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GLASTONBURY TOWN COUNCIL  
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES (AMENDED) 
TUESDAY, MAY 12, 2026 
 
The Glastonbury Town Council, with Town Manager Jonathan Luiz in attendance, held a Regular Meeting at 
7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of Town Hall at 2155 Main Street, with the option for Zoom Video 
Conferencing. The video was broadcast in real time and via a live video stream.  
 

1. Roll Call. 
 
 Council Members  
 Mr. Corey Turner, Chairman 
 Ms. Jennifer Wang, Vice Chairman   
 Ms. Mary LaChance, Majority Leader 
 Mr. Kurt P. Cavanaugh, Minority Leader (arrived at 7:03 p.m.) 
 Mr. John Cavanna 
 Mr. Anthony DiLizia 
 Mr. Thomas P. Gullotta 
 Mr. Larry Niland (participated via Zoom video conferencing) 

Mr. Whit Osgood 
  

a. Pledge of Allegiance.  Led by Councilor Wang. 
 

2. Public Comment. 
 
Inda Wattress of 116 Griswold Street. Ms. Wattress spoke regarding the Road Safety Action Plan and proposed 
speed cameras. Ms. Wattress stated concerns regarding privacy, noise and light pollution, and unsafe driving 
caused by abrupt braking and acceleration near cameras. Ms. Wattress said that congestion during school hours, 
rather than speeding, is the primary issue on Griswold Street near the elementary school and daycare entrance. 
Ms. Wattress suggested improved school zone signage and increased police presence during peak traffic hours to 
address aggressive and distracted driving. 
 
Ken Gillingham of 91 Heritage Drive. Mr. Gillingham followed up on a prior proposal regarding testing artificial 
turf fields for contaminants. Mr. Gillingham stated that discussions had taken place with a Yale School of Public 
Health faculty member regarding laboratory testing capable of identifying contaminants in turf samples. Mr. 
Gillingham said that only small samples would be needed and suggested testing both the existing field being 
removed and newly installed fields. Mr. Gillingham stated that the testing would help inform future Town 
decisions regarding artificial turf replacement and public health considerations. Mr. Gillingham also stated that 
non-disclosure agreements related to turf additives would not prevent contaminant testing and noted that testing 
could potentially be completed at little or no cost through available funding. 
 
Jim Mislelis of 413 Woodhaven Road. Mr. Miselis spoke regarding environmental testing of the proposed 
artificial turf fields. Mr. Miselis stated concerns regarding the use of crumb rubber infill, potential exposure to 
harmful chemicals, and the existence of a non-disclosure agreement related to the turf materials. Mr. Miselis said 
that the public should be informed about the composition of the fields and any potential health or environmental 
impacts. Mr. Miselis also raised concerns regarding airborne contaminants, worker safety precautions during 
installation and maintenance, and potential exposure risks for athletes using the fields. Mr. Miselis urged the 
Town Council to require independent environmental testing and oversight of the turf materials and contaminants 
prior to installation and use. 
 
Paul Lorenzo of 21C Brewster Road. Mr. Lorenzo spoke regarding the proposed traffic speed camera near 
Griswold Street and Naubuc School. Mr. Lorenzo stated support for the installation of a speed camera due to 
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concerns for child safety in the area, including during weekday and weekend school-related activities. Mr. 
Lorenzo also questioned whether adoption of the Town’s draft Road Safety Action Plan could delay 
implementation of traffic safety improvements, including speed camera installation. 
 
Jim Zeller of 210 Woodland Street. Mr. Zeller spoke regarding the Board of Education’s 2% Non-lapsing Fund 
and concerns with current budget reporting practices. Mr. Zeller stated that the Town Council and Board of 
Finance lack sufficient information to accurately evaluate Board of Education budget estimates and spending 
trends because current budget documents do not compare approved appropriations against actual expenditures. 
Mr. Zeller referenced prior surplus amounts, including approximately $2.4 million, and cited examples where 
actual expenditures exceeded originally presented budget needs. Mr. Zeller suggested revising the reporting 
format to improve transparency and allow clearer analysis of Board of Education spending and budget accuracy. 
 
The following written comments were submitted into the record via the Town website: 
 
Audrey Yellen Quinlan of 90 Candlelight Drive. Ms. Quinlan stated that she took issue with the Board of 
Education’s handling of public communication regarding funding for the artificial turf fields, arguing that the 
Superintendent incorrectly stated before the November 2025 referendum that taxpayer funds would not be used 
for the project. Ms. Quinlan referenced comments by Board Chair Doug Foyle clarifying that the Board, not the 
Superintendent, makes final decisions, and argued that the Board failed to correct the statement for months while 
later criticizing members of the public for repeating it. Ms. Quinlan stated that this damaged the Board’s 
credibility and left taxpayers uninformed. 
 
Lisa Mendum of 45 Candlewood Road. Ms. Mendum urged the Town Council to support additional safety 
measures near Naubuc Elementary School, including raised crosswalks, flashing beacons, and speed cameras, 
stating it was disappointing that Town staff had not emphasized safety concerns on Griswold Street despite the 
ongoing Safe Streets for All project. Ms. Mendum also stated that she submitted a FOIA request to Glastonbury 
Public Schools seeking a detailed transaction report for the 2% Fund and argued the report should be simple to 
produce. Ms. Mendum stated that the Town Council has a responsibility to taxpayers to obtain answers regarding 
the approximately $4 million accumulated for the turf field project, noting prior assurances that taxpayer funds 
would not be used. Ms. Mendum requested for verification that the turf materials are PFAS-free and requested 
that the turf field installation be placed on hold until funding and material concerns are resolved. 
 
Lisa Eldridge of 108 South Mill Drive. Ms. Eldridge asked what can be done to stop the artificial turf project, 
stating residents were promised there would be no PFAS, no crumb rubber, and no taxpayer funding used, but 
said all three promises have been broken. Ms. Eldridge also stated the community has a right to know what 
contaminants may be present in the fields and whether they pose health hazards. 
 

3. Special Reports.  None. 
 

4. Old Business.  
 

a. Discussion and possible action regarding granting Discretionary Services to the Town’s 
Investment Advisor. (Tabled from the April 28, 2026 Council Meeting.) 

Chris Kachmar of Fiducient Advisors provided an overview of Fiducient’s advisory relationship with the Town 
and Board of Finance (BOF) regarding pension and OPEB investments Mr. Kachmar described the existing 
advisory framework, under which Fiducient provides investment recommendations while the BOF retains 
approval authority over investment policy and decisions. 

