THE GLASTONBURY ARCHITECTURAL & SITE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES OF TUESDAY, MAY 19, 2026

The Glastonbury Architectural and Site Design Review Committee, with Gary Haynes, Planner,
held a Regular Meeting at 5:00 P.M in the Council Chambers of Town Hall at 2155 Main Street
with an option for Zoom video conferencing. The video was broadcast in real time and via a live
video stream.

1. ROLL CALL

Committee Members Present

Mr. Brian Davis, Chairman

Ms. Debra DeVries-Dalton, Vice Chair
Ms. Amy Luzi, Secretary

Mr. David Flinchum

Mr. Jeff Kamm

Committee Members Absent

Vacancy
Vacancy

Chairman Davis called the meeting to order at 5:07 P.M.

2. 2277-2289,2327-2333, 2341-2345, & 2389 MAIN STREET — Proposal for a PAD
redevelopment to include residential and retail with new parking — Town Center Zone —
Alter & Pearson, LLC — Peter J. Christian for HB Nitkin, representing the applicants —
Final Review

Ms. Meghan Hope of Alter, Pearson & Hope, representing the applicant, provided an overview
of the application. She stated that the subject proposal involves a large-scale mixed-use
redevelopment of approximately 10 acres and noted that the project has been in design
development since 2021 with multiple regulatory touchpoints, including informal meetings and
ASDRC subcommittee review in advance of a formal PAD submission.

Ms. Hope stated that certain materials, including lighting and landscaping documentation, were
inadvertently omitted from the submitted packet and would be provided in a subsequent
submission. She indicated that the applicant anticipated returning either to the subcommittee or
full ASDRC group in June, depending on direction received. She noted that the intent of the
evening’s presentation was to focus on key design refinements and outstanding items.

Ms. Hope summarized the project history, noting that initial design began in March 2021 prior to
adoption of current design guidelines and prior ASDRC input. She explained that the project
originally consisted of a more distributed mixed-use arrangement with separated commercial and
residential components and a detached restaurant building, but has since evolved into a more
integrated building form.
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She referenced earlier 2021 site plans and renderings and noted that approximately eight
coordination sessions occurred between 2023 and 2024, during which the design was refined in
response to ASDRC feedback and contextual inspiration.

Mr. Blake Krevolin of JKRP Architects presented architectural refinements to the proposal. He
described improvements to pedestrian circulation and streetscape continuity, including
strengthened connections between adjacent streets and improved movement through the plaza
and public realm areas. Mr. Krevolin stated that building was refined to emphasize corner
conditions along the main street frontage through increased height and projection, reinforcing a
gateway presence. Tower elements were set back slightly to improve overall composition and
reduce perceived bulk. He noted coordination with civil engineering to introduce low brick walls
defining outdoor seating areas and organizing plaza space.

Mr. Krevolin described facade refinements including increased arch depth, added awnings along
primary frontage, and integrated signage located within masonry fields along both primary and
secondary elevations. He stated that courtyard elevations were revised to maintain consistency
with main street facade language and overall architectural continuity.

Mr. Krevolin further described masonry detailing refinements including soldier course
articulation, recessed brick conditions, and water table transitions intended to enhance shadow
depth and facade layering. He also noted revisions to shutter design intended to introduce
variation and reduce uniform repetition across facades in response to prior ASDRC comments.

Mr. Ryan Deane of Benesch presented updates to site planning and landscape design. He
described revisions to pedestrian accessibility including a switchback ramp providing ADA-
compliant access between plaza-level spaces and rear service/residential areas. He stated that the
intent was to create a continuous accessible route through the site while maintaining functional
separation of service circulation. Mr. Deane noted adjustments to accessible parking layouts,
including rotation and reconfiguration to improve maneuvering and coordination with adjacent
parking areas. He described a gateway and plaza framework incorporating coordinated hardscape
and landscape elements.

Mr. Deane shared the plan to include a pollinator garden and planted wall, which will
incorporate native planting areas and wetland-adjacent restoration plantings in coordination with
a wetland scientist. He noted that species selection remains conceptual. Discussion included
potential use of native meadow species, with concerns raised regarding maintenance
performance of the pollinator gardens.

Mr. Deane also noted incorporation of rain chains and water-sensitive design elements integrated
into plaza drainage and walkway systems. He stated that irrigation strategies, including drip
irrigation systems for planted areas, are being incorporated into design development.

The group discussed exterior lighting strategy and expressed concern that the current approach
relies on a vendor-based fixture system tied to a municipal standard rather than a coordinated
lighting design.
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Mr. Kamm emphasized the need for a comprehensive lighting design approach, noting concerns
regarding excessive contrast between bright and dark areas across the site. He stated that
inconsistent lighting levels could create pedestrian discomfort and potential safety concerns,
particularly in landscaped areas. He further noted that lighting design should address dark-sky
compliance, pedestrian visibility, and uniformity of experience across the plaza and pedestrian
routes.

