr. Luiz acknowledged that larger capital items are more challenging to cash-fund within
a short timeframe. Regarding how the Town would proceed with the CIP absent bonding in two
years, Mr. Luiz stated there are three options: reduce spending, increase revenues, or pursue a
combination of both. Mr. Luiz clarified that additional funding would come from the General
Fund, consistent with the proposed baseline annual transfer (approximately $980,000) over the
next 5 years. Mr. Luiz added that the BOF could further review and prioritize projects,
identifying high, medium, and low priorities as part of that process. Mr. Soper asked whether,
relative to Smith Middle School, it would be worthwhile to reassess whether the project could be
deferred for an additional year. Mr. Luiz said they could suggest another inspection but noted
that Superintendent Dr. Bookman has indicated he is set on the current timeline. Mr. Soper
reiterated that he is comfortable with bonding infrastructure projects on a three-to-four-year
cycle, consistent with a broader approach to long-term financing, but expressed reluctance to
return to referendum at the next election. Mr. Zeller noted that the Smith Middle School roof,
though aging, has been maintained carefully by the BOE’s facilities staff, and said his gut is that
if they are saying the roof project is a priority, then they might really need to. Mr. Soper added
that while he recognizes the need, he is considering alternative financing approaches for such
large expenditures rather than immediate bonding. Ms. Karp suggested evaluating a regular
referendum cycle, such as every two or three years, as some communities do, to better plan and
communicate infrastructure needs to voters. Mr. Soper said he was skeptical about moving to a
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more frequent cycle given the Town’s past practice and historically successful management of
infrastructure. Ms. Karp noted that the infrastructure is aging, and the BOF needs to recognize
that. Mr. Soper agreed. Mr. Zeller said he was concerned about the year-over-year budget
increase, noting that the proposed FY27 CIP represents a 17.4% increase ($1.1 million), and that
while debt service may decline slightly, future bonding obligations and project costs could
quickly offset any temporary relief. Mr. Luiz clarified that even accounting for the proposed
Smith Middle School roof, ladder trucks, and prior referendum approvals, debt service over the
next several years remains manageable and below historical peaks. Ms. Karp summarized that
there is agreement that a balance needs to be found, they just haven’t yet determined how to
achieve it. Mr. Luiz clarified that for FY26 the total debt service payment is approximately $4.5
million. Mr. Luiz stated that even if $930,000 is shifted to the CIP and maintained there for
several years, and even after accounting for the proposed Smith Middle School roof, ladder
trucks, and recently approved referendum projects, projected debt service would not exceed the
$4.5 million level. Mr. Graff said he does not feel positioned to determine which specific
projects should be deferred. Mr. Graff stated that one perspective is that identified projects must
be funded and the BOF must determine how to pay for them; another perspective is to determine
what the Town can reasonably afford and adjust accordingly. Mr. Graff said he was concerned
regarding stagnant Grand List growth, noting that prior years’ stronger growth provided
additional flexibility that is no longer present. Mr. Graftf said he intends to focus on the bottom-
line tax impact and consider whether reducing or pausing certain capital items could help
mitigate the increase. Mr. Graff emphasized that while the Town must responsibly maintain its
infrastructure, he does not observe widespread deterioration and suggested this may be a year to
pause items that might otherwise proceed automatically. Mr. Lynn said he feels there is value in
bonding for major capital projects because both current and future residents benefit from long-
lived assets. Mr. Lynn noted that bonding a ladder truck for ten years to support an asset with a
thirty-year life appropriately distributes costs across generations. Mr. Lynn said he would like to
consider allocating less toward debt service in the near term to provide greater tax relief, with the
understanding that bonding remains an appropriate financing tool for long-term infrastructure.

Mr. Soper asked Mr. Luiz for insight into the timeline, costs, and materials for the proposed high
school tennis court replacement. Mr. Luiz said there will be a 50-year warranty on the courts,
and that he just provided the Town Council with a packet of information that he will forward to
the BOF.