Jared Soper of 39 Fawn Run introduced himself as the Vice Chairman of the Board of Finance. Mr. Soper stated 
that, as currently structured, the Town Manager serves as trustee of the pension funds, although in practice the 
BOF has performed that role in collaboration with Fiducient. Mr. Soper stated that clarification of governance 
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roles should be considered moving forward and confirmed that the BOF works collaboratively with Fiducient. 
Mr. Soper stated that the majority view of the BOF is to grant Fiducient discretionary investment authority, 
although Mr. Soper stated that he personally does not support that recommendation. Councilor Gullotta 
questioned Mr. Soper regarding his concerns with the proposed transition to discretionary investment 
management. Mr. Soper stated that he did not believe a change to the current structure was necessary because the 
advisory relationship with Fiducient has functioned effectively for approximately 15 years. Mr. Soper stated that 
the BOF has historically relied on Fiducient’s recommendations and has implemented portfolio adjustments over 
time, including changes to international exposure and a shift from fixed income to equities, which Mr. Soper 
stated contributed to improved long-term performance. Mr. Soper stated that the Town’s investments are 
primarily held in mutual funds and ETFs and that market volatility is managed through a long-term investment 
approach and reliance on underlying fund managers rather than frequent structural changes. Mr. Soper stated that 
the BOF has been able to respond to investment needs through special meetings when necessary and emphasized 
that short-term volatility does not typically drive investment decisions. Mr. Soper further stated that the BOF has 
benefited from members with strong investment expertise and expressed the view that any body overseeing 
investments should include sufficient expertise to appropriately evaluate consultant recommendations. Councilor 
Gullotta asked whether investment decisions were being made through algorithms and questioned the urgency 
behind moving from an advisory to a discretionary management structure. Mr. Soper stated that the Board was 
not operating on algorithms and instead viewed the investments from a long-term perspective. Mr. Soper said the 
Board did not view the matter with urgency, but believed discretionary management would be beneficial in the 
future, particularly in situations where the BOF may not have members with specialized investment expertise. 
Councilor Gullotta responded that the consultant’s role remained advisory in nature. Mr. Soper explained that 
Fiducient recommends funds within an agreed-upon asset allocation framework established collaboratively with 
the BOF and the Town Manager, with input from the actuary regarding expected returns. Mr. Soper stated that 
Fiducient recommends mutual funds to fit within the approved allocation, and the BOF has generally agreed with 
those recommendations while maintaining a collaborative review process over time. Ms. Susan Karp of 32 
Rampart Drive, a member of the BOF, stated that discussions regarding discretionary management had been 
ongoing since at least June and were not being rushed. Ms. Karp said one reason the Board was considering the 
change was because current Board members possess strong investment knowledge, but future Boards may not 
have the same level of expertise. Ms. Karp stated that the relationship with Fiducient has been excellent and 
emphasized that the BOF would continue to establish investment parameters under the proposed structure. 
Councilor Gullotta referenced prior comments regarding market volatility and asked whether discretionary 
authority would allow the investment manager to make portfolio decisions within the established framework. Mr. 
Soper responded that any actions would remain within the asset allocation guidelines approved by the BOF and 
would not permit significant deviations from the established strategy. Mr. Kachmar stated that the guardrails, 
objectives, and overall investment strategy would remain fully under the control of the BOF and the Town. Mr. 
Kachmar explained that Fiducient operates within narrow parameters as long-term strategic investors and that 
discretionary authority would provide limited flexibility to respond to market dislocations while maintaining a 
diversified and fee-conscious investment program. Councilor Gullotta concluded by stating his opinion that “if it 
isn’t broken, don’t fix it.”  

Councilor Niland asked whether Fiducient had comparative performance data between discretionary and non-
discretionary clients. Mr. Kachmar responded that Fiducient had provided data comparing a cohort of endowment 
and foundation clients with similar asset allocations to the Town’s pension plan. Mr. Kachmar stated that the 
Town pension plan returned 13.7% over one year compared to 13.6% for the discretionary cohort, while the ten-
year annualized return was 8% for the Town plan compared to 8.5% for the discretionary cohort. Councilor 
Niland asked whether those figures included fees, and Mr. Kachmar confirmed that they did. Councilor Niland 
requested additional clarification regarding fees. Mr. Kachmar stated that the Town currently pays approximately 
$86,000 annually for services related to the pension plans and OPEB trust, and that the proposed discretionary 
arrangement would increase costs by approximately $15,000 per year to about $101,000 annually. Mr. Kachmar 
explained that the increase reflected additional administrative and operational responsibilities being shifted from 
Town staff to Fiducient. Councilor Niland asked how much additional return the Town may have realized over 
the ten-year period under discretionary management. Mr. Kachmar responded that the difference was 
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approximately one-half percent annually over ten years. Mr. Soper stated that the comparison had limitations 
because the Town’s asset allocation had changed over time, making long-term comparisons more difficult and 
less precise. Councilor Niland stated that the purpose of the questions was to determine whether the Town was 
receiving sufficient value for the cost. Mr. Soper responded that the fiduciary fees remained reasonable and 
would not materially affect long-term performance. Mr. Soper also stated that the BOF would continue to receive 
monthly statements and maintain the ability to evaluate Fiducient’s overall performance over one- to three-year 
periods. Councilor Niland asked whether the BOF could still terminate or reevaluate the relationship if 
discretionary management proved unsatisfactory. Mr. Soper responded that the Town could discontinue the 
relationship if necessary but stated that discretionary authority means Fiducient would be entrusted to make 
investment decisions without the Board second-guessing individual transactions. Councilor Niland asked how 
quickly investment changes would be reported back to the BOF Mr. Kachmar responded that updates would be 
provided at least monthly, with additional communication during periods of significant market volatility or 
unusual circumstances. Councilor Niland thanked the BOF and Fiducient for their work, stated that he believed 
both had performed well managing the pension investments, and said that because the request originated from the 
BOF, he would likely support the proposal.  

Councilor DiLizia stated that he was inclined to support the recommendation from the BOF, noting that there is 
value in granting discretion to firms with access to more timely market information and the ability to make 
decisions more quickly than is typically possible within government processes. Councilor DiLizia asked whether, 
in addition to the parameters established by the BOF, the State of Connecticut also imposes statutory guardrails 
governing municipal pension investments. Mr. Kachmar responded that municipalities and finance boards are 
subject to fiduciary responsibilities, including duties of care, loyalty, diversification, and avoidance of prohibited 
transactions, and stated that both Fiducient and the BOF remain mindful of those obligations. Mr. Kachmar 
further stated that Fiducient and the BOF regularly review governance matters, including investment policy 
statements, asset allocation, funded ratios, return expectations, and fiduciary training, through an ongoing 
governance calendar process that provides additional oversight and protections beyond day-to-day investment 
decisions. Councilor DiLizia stated that while the current BOF possesses strong expertise, future turnover and 
difficulties filling board positions make it important to consider the long-term benefits of discretionary 
management. 

The Council commenced the public hearing at 8:00 p.m. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION ON PUBLIC HEARING – 8:00 P.M. 
 
NO. 1 – ACTION ON PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF SIDEWALKS ON NEW LONDON 
TURNPIKE BETWEEN THREE MILE ROAD AND 2273 NEW LONDON TURNPIKE AS PART OF 
THE NEW LONDON TURNPIKE INTERSECTION AND SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 
FUNDED UNDER THE LOTCIP GRANT PROGRAM, PROJECT NO. L053-0007. (CONTINUED 
FROM THE MARCH 24, 2026 COUNCIL MEETING). 
 
Director of Engineering and Highways (Town Engineer), Steve Braun, presented his report. 
 
Chairman Turner opened the floor for comments from the public. 
 
Mary MacGregor of 2268 New London Turnpike. Ms. McGregor stated that she and her husband have lived at 
the property for approximately 30 years and emphasized the historic and rural character of the neighborhood. Ms. 
MacGregor stated that New London Turnpike experiences heavy and increasingly fast-moving traffic, making 
access to the roadway difficult. Ms. MacGregor argued that the proposed sidewalk would be more appropriate on 
the east side of the road because it would connect existing sidewalks and commercial areas, while the west side 
primarily borders residential properties and the transfer station. Ms. MacGregor stated that installation of a west-
side sidewalk would require a retaining wall, removal of a mature tree, and snow removal responsibilities over 
approximately 400 feet of frontage, which she described as a burden for senior homeowners. 
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Kenneth MacGregor of 2268 New London Turnpike. Mr. MacGregor stated that he supported the original 
proposal locating the sidewalk on the east side of the road and described the west-side alternative as lacking 
practical benefit. Mr. MacGregor, citing his professional background in engineering and site development, stated 
that the steep grade, traffic speed, and limited pedestrian activity made the proposed crosswalk location unsafe. 
Mr. MacGregor also expressed concern regarding snow accumulation from plows and the maintenance burden 
that would accompany a sidewalk on the west side. 
 
Christopher Siwy of 51 Washington Street. Mr. Siwy stated he is the President of Bike Walk Glastonbury and 
stated that the organization supports projects that improve pedestrian connectivity and neighborhood access. Mr. 
Siwy stated that the New London Turnpike corridor has experienced significant development and increasing 
traffic volumes over time. Mr. Siwy expressed concern about vehicle speeds in the area and stated that reducing 
the speed limit from 40 miles per hour to 30 or 35 miles per hour should be considered regardless of which 
sidewalk option is selected. 
 
Dean Jaworski of 2298 New London Turnpike. Mr. Jaworski stated that safety was his primary concern and 
expressed doubt that a crosswalk on the hill would be safe due to speeding traffic and limited visibility. Mr. 
Jaworski stated that the proposed west-side alternative would increase walking distances and require multiple 
roadway crossings. Mr. Jaworski also questioned whether the project justified the expense given the limited 
number of residences directly affected. 
 
Megan Watson of 2298 New London Turnpike. Ms. Watson stated that she shared concerns regarding pedestrian 
safety and speeding vehicles on New London Turnpike. Ms. Watson stated that crosswalk warning systems 
elsewhere in Town are often ignored by motorists and questioned whether the proposed crossing location would 
be safe. Ms. Watson suggested that sidewalks on the east side of the roadway could better support local 
businesses and pedestrian access. Ms. Watson also raised concerns regarding retaining walls, drainage, grading, 
long-term maintenance costs, and snow removal responsibilities associated with the project. 
 
Jim Banfield of 2261 New London Turnpike. Mr. Banfield stated that his primary concern involved snow 
removal and maintenance associated with approximately 210 feet of proposed sidewalk frontage and a retaining 
wall near his property. Mr. Banfield stated that snow accumulation from plows would create difficult 
maintenance conditions and expressed concern regarding driveway grading and property impacts. Mr. Banfield 
also stated that the sidewalk and retaining wall would alter the rural character of the area and reiterated that 
nearby residents previously indicated they did not object to crossing the street to access existing sidewalks. 
 
Tony Granato of 2230 New London Turnpike. Mr. Granato stated that he and his family support the original 
sidewalk proposal connecting the existing sidewalks along New London Turnpike. Mr. Granato stated that many 
residents already walk, run, and bicycle in the area and that the sidewalk extension would improve pedestrian 
safety and access to schools, playgrounds, and nearby businesses. Mr. Granato further stated that the project 
would come at no direct cost to Glastonbury taxpayers and represented an important opportunity to improve 
neighborhood connectivity. 
 
Maegan Decrescenzo 2218 New London Turnpike. Ms. Decrescenzo stated that while she supports sidewalks 
generally, she opposed placing sidewalks and a crosswalk directly in front of her home. Ms. Decrescenzo 
suggested an alternative crosswalk connection between the existing sidewalk near 2244 New London Turnpike 
and Buck’s Corner Plaza. Ms. Decrescenzo stated that the proposed flashing crosswalk near her residence would 
negatively affect nearby homes and expressed concern regarding grading challenges, retaining walls, and the 
long-term impact on residential properties along the roadway. Ms. Decrescenzo thanked Town staff for visiting 
the site and acknowledged the difficulty of the Council’s decision. 
 
Xu Yanjun of 2238 New London Turnpike. Mr. Yanjun stated that the private driveway referenced by prior 
speakers serves four homes rather than a single residence. Mr. Yanjun acknowledged concerns regarding snow 
removal responsibilities but stated that sidewalk maintenance should be viewed as a shared community 
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responsibility for the benefit of public safety. Mr. Yanjun stated that pedestrians currently walk along and across 
New London Turnpike and described personal experiences walking to Hopewell School and crossing the roadway 
multiple times. Mr. Yanjun stated that pedestrian safety should take priority over convenience concerns and 
expressed support for the original sidewalk proposal. 
 
Councilor DiLizia asked Mr. Banfield, should the sidewalk project proceed in front of his property, whether he 
would prefer the proposed tiered retaining wall option or the original full-size retaining wall design. Mr. Banfield 
responded that he would prefer the full-size retaining wall, while reiterating his concerns regarding snow removal 
responsibilities. Councilor DiLizia further asked whether Mr. Banfield would support a shorter-style fence rather 
than a full-height fence. Mr. Banfield provided photographs and diagrams previously supplied by Town staff and 
stated that he preferred a taller metal fence for safety purposes, citing concerns that pedestrians could fall from 
the retaining wall if the fence were insufficient. Mr. Banfield also stated that he would not support granting an 
easement necessary for the tiered retaining wall option because of the additional encroachment onto his property. 
Mr. Banfield further expressed concern regarding the overall height of the retaining wall and stated that heavy 
traffic and snowplow activity already cause vibrations affecting his residence. 
 