Mr. Luiz stated that for FY24, the total interest for the debt schedule was $6.45 million, and for
FY25 it was $5.3 million. Mr. Zeller said that one of the BOF’s dilemmas is that they need to
pass a budget, but they are not the Town Council and the BOF is being asked to make decisions
about long-term financing strategy in the middle of the annual budget process, when that kind of
planning should have happened earlier and likely at the Council level. Mr. Zeller suggested the
BOF consider using a portion of the Unassigned Fund balance to offset Capital costs rather than
strictly adhering to the 16% minimum policy. Mr. Zeller stated that while the Town earns
approximately 3-4% interest on those reserves, borrowing for capital projects carries
significantly higher interest costs, and strategically withdrawing $2-3 million could result in
meaningful savings and reduce pressure on the CIP. Mr. Zeller emphasized that fund balance
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policies are guidelines, and when justified, may be adjusted, citing past instances where financial
policies were modified in response to changing circumstances. Mr. Zeller said he knows the
proposal may not have broad support, but he offered it as an option for consideration. Ms. Karp
said she believes the rating agencies maintain a firm 15% fund balance guideline, which she
considers significant, particularly if the Town anticipates bonding in the near future. Ms. Karp
stated she would be reluctant to allow the Unassigned Fund balance to fall below that threshold
except in the case of an emergency, such as Storm Alfred, which warranted immediate spending
without hesitation. Ms. Karp said there should be a thoughtful discussion about whether there is
a comfort level with using a portion of the Unassigned Fund balance for capital purposes. Ms.
Karp added that given rising capital costs, it may be prudent to complete certain projects sooner
if it can be done responsibly, though she acknowledged uncertainty about what constitutes a
reasonable withdrawal amount. Ms. Karp also noted that annual budget contingencies, such as
the $775,000 reserve line item that is not always fully expended, can contribute to maintaining
fund balance levels, although there is no guarantee those funds will remain unspent in any given
year. Mr. Zeller said he does not believe a modest reduction in the Unassigned Fund balance,
such as $2-3 million, even if it dips below 15%, would necessarily jeopardize the Town’s AAA
bond rating. Mr. Zeller suggested that rating agencies may not view such an action as significant,
and Mr. Lynn said that they do not. Mr. Zeller noted that the cost difference between a AAA and
A A+ rating is relatively small. Mr. Luiz said that one component to consider when using the
Unassigned Fund balance is its potential effect on the Town’s bond rating. Mr. Luiz added that
the more is used in a given year, the more difficult it would be to recover in future years, noting
that surpluses are not as robust as in previous periods, with only one parcel remaining to be sold.
Mr. Luiz also emphasized the difference between achieving continued savings versus a one-time
financial effect when allocating funds. Mr. Soper said that Standard & Poor’s and Moody’s
evaluate credit ratings differently, noting that the Town has held a Triple-A rating with Standard
& Poor’s for a long time, but only for about seven or eight years with Moody’s. Mr. Soper added
that the CIP projects total $8 million this year, with $18—15 million projected for the next two
years and cautioned that it may be prudent to preserve the Unassigned Fund balance now rather
than use it immediately, keeping it available for future needs. Mr. Lynn said that while he has
generally supported using Unassigned Fund balance for high-return capital projects, he agreed
with Mr. Soper that it may be prudent to “keep the powder dry” at this time. Mr. Lynn noted that
if additional relief were needed, the Town could consider extending the amortization schedule
for the ADEC pension by five years, which would free up approximately $2.4 million in cash
flow. Mr. Lynn also noted that leaving the ADEC schedule unchanged would require
contributing an additional $7.7 million this year, yielding savings of $126,000 per million of
Unassigned Fund balance. Mr. Lynn said given stagnant Grand List growth and limited asset
sales, he would lean against using the unassigned fund balance this year.

Mr. Constantine asked what the tax increases have been in the last few years. Ms. Rowley
responded it was 1.14% in 2022, then 1.71%, 0.6%, 2.97%, and 2.82%. Mr. Zeller asked when
the Town is set to undergo the revaluation process, and Ms. Rowley responded it will occur in
FY2029 for the Grand List of 2027. Mr. Zeller said he was concerned about a potential long-term
tax burden trend, not just this year’s increase, considering a 2.5% market value benchmark. Mr.
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Soper asked Ms. Rowley and Mr. Luiz if the Grand List Report had any significant points they’d
like to highlight. Mr. Luiz responded no, nothing significant this year.

Ms. Rowley asked if the BOF required any follow-up information to aid in their decision
making. Mr. Graff requested an alternative five-year capital plan that reflects a reduction to the
transfer to the CIP for the current year, outlining the ripple effects of such a cut. Mr. Graff also
requested information on what projects would likely be deferred with minimal impact, so the
BOF could better understand the practical consequences of reducing funding. Mr. Luiz
responded he would work on it.