Councilor Gullotta asked whether accident data was available for the New London Turnpike area, including any 
pedestrian-related incidents. Mr. Luiz responded that he did not have the information available at the meeting, 
and Mr. Braun stated that accident data had previously been reviewed and summarized as part of the grant 
application process. Mr. Braun stated that he did not recall any notable accident patterns or pedestrian safety 
issues identified in the data, aside from typical rear-end collisions near the traffic signal. Councilor Gullotta stated 
that, given the public comments regarding safety concerns and roadway crossings, it would be helpful for the 
Council to review information regarding the number and types of accidents that have occurred in the area over 
recent years. Councilor Gullotta also requested that a previously displayed cross-sectional image of the proposed 
retaining wall area near Mr. Banfield’s property be shown again in order to better understand the steepness of the 
grade. 
 
Councilor Cavanaugh asked Mr. Braun why the sidewalk extension was being proposed, stating that he did not 
recall the project appearing on the Town’s sidewalk matrix or residents previously requesting sidewalks in that 
section of Town. Councilor Cavanaugh further asked why the Town could not simply improve the intersection 
and traffic signals without adding sidewalks. Mr. Braun responded that the Town could limit the project to 
intersection improvements only, but explained that the proposal was developed to align with the goals of the Plan 
of Conservation and Development by improving pedestrian connectivity and safety. Mr. Braun stated that the 
current sidewalk sections in the area are disconnected and do not meaningfully serve pedestrians despite requiring 
maintenance and snow removal by adjacent property owners. Mr. Braun stated that including sidewalk 
connections as part of the grant-funded project was intended to create continuity between the existing sidewalk 
segments, while noting that the sidewalk components could still be removed and the grant reduced accordingly if 
the Council chose to do so. 
 
Councilor Cavanna asked Mr. Braun whether there were any plans to extend sidewalks beyond the bridge area or 
to construct a pedestrian walkway across the bridge in the future. Mr. Braun responded that there are currently no 
plans to extend sidewalks further south beyond the existing disconnected segments on either side of New London 
Turnpike. Mr. Braun stated that there is nothing included in the Town’s current master plan for a sidewalk or 
pedestrian facility across the bridge and noted that any such extension would require future consideration and 
inclusion in the master planning process if formally requested. 
 
Councilor Osgood asked if the grant application was approved by the Council prior to submission. Mr. Braun 
confirmed it was. 
 
Councilor Wang asked Mr. Braun about the sidewalk master plan and priority matrix. Mr. Braun responded that 
while he did not need to confirm exact ratings, the east side segments were included in the sidewalk priority 
matrix and identified as higher-priority sidewalk extensions. Mr. Braun explained that the west side segments 
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were not originally included in the master plan due to an oversight, though they were included in the grant 
application to support connectivity goals. Mr. Braun added that staff sometimes adds segments based on 
connectivity value even if they are not resident requested. Mr. Braun confirmed that many of the remaining 
projects in the matrix are lower-rated (around fours and fives) but still considered valuable for advancing the 
town’s pedestrian network. 

Chairman Turner asked Mr. Braun about the impact of modifying the sidewalk scope on grant funding. Mr. Braun 
responded that reducing portions of the sidewalk would proportionally reduce the grant amount and generally 
would not negatively impact the grant as long as some level of pedestrian connectivity remains, though he noted 
that removing all sidewalk elements could potentially raise concerns with grant administrators since connectivity 
was a core part of the application. Mr. Braun added that the current project had already been approved and fully 
funded under the grant program. Chairman Turner further asked whether eliminating the sidewalk now would 
mean future connectivity would need to be funded through another grant or local funding. Mr. Braun confirmed 
that was correct, noting that this opportunity is part of the current grant program and, as approved, is fully funded 
in its current scope. 

Councilor Wang asked whether choosing an alternative surface option (such as stone dust) for part of the 
sidewalk would generate cost savings that could be reallocated elsewhere in the project. Mr. Braun responded that 
any such change would simply reduce the overall grant-funded construction amount. Mr. Braun clarified that the 
grant does not include funds for future maintenance or other uses, and therefore any reduction in scope would 
only decrease the total project cost, rather than create additional usable funding for other improvements. 
 
Chairman Turner returned to the public for questions.  
 
Tony Granato of 2230 New London Turnpike. Mr. Granato stated that concerns about the lack of accident data 
should not be interpreted as a lack of need for sidewalks. Mr. Granato emphasized that multiple speakers had 
raised safety concerns regarding vehicle speeds on the road and argued that without sidewalks, pedestrians would 
be forced to walk in the roadway. Mr. Granato referenced his public safety background and a fatal incident 
involving a postal worker crossing a roadway, noting his involvement in efforts to relocate mailboxes to reduce 
street-crossing risks. Mr. Granato concluded that the project is primarily a safety improvement and that sidewalks 
provide a safer alternative to walking in the street along a high-speed corridor. 
 
Mary MacGregor of 2268 New London Turnpike. Ms. MacGregor stated that a neighbor’s dog was hit due to 
the speed of traffic in the area. Ms. MacGregor also noted that there is a Town-owned easement in the area where 
the sidewalk would be placed, meaning the Town would be responsible for maintenance such as mowing and 
snow removal. Ms. MacGregor added that approximately 51 feet of the sidewalk would fall within Town 
easement/property. 
 
The following comment was made via Zoom video conferencing: 
 
Anthony Patelunas of 2369 New London Turnpike. Mr. Patelunas asked why the project did not consider 
extending the sidewalk further south across Roaring Brook and toward the bridge area near the transfer station, 
noting nearby residential growth and pedestrian and bike activity in the area. Mr. Patelunas also stated support for 
sidewalk expansion in the corridor for pedestrian safety. 
 
Mr. Braun responded that sidewalk locations in the matrix are largely driven by resident requests, and that there 
had been no prior requests to extend the sidewalk further south, likely because there is not yet a continuous 
pedestrian network in that direction. Mr. Braun added that establishing the current connections could create a 
foundation for future extensions, and noted that some projects are also staff-identified based on observed need 
and connectivity goals.  
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Joseph Decrescenzo of 2218 New London Turnpike. Mr. Decrescenzo stated an observation that opposition and 
support for the sidewalk project appeared to vary based on proximity to the roadway. Mr. Decrescenzo noted that 
residents whose homes are closer to the road tended to oppose the project, while those farther from the roadway 
appeared more supportive. Mr. Decrescenzo offered this as an observation for the Council’s consideration. 
 
Mr. Braun provided accident data from the period reviewed during the grant application, covering a three-year 
span. Mr. Braun stated there were five total crashes within the project limits during that time, primarily occurring 
at the intersection, including three rear-end collisions, one angle collision, and one roadside object collision, all 
resulting in property damage only except for one possible injury. Mr. Braun also confirmed that none of the 
recorded crashes involved pedestrians. Councilor Gullotta stated that the information answered his question. 
 
James Banfield of 2261 New London Turnpike. Mr. Banfield stated that approximately two years prior, a 
vehicle accident occurred near his property when a driver exited a nearby shopping center, traveled southbound, 
lost control, struck a telephone pole, and hit Mr. Banfield’s mailbox before coming to rest partially on the bank in 
front of the property. Mr. Banfield referenced the incident as evidence that safety cannot be assumed even when 
sidewalks are present or absent, noting that caution is always required when crossing the roadway. Mr. Banfield 
added that he has crossed the road many times and does so only when no vehicles are approaching. 
 
Xu Yanjun of 2238 New London Turnpike. Mr. Yanjun stated he believes one accident is too many. 
 
Mary MacGregor of 2268 New London Turnpike. Ms. MacGregor stated that, for clarification, the first 
approximately 20 feet of frontage in front of residential properties is town-owned land rather than private 
property. Ms. MacGregor noted that many residents may not be aware of this distinction and referenced this 
understanding in relation to prior property improvements, such as fence installation, where setback requirements 
applied.  
 
Gary Decrescenzo of 31 Kinne Road. Mr. Decrescenzo stated opposition to the proposed sidewalk in front of his 
son, Joey Decrescenzo’s, house. Mr. Decrescenzo cited limited space between the curb and the structure. Mr. 
Decrescenzo noted that field observations suggested the sidewalk alignment would place grading and slope close 
to the home’s foundation, raising concerns about drainage and safety. Mr. Decrescenzo also expressed concern 
that the proximity of the roadway and sidewalk could increase risk in the event of a vehicle loss of control. Mr. 
Decrescenzo recommended reconsidering or not proceeding with the sidewalk in that location and referenced 
existing crossing infrastructure as an alternative. 
Chairman Turner closed the public hearing.  
 
Councilor DiLizia stated opposition to both the stone dust option and the alternative plan, citing concerns about 
practicality, long-term maintenance, and continued pedestrian exposure to the roadway. Councilor DiLizia noted 
that both alternatives still leave an unresolved issue at 2261 New London Turnpike. Councilor DiLizia added that 
the key question remains how to address the section in front of 2261 and stated being undecided on that specific 
portion pending further Council discussion.  
 
Councilor Niland thanked Mr. Braun for his work on the project, particularly regarding 2261 New London 
Turnpike, and said some of the proposed ideas appeared reasonable. Councilor Niland shared personal experience 
living near a retaining wall with a sidewalk and said snow removal was rarely an issue, even while maintaining 
multiple sidewalks. Councilor Niland acknowledged that some residents will remain unhappy regardless of the 
outcome, but emphasized that sidewalks are part of the Town’s Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD), 
Road Safety Action Plan, and Safe Streets for All initiatives. Councilor Niland also referenced Mr. Banfield’s 
comment about stepping off the curb and “bam” as reinforcing the importance of pedestrian safety, and stated he 
sympathized with residents while generally aligning with Councilor DiLizia’s position.  
 
Councilor Niland acknowledged that any final decision will likely leave some residents dissatisfied. Councilor 
Niland referenced the town’s Draft Road Safety Action Plan and Safe Streets for All agenda items, stating that 
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sidewalks are an important component of achieving those safety goals. Councilor Niland also referenced a 
comment about stepping off the curb into traffic and expressed concern about pedestrian safety, noting sympathy 
for residents and general alignment with the safety-focused perspective expressed by Councilor DiLizia.  
 
Councilor LaChance stated opposition to the alternative plan, noting that requiring pedestrians to cross the street 
twice appears more dangerous than the original proposal. Councilor LaChance questioned the value of installing a 
sidewalk in front of 2261 New London Turnpike, stating it would serve only a small number of homes and would 
be difficult to extend further due to the bridge over the brook. Councilor LaChance described the area as rural and 
expressed concern about expanding sidewalks broadly in similar areas. Councilor LaChance stated a preference 
for option two.  
 
Councilor Gullotta stated that public comments reflected a desire for sidewalks generally, but opposition to 
having them directly in front of individual homes. Councilor Gullotta also commented on pedestrian behavior and 
suggested that, in some cases, people historically walked on neighbors’ lawns to avoid the roadway. Councilor 
Gullotta expressed the view that, in a rural area, sidewalks may not be necessary and stated support for option 
two.  
 
Councilor Cavanaugh stated agreement that the sidewalk makes sense on the east side of the road but expressed 
concern about the impact to the Banfield property. Councilor Cavanaugh stated opposition to any option that 
would extend the sidewalk in a way that affects that property. Councilor Cavanaugh stated support for option two. 
 
Councilor Osgood stated support for the application as proposed. Councilor Osgood stated that concerns about 
snow removal are not sufficient to outweigh pedestrian safety benefits. Councilor Osgood emphasized the 
importance of connectivity between the existing sidewalks and the commercial area, as well as connections on the 
west side that provide access to the shopping center and school. 
 
Councilor Cavanna stated support for option two and noted that homeowners choose properties based on their 
existing conditions rather than anticipating future infrastructure changes. Councilor Cavanna expressed concern 
about the steep grade and the challenges of a higher retaining wall, referencing a personal visit to the site and 
describing it as steep. Councilor Cavanna also noted concern that the area functions as a “sidewalk to nowhere” 
due to the bridge limiting future connectivity and stated reluctance toward broader sidewalk expansion in 
residential areas. Councilor Cavanna questioned the practicality of the proposed retaining wall and fencing, 
expressing concern about snow removal. Councilor Cavanna stated he believed that snow blowing would be 
difficult due to the fence design and that snow would likely accumulate against the structure, making maintenance 
more challenging. Councilor Osgood responded by referencing the Town Engineer’s clarification on the wall 
height and noted that similar retaining walls exist elsewhere (such as Bell Street) and can be maintained. 
Councilor Osgood also indicated that the design could potentially be adjusted using a two-wall system to reduce 
height if needed.  
 
Councilor Wang stated support for option one, the original plan, while acknowledging others’ preference for 
option two. Councilor Wang emphasized that sidewalks are intended to close gaps in the network and improve 
safe access to destinations such as Bucks Corner and Hopewell School. Councilor Wang noted that the project 
addresses previously identified high-priority sidewalk gaps and argued that accident data does not diminish the 
value of sidewalks for safety. Councilor Wang referenced broader town planning efforts, including the Road 
Safety Action Plan and public survey results supporting sidewalk expansion, and stated the project is fully funded 
through a state grant with most design already completed. Councilor Wang acknowledged concerns from nearby 
homeowners, particularly regarding proximity to the road and snow removal, but stated that sidewalks would not 
meaningfully change existing roadway proximity and would improve access to community amenities. Councilor 
Wang also expressed appreciation for resident input and staff work, and stated that ongoing maintenance costs are 
a reasonable public investment. 
 