Mr. Zeller asked Ms. Rowley for clarification on the value of one mill. Ms. Rowley responded
that the updated figure was based on the Town Manager’s proposed budget, which incorporated
revised Grand List estimates as well as updated allowance assumptions. Ms. Rowley explained
that while the Grand List has grown, the allowances had also increased, resulting in a higher
calculated value per mill.

Mr. Zeller suggested that, if there were no further questions specifically on the CIP, it might be
helpful to begin discussing broader budget considerations in advance of the next meeting, before
formal motions are made. Mr. Zeller clarified that he was not asking members to commit to
positions, but rather to share general thinking. Mr. Constantine said he thought that would be
appropriate and suggested looking at extending the pension amortization schedule to reduce tax
burden. Mr. Constantine suggested possibly moving the current timeframe out to ten or even
twelve years, lowering the annual contribution. Mr. Zeller responded he was weary of that
approach, and noted the Town is already within approximately 8 years of meeting its target. Mr.
Zeller questioned how much further the obligation should be extended. Mr. Lynn stated that
while he did not necessarily disagree philosophically, extending the amortization remains an
available option to reduce current tax burden, noting that the Town is contributing approximately
$7.7 million annually toward the pension. Mr. Lynn added that few other municipalities are
making such significant additional contributions. Mr. Graff said that it remains one of the several
imperfect options that the BOF should consider. Mr. Soper said he opposes extending the
amortization schedule, raising concerns that doing so assumes continued favorable market
performance, and if market conditions worsen significantly, adjustments might need to be
reconsidered at that time.

Ms. Karp remarked it is a particularly difficult year because the operating budgets don’t have
anything that could easily be cut. Mr. Lynn is stated the BOE has a healthy Non-Lapsing fund
balance, built up over several years, and they should use that money to cover the extra costs
caused by their own healthcare decisions rather than asking taxpayers to absorb it. Mr. Lynn said
he feels it is not the right time to “keep the powder dry” for other purposes, because the Board
benefited financially from lowering the insurance base and should take responsibility for
offsetting those costs. Ms. Karp said the BOF must remember they can’t make the BOE do
anything, they can only make suggestions. Mr. Lynn said they can suggest taking $3 million off
their budget, because he feels the BOE needs to take responsibility for their decisions regarding
healthcare. Mr. Zeller said that he would reduce the Board of Education’s budget by $3.5
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million, specifically taking $2.5 million to put toward health care costs and possibly another $1
million elsewhere. Mr. Zeller acknowledged this could create a cliff in future years, but believes
that if the adjustments work as planned, future increases may level out, reducing the need for
large spikes. Mr. Zeller also raised the issue of the BOE’s per-pupil spending increases over the
last 5-15 years, noting that they have been extremely high compared to peer towns like Avon,
Simsbury, and Farmington. Mr. Zeller said Glastonbury spends $403 more per student, which
translates to about $2.2 million extra in the budget. Mr. Zeller said the year-over-year
comparison approach is not working and not sustainable. Mr. Lynn said that over the last eight
years, the BOE’s expenses have increased from $105 million to $136 million, despite a drop of
100 students in enrollment. Mr. Lynn acknowledged inflation and rising costs but argued that
this level of spending growth is unsustainable, especially given a weak Grand List, a lower-third
state GDP, and broader economic pressures. Mr. Lynn emphasized that taxpayers are being
asked too much, and the BOE needs to take some responsibility and help slow the growth in
costs.

Mr. Constantine said they need to look at the Residential Tax Scenarios chart and decide where
they want to be. Mr. Lynn suggested taking $3 million from the Board of Education budget and
$360,000 from the Town budget to reach a 3% target. Mr. Zeller said they need to “bend the
curve” on taxes to give taxpayers relief, emphasizing that the BOE budget is where the majority
of funds are and that reductions elsewhere, such as CIP, would be smaller. Mr. Zeller proposed a
$3.5 million cut from the BOE fund, with $2.5 million coming directly off the projected 4%
increase, leaving a $1 million reduction still to be considered. Mr. Zeller noted that previous cuts
from the BOE, were not substantial, and he expressed concern that cutting health care has
become the default approach, and that this should not automatically be the go-to solution for
budget reductions.