Councilor DiLizia stated he is leaning toward option two.  
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Chairman Turner stated discomfort with requiring pedestrians to cross the street twice and emphasized the 
importance of connecting existing sidewalk networks. Chairman Turner noted having visited the area after the 
prior meeting and acknowledged the steep grade and impacts to nearby properties, particularly at 2261 New 
London Turnpike. Chairman Turner stated that snow removal on the proposed retaining wall and fence would be 
difficult but still feasible, referencing personal experience with snow blowing. Chairman Turner stated that 
sidewalk connectivity aligns with Town planning goals and pedestrian safety priorities. Chairman Turner 
expressed support for option one while acknowledging and respecting the perspectives of those supporting option 
two. 
 
Councilor DiLizia stated that for him, the decision is coming down to the fence in front of Mr. Banfield’s 
property. Councilor DiLizia commented that putting a full-size fence in front of the property could be a 
detraction, therefore he supports option number two. 
 
Chairman Turner closed the public hearing. 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance    Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the proposed construction of new 
sidewalks on New London Turnpike between Three Mile Road and 2273 New London Turnpike as part of the New 
London Turnpike Intersection and Sidewalk Improvements Project funded under the LOTCIP Grant Program, 
Project No. L053-0007, as described in a report by the Director of Engineering and Highways dated May 8, 
2026, and as recommended by the Town Plan and Zoning Commission, with the caveat that no retaining wall 
and no sidewalks be constructed in front of 2261 New London Turnpike.” 
 
Amendment by: Councilor Wang     Seconded by: Councilor Osgood 
 
“To remove the caveat that no retaining wall and no sidewalks be constructed in front of 2261 New London 
Turnpike.” 
 
Result of amendment: Motion to amend failed (4-5-0). Councilors Cavanaugh, Cavanna, LaChance, Gullotta, 
and DiLizia voted no. 
 
The Council resumed discussion on the original motion. 
 
Discussion: Councilor Osgood stated the proposal creates a sidewalk for four houses, but doesn’t permit them to 
access the commercial center, therefore he will oppose the motion. Councilor Cavanna pointed out some of 
houses don’t want a sidewalk in the first place. Councilor Wang stated she opposes the caveat but will ultimately 
support the motion. Councilor Niland agreed with what Councilor Wang said. Chairman Turner said overall he 
supports the project. 
 
Result of original motion: Motion passed (8-1-0). Councilor Osgood voted no. 
 
The Council returned to Item 4(a) at 9:57 p.m. 
 
Councilor DiLizia stated support for the BOF recommendation and asked whether potential additional risks from 
the change had been considered and whether safeguards are in place to protect the Town. Ms. Karp responded 
that the BOF retains key control over pension fund parameters and guidelines, and that communication with 
Fiducient is expected to remain strong. Ms. Karp also noted that the arrangement can be ended if the Board 
becomes dissatisfied and that she feels the change provides additional reassurance compared to prior 
arrangements. Councilor Wang asked about staff involvement and whether workload should influence the 
decision. The Town Manager responded that staff burden is not a meaningful factor in the recommendation and 
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should not affect the Council’s decision. Councilor Osgood stated support for the motion based on the BOF 
recommendation, while noting concerns about continuity if key members were lost. Councilor Gullotta 
emphasized the importance of experienced replacements if turnover occurs and referenced concern about 
avoiding a repeat of the 2008 pension underperformance, stressing accountability and stability. Chairman Turner 
stated the change appears minor and results from a procedural shift. Chairman Turner noted that continued 
reporting would remain in place, emphasized the importance of flexibility in responding to changing conditions, 
and stated support for the motion. 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves authorizing changing the investment 
advisor’s role, currently Fiducient Advisors LLC, from non-discretionary to discretionary for the Town of 
Glastonbury’s pension plans as outlined in the Amendment to Consulting Agreement provided by Fiducient 
Advisors LLC, as described in a report by the Director of Finance and Administrative Services dated May 8, 
2026.” 
 
Result: Motion passed (7-2-0). Councilors Cavanaugh and Gullotta voted no. 
 
The Council recessed at 10:10 p.m. and reconvened at 10:16 p.m. 
 

b. Discussion and possible action regarding the Town’s Draft Road Safety Action Plan. 

Councilor Gullotta confirmed that Mr. Luiz is in contact with the Town Manager in Marlborough, which Mr. 
Luiz affirmed.  

Councilor Gullotta asked whether approving the item would prevent the Council from later pursuing a traffic 
speed camera on Griswold Street. Mr. Luiz responded that it would not prevent the Council from moving forward 
with that option in the future. Mr. Braun clarified it is a step toward implementing the plan, the traffic speed 
cameras are included. 

Councilor Cavanaugh asked if there would be cameras in addition to Griswold Street. Mr. Braun explained that 
the current concept is not limited to Griswold Street or a single location; implementation would be determined 
through further Council discussion. Mr. Braun said the easiest thing to do is focus on school zones as there is the 
least resistance to implementation in those areas. Councilor Cavanaugh asked whether there is traffic speed data 
for Griswold Street and what implementation of speed cameras would look like more broadly. Mr. Braun 
responded that a speed study shows 85th percentile speeds of approximately 37 mph westbound and 33 mph 
eastbound (in a 25 mph zone). Mr. Braun added that a proposed raised intersection near the school driveway is 
expected to reduce speeds in that immediate area, but speeds farther along the corridor may still vary. Councilor 
Cavanaugh asked if this is approved should they expect more speed cameras throughout town. Mr. Braun 
emphasized that tonight’s action was about adopting the plan, and explained the plan includes the idea of speed 
cameras but no specifics about where they would be implemented, that would take further discussion.  

Councilor Osgood clarified that there are two separate actions: adopting the Town’s Road Safety Action Plan and 
considering a grant application to further study specific improvements. Councilor Osgood explained that the plan 
provides broad safety strategies, while the grant would fund more detailed evaluation of which measures are most 
appropriate. Councilor Osgood also stated that neither action would have any immediate or direct impact on the 
implementation of speed cameras in the near term. 

Councilor Wang expressed support for the Road Safety Action Plan, noting it was developed through data 
analysis, crash history review, and community input to identify priority safety improvements. Councilor Wang 
highlighted that the plan provides a structured, evidence-based roadmap for future road safety projects and grant 
applications, including Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)-backed countermeasures and a high-injury 
network approach. Councilor Wang pointed to key policy directions such as adopting Complete Streets, 
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advancing Vision Zero goals, improving Safe Routes to School coordination, updating zoning and parking 
policies to better support multimodal transportation, and studying crosswalk lighting and potential automated 
speed enforcement, noting these would require future Council action. Councilor Wang concluded in support of 
adopting the plan. 

Motion by: Councilor LaChance    Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“WHEREAS, the life and health of all people living in and traveling through the Town of Glastonbury are a top 
priority, and no one should be killed or seriously injured while using our roads;  
 
WHEREAS, traffic deaths and serious injuries are unacceptable and preventable, and a comprehensive strategy 
is necessary to eliminate severe and fatal crashes while improving safe, healthy, and equitable mobility for all 
road users;  
 
WHEREAS, streets and transportation systems have traditionally been designed mainly to move motor vehicles 
efficiently, and the Town of Glastonbury supports a shift toward designing our streets to move all people safely, 
including people of all ages and abilities who walk, bike, use mobility devices, ride transit, scooters, or 
motorcycles, as well as those who drive;  
 
WHEREAS, people will make mistakes, and therefore the road system and related policies should be designed so 
that crashes do not result in deaths or life-altering injuries, and transportation professionals and policymakers 
are expected to improve street design, policies, and operations to reduce crash severity;  
 
WHEREAS, during the 2015–2024 period, there were 4,490 reported crashes in Glastonbury, 518 (11.5 percent) 
of which resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury, including seven fatal crashes, and the share of crashes 
causing injury increased over this ten-year period; 
 
WHEREAS, people who walk or bike in Glastonbury have identified aggressive and speeding drivers, lack of 
sidewalks, and lack of bicycle infrastructure as major safety concerns, along with drivers not yielding in 
crosswalks, gaps in the sidewalk network, distracted driving, bicycles on sidewalks, and the need for stronger 
enforcement of traffic laws; 
 
WHEREAS, making streets safer for all modes of travel will encourage more people to walk, bike, and use transit, 
supporting healthier, more active lifestyles and helping to reduce pollution;  
 
WHEREAS, successful traffic safety efforts rely on coordinated work across multiple Town departments and 
strong community participation in setting priorities and implementing safety strategies;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Town Council of the Town of Glastonbury, State of Connecticut, 
as follows: 
 

1. The Town of Glastonbury adopts the goal of zero traffic related fatalities and serious injuries by 2040, 
stating that no loss of life or serious injury is acceptable on our streets. 

 
2. The Town of Glastonbury adopts an intermediate target to reduce traffic related fatalities and serious 

injuries by 50 percent by 2033. 
 

3. The Town of Glastonbury hereby adopts the Glastonbury Road Safety Action Plan as the Town’s 
comprehensive safety plan to guide implementation of these goals. 
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4. Town staff are directed to use the Glastonbury Road Safety Action Plan to prioritize projects, policies, 
and programs, to report on progress toward the adopted goals, and to periodically update the Plan as 
needed.” 
 

Discussion: Councilor Gullotta stated that he is concerned the “whereas” clauses in the motion could later be 
interpreted as the Council committing to broader policy outcomes, such as expanded sidewalk and bicycle 
infrastructure, without fully debating each specific detail. Councilor Gullotta stated that while he supports the 
concept of a safety action plan, he worries the language could be used in the future as precedent to justify 
decisions the Council did not explicitly intend or fully evaluate at this stage. Councilor Gullotta stated that 
because of this, he has serious concerns with the wording of the motion. Councilor Osgood stated that these goals 
are within the Road Safety Action Plan. Councilor Gullotta responded that goals are one thing, but this statement 
is more than a goal. Councilor Wang stated that the Steering Committee discussed the goal of eliminating traffic-
related fatalities and serious injuries, recognizing it as an ambitious “Vision Zero” target that may not be fully 
achievable but serves as an important guiding objective. Councilor Wang stated that the group ultimately 
supported pairing the Vision Zero goal with an interim target of a 50% reduction by 2033 to provide both a 
measurable benchmark and a clear long-term aspiration. Councilor Wang stated support for the motion as written, 
noting that it reflects the Council’s current values, while emphasizing that future Councils would retain the ability 
to revise the resolution if needed. Councilor Wang stated that all resolutions can be looked at by future 
resolutions. Councilor Osgood asked whether the motion structure was necessary to approve the Road Safety 
Action Plan and whether the Town could simply approve the plan itself. Mr. Braun responded that the motion 
language was modeled after a standard format used by other municipalities and explained that, in addition to 
adopting the plan, the motion also serves as the required leadership commitment needed for future grant 
applications. Councilor Osgood asked whether the Town would still be eligible for future grants if portions of the 
motion language were removed. Mr. Braun responded that the essential requirement is the “Be It Resolved” 
section, while the “whereas” clauses are largely explanatory and could potentially be removed without affecting 
grant eligibility or the Town’s ability to move forward with future applications. Councilor LaChance then asked 
whether the motion needed to be approved by a specific deadline. Councilor DiLizia commented that he supports 
the motion and does not have an issue with the goals. Councilor Osgood stated he is happy to approve it.  
 
Amendment by: Councilor Gullotta     Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh  
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, by the Town Council of the Town of Glastonbury, State of Connecticut, as follows: 
 

1. The Town of Glastonbury aspires to the goal of traffic reduced fatalities and serious injuries by 2040, 
stating that no loss of life or serious injury is acceptable on our streets. 

 
2. The Town of Glastonbury aspires to an intermediate target to reduce traffic related fatalities and 

serious injuries by 50 percent by 2033. 
 

3. The Town of Glastonbury hereby adopts the Glastonbury Road Safety Action Plan as the Town’s 
comprehensive safety plan to guide implementation of these goals.” 

Discussion on amendment: Councilor DiLizia said he could get behind removing everything beforehand but 
does not support the removal of number four, therefore he will not be voting in favor. Councilor Wang asked Mr. 
Braun whether changing the motion language from “adopt” to “aspires to” regarding the safety goals would still 
satisfy SS4A grant requirements. Mr. Braun responded that he was unsure, noting the federal guidance contains 
specific language regarding required leadership commitments and goal adoption, and said he would need 
additional time to review the grant criteria. Councilor Wang stated that regardless of the grant implications, she 
would not support the amendment. Councilor Wang stated that she did not find the “whereas” clauses 
objectionable, describing them as either factual statements or uncontroversial value statements, and said she 
supported keeping both the existing language and the action items in the motion unchanged. Councilor Osgood 
stated support for keeping the motion language unchanged, noting that the consultant who drafted it has 
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experience using similar language in other municipalities and that maintaining the wording could improve the 
Town’s chances for future grant funding. Councilor Osgood also stated that future councils would still retain the 
ability to make their own decisions. Chairman Turner stated agreement with Councilor Osgood and Councilor 
Wang, commenting that the “whereas” clauses are factual statements and that adopting the goals does not create 
binding obligations, but rather establishes aspirational targets for the Town. 

Result of motion to amend: Motion failed (4-5-0). Councilors Osgood, Wang, Gullotta, Niland, and DiLizia 
voted no.  
 
Result of original motion: Motion passed (7-2-0). Councilors Gullotta and Cavanaugh voted no.  
 

c. Discussion and possible action regarding submission of a new grant application to the Safe 
Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) Program. 

 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Osgood 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby endorses the application for up to $300,000 of 
Safe Streets and Roads for All grant monies for the benefit of Supplemental Planning and Demonstration, as 
described in a report by the Director of Engineering and Highways dated May 8, 2026.” 
 