Mr. Luiz said that if cuts to the Capital Budget were required, he would consider the following,
totaling approximately $930,000, but emphasized these are only his personal opinions and not
recommendations: he would reduce property revaluation by $100,000; system-wide municipal
roof replacements by $75,000; end-of-life HVAC systems by $140,000; the public safety
communications system by $50,000; Manchester Road sidewalks by $225,000; BOE and Town
pavement and sidewalk repairs by $275,000; and Youth and Family Services building renovation
(third tranche) by $90,000. Mr. Luiz noted that other projects, including the Smith Middle
School roof design, outdoor track resurfacing, boiler replacement, tennis court replacement, and
turf field replacement are critical for safety or planning reasons and should not be cut. Mr. Luiz
emphasized this would be a “kick the can down the road” approach. Mr. Luiz said he isn’t
advocating for any of these, hence his proposal to swing over $930,000 to CIP.

Ms. Karp said she understands the frustrations expressed by Mr. Zeller and Mr. Lynn and has
thought carefully about the Board of Education’s budget. Ms. Karp acknowledged she does not
agree with all BOE decisions, particularly regarding health care and the lease. Ms. Karp noted
that most of the non-Eastbury funds in the Non-Lapsing Fund come from LINKS revenue, which
she hopes continues but cannot guarantee. Ms. Karp said she is nervous about using those funds
for operating expenses, as it would put the BOE in a difficult position going forward. Ms. Karp
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emphasized that many staffing and program costs, especially related to Special Education, are
mandatory and cannot be avoided. Ms. Karp stated she is not in favor of a 5% tax increase and
does not support Mr. Luiz’s proposed cuts, which would harm the Capital Program. Ms. Karp
concluded that there are no easy answers, but the goal over the coming days is to develop a
recommendation that protects both the Town and its education system.

Mr. Constantine returned to the Residential Tax Scenarios chart and said the BOF should decide
where they want the percent increase to be. Mr. Zeller restated his concerns with the BOE budget
requests and emphasized he believes they are going to need to make hard choices. Ms. Karp
suggested that Mr. Zeller share the information he has compiled regarding BOE expenditure with
the rest of the BOF, and Mr. Zeller confirmed he will do so.

Mr. Graff said based on his calculations, the average mill rate increase over the last ten years has
been 1.31%. Mr. Graff acknowledged they are not going to get to 1.31% this year, and that
difficult decisions will have to be made across the board. Mr. Graff said he isn’t in favor of a 5%
tax increase or Mr. Luiz’s suggestions for cuts, and it will be a balancing act to find a solution.

Mr. Soper said the Grand List isn’t growing, and while interest income increased by $2.5 million
over the last 5 years, it is now shrinking, so the Town no longer has “the wind at its back”. Mr.
Constantine said when you look at the Grand List increase, next year isn’t going to make it better
either. Mr. Constantine noted that upcoming developments are primarily apartments and condos,
which could bring additional students to the school system. Mr. Luiz said the Town Assessor
presented at the most recent Town Council meeting, and indicated some new residential units are
coming, mostly rentals, but the revenue impact may not fully offset the costs associated with
additional students, as noted by Councilor Gullotta. Ms. Karp asked whether the incoming
apartments include three-bedroom units, which typically contribute the most students to the
school system. Mr. Luiz said Staff are working on a summary and it will be sent to the BOF
upon completion.

Ms. Zeller asked if data could be provided on how many students have resulted from existing
large apartment complexes, such as the Tannery, to better understand potential impacts. Ms.
Karp added that a recent article in the Citizen showed that surprisingly few students were
produced but stated three-bedroom units could change the dynamic. Mr. Zeller said he would
like to see if commercial residential units might be positive. Mr. Constantine said if he recalls,
the Tannery was not built under the Affordable Housing Act, but the new apartments would be,
and that could make a difference. Mr. Lynn said the reputable school system attracts families
with students with special needs, and that significantly increases costs for services. Ms. Karp
agreed that there are a lot of factors to consider as they figure out what their recommendation is.
Mr. Lynn reiterated that ultimately cuts are going to need to be made, and the Town Council will
have to weigh in as well on the difficult decisions ahead.
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b. Any Other Unfinished Budget Related Items None.

3. Adjournment

Motion by: Ms. Karp Seconded by: Mr. Zeller

BE IT RESOLVED that the Glastonbury Board of Finance moves to adjourn their meeting of
February 11, 2026, at 4:36 p.m.

Result: Motion passed unanimously {6-0-0}.

Respectfully submitted,

Julioa Maclean
Julia MacLean
Recording Clerk

For anyone seeking more information about this meeting, a video on demand is available at
www.glastonbury-ct.gov/video. Click link to access the Town’s “Video OnDemand” platform.
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