Discussion: Councilor Gullotta asked when a decision on the grant application would be made. Mr. Braun 
responded that he believed a decision would likely come sometime in the summer. Councilor Gullotta then asked 
whether pursuing the grant would delay or prevent the Town from moving forward with other traffic safety 
projects in the meantime. Mr. Luiz responded that he did not believe it would, noting that the Council has already 
budgeted CIP funding for traffic safety improvements and may also have additional grant funds available, 
potentially totaling about $300,000 by July 1, allowing the Town to continue planning and implementing projects 
while awaiting the grant decision. 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 

d. Discussion and possible action to request financial reporting from the Board of Education. 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Osgood 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby requests that the Glastonbury Board of 
Education provide an annual Year-End Fiscal Transparency Report to the Council and Board of Finance by the 
Council's last meeting in October. This report shall include, but not be limited to: 
 

1. A summary of all actual revenue received vs. budgeted amounts, specifically highlighting any 
unanticipated funds (e.g., increased state aid, tuition from other districts, significant donations, etc.). 

2. A list of expenditures funded by the unanticipated revenue identified in Section 1. 
3. A list of any budget category that exceeded its original appropriation by 10% or $25,000 (whichever is 

lower). 
 
Routine administrative transfers between accounts that do not increase the total bottom line of the Board of 
Education’s budget are not required for this report.” 
 
Discussion: Councilor Osgood stated that regarding item number three of the resolution, he wanted more detailed 
financial information included, such as the amount of any budget category exceeding its original appropriation by 
10% and requested deleting the final two lines related to routine administrative transfers. Councilor Gullotta 
suggested sending the motion to the BOF for review and possible clarifying language, noting the BOF has 
extensive experience with these issues and that a unified request from both bodies would carry greater weight. 
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Councilor Osgood responded that there are really two separate goals: improving information provided during the 
budget process and improving the year-end financial statement, and noted that the current request focuses on the 
year-end statement. Councilor Gullotta added that it would be better for the Council and BOF to work together on 
one clear request rather than multiple separate requests. Councilor DiLizia agreed, stating that transparency 
should be expected and that even if the Board of Education does not formally adopt the reporting request, the 
Council can still request the information during the budget process to guide decision-making. Councilor Wang 
also supported sending the proposal to the BOF for comment and collaboration, stating the request was a good 
starting point but warranted further discussion after BOF review. Councilor Niland noted that the discussion 
originated from concerns regarding the Non-lapsing Fund, and that the language in the proposal was initially 
intended to provide greater clarity surrounding that fund. 
 
Motion by: Councilor Cavanaugh     Seconded by: Councilor LaChance 
 
To refer the proposal to the Board of Finance for review. 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 
Councilor LaChance withdrew the original motion, and Councilor Osgood withdrew his second. 
 

5. New Business. 
a. Discussion and possible action concerning amendment to the Building Zone Regulations, 

Section 2.52 Tourist Home definition (set public hearing). 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Town Council hereby schedules a public hearing for 8:00 p.m. on Tuesday, May 26, 
2026 in the Council Chambers of Town Hall, 2155 Main Street, Glastonbury and/or through Zoom Video 
Conferencing, to consider adoption of proposed amendment to Building Zone Regulation Section 2.52 – Tourist 
Home, as described in a report by the Director of Community Development dated May 8, 2026.” 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 

6. Consent Calendar. None. 
 

7. Town Manager’s Report. 
 
The Town Manager presented his report. 
 
Motion by: Councilor Gullotta     Seconded by: Councilor DiLizia 
 
“To extend the Regular Meeting of May 12, 2026 to 11:30 p.m.” 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 

 
8. Town Council Comments. 

Councilor Gullotta referenced public comments regarding testing samples from the new turf field and stated he 
supported taking a small sample to determine whether any harmful materials are present, without necessarily 
conducting the extensive analysis previously suggested. Councilor Gullotta also encouraged residents to visit the 
transfer station, praising recent improvements and displays there. Regarding agenda setting, Councilor Gullotta 
requested an update on the progress of the new roundabout project and asked the agenda setting team to explore 
the feasibility of using land created by the project, currently owned by the State of Connecticut, for a small 
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affordable housing development if the land is eventually transferred to the Town. Councilor Gullotta noted that 
water and sewer infrastructure concerns in that area should be evaluated now while the area is already under 
construction.  

Councilor Cavanaugh stated that he had been told soil excavated from the synthetic turf field project was being 
offered away for free and questioned why that was not treated as a potential revenue-generating opportunity.  

Councilor Cavanna added that he had personally been offered thousands of yards of topsoil and asked Town staff 
to ensure the project is treated like any other major excavation project in Town, including proper erosion and 
construction controls.  

Councilor Wang stated support for testing both the new and existing turf fields and said she would support 
spending money for independent verification testing if necessary. Councilor Wang noted that the contract 
language referenced “no intentionally added PFAS,” while previous discussions referenced “no PFAS,” and 
stated that the Council has a responsibility to conduct due diligence and verify those claims for the public. 
Councilor Wang also shared that she attended a poetry reading at the South Glastonbury Public Library, met the 
Town’s poet laureate, and commended the library for its programming and centennial celebration.  

Councilor DiLizia recognized the Director of Community Development for remaining present through the late 
portion of the meeting despite not needing to speak on her agenda item. 

9. Committee Reports. 
 

a. Chairman’s Report.  
 

b. MDC.  None. 
 

c. CRCOG.  None. 
 

d. Board of Education Facilities Committee Report.  None. 
 

10. Communications.  None. 
 

11. Minutes. 
 

a. Minutes of April 28, 2026 Regular Meeting. 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the minutes of the April 28, 2026 
Regular Meeting.” 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 

12. Appointments and Resignations. 
 

a. Appointment of Roger Dock to the Commission on Aging (R-2029). 
 
Motion by: Councilor  LaChance    Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the appointment of Roger Dock to the 
Commission on Aging (R-2029).” 
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Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 

b. Appointment of Danielle Haaf to the Welles Turner Library Board (R-2031) 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the appointment of Danielle Haaf to 
the Welles Turner Library Board (R-2031).” 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 

c. Appointment of Chelsea Szivak to the Welles Turner Library Board (R-2031). 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance      Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the appointment of Chelsea Szivak to 
the Welles Turner Library Board (R-2031).” 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 

13. Executive Session. 
 

a. Discussion of the selection of a site or the lease, sale or purchase of real estate. 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby enters into Executive Session at 11:10 p.m. for 
the purpose of: 
 

(a) Discussion of the selection of a site or the lease, sale or purchase of real estate. 
 
Attendees will include Council Members and the Town Manager. 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 
The Council came out of Executive Session at 11:15 p.m. 
 
Motion by: Councilor LaChance     Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh 
 
“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby adjourns the Town Council meeting of May 12, 
2026 at 11:16 p.m.” 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0). 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

Julia MacLean 
Julia MacLean                                                          Corey Turner 
Recording Clerk                                             Chairman 