Ms. Luzi requested that a lighting design concept be brought back for review, noting that lighting
is a critical component of the project due to its prominence along Main Street and the plaza. The
group discussed proposed fagade features, including preference for molded brick over extruded
brick and use of multiple brick tones to introduce variation and reduce uniformity. Integral
gutters were generally supported as a positive design feature contributing to cleaner facade
expression.

Concerns were raised by Mr. Davis and Mr. Kamm regarding the use of J-molding at soffits and
transitions, with preference expressed for more integrated trim detailing consistent with
architectural intent. Mr. Davis noted general support for material refinement direction and
emphasized that remaining details will be resolved through continued design development and
construction documentation.

Roofing materials were discussed, including standing seam metal roofing as the primary system,
with limited discussion of potential material variation across volumes to differentiate
architectural hierarchy. Mr. Flinchum noted that public perception of the project may be
influenced by the existing condition of the site and emphasized the importance of contextual
comparison when presenting redevelopment benefits.

Mr. Flinchum also inquired about construction phasing, specifically whether demolition would
occur in a single phase or be sequenced. Ms. Hope responded that full demolition would be
required prior to construction, with phasing potentially influenced by financing and sequencing
considerations.

Ms. DeVries-Dalton raised concerns regarding planting material selection, specifically
questioning suitability of certain native species with concerns of aggressiveness and maintenance
behavior, and long-term performance, and recommended prioritizing resilient species such as
Zizia Aptera. She also supported the introduction of varied shutter types to reduce facade
uniformity and reinforce architectural differentiation.

Ms. Hope reiterated that the project has evolved through multiple design iterations since 2021
and that regulatory coordination has been ongoing. She noted that additional documentation,
including lighting and landscaping materials, would be submitted.

Mr. Davis stated that while several design elements remain in schematic form, the overall design
intent is well coordinated and demonstrates strong integration of architecture, landscape, and site
planning principles. He noted that continued refinement is expected through later design phases
and that remaining technical details will be resolved through ongoing development.
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With the following comments and conditions on the record, ASDRC unanimously gave a
favorable recommendation {5-0-0}:

1. Add double soldier course over the windows of the Doro building.

2. Provide a resolution of the architectural elements at building connection points. An example
would be the cornice detail where the mansard roof hits the brick mill building.

3. The north end of the mill building behind the Doro building does not match in plan and
elevation. The landscape plan of the plaza also does not match this area. Please make them match
in plan and elevation drawings.

4. Use dark sky compliant fixture of our standard SBP-NG-LED Battery Park Sentry Fixture
with dark sky compliant catenary lights.

5. The photometric plan has some apparent hot spots. Revise proposed lighting plan to meet IES
standards.

6. Label lighting fixture on lighting plan.

7. Use a molded brick instead of an extruded one. Use multiple colors of bricks to provide
differentiation and color variation (not all uniform).

8. Consider providing a sculpture/artistic light feature within the tower behind the glass.

9. Raise the height of the corners of the Doro building to give the building more vertical
prominence and engage with the tower better.

10. Make sure the game tables remain in the courtyard plans.

11. Make the tower roof material either real copper or patinaed copper aluminum (green).

12. Do not plant ZA-Zizia Aurea. Instead use Zizia Aptera.

13. Do not use Tradescatia as it aggressively spreads and is unattractive after it flowers.

14. Make sure the Asarium Canadense/Wild Ginger is planted in shaded areas.

15. All shade trees and landscaping should be irrigated.

16. Make sure the windows are all simulated divided lights.

17. ASDRC is okay with mix of roof types (asphalt and metal) to provide variety and
differentiation to simulate the idea of the being developed overtime.

18. Use a combination of panelized and louvre shutters to provide variety and differentiation to
simulate the idea of being developed overtime.

19. Make sure there are publicly accessible bike racks on the street side of the development.
Suggested areas are at the corners of development, alley ways, and courtyard entrance.

20. Include the proposed rain chains in the alley way overhang.

21. Use traditional sky blue for the beadboard under the pass through located adjacent to the
plaza.

22. ] trim moldings should not be used, and the applicant should use stealth reveals to hide joint
connections and provide smooth and seamless aesthetics.

23. Prior to issuing building permit the applicant shall return to ASDRC with finalized landscape
plan, construction/building materials plan, and finalized lighting plan. It is recommended given
the extent of this development that the applicant work with lighting designer.

3. Staff Report. None.

With no further comments or questions, Chairman Davis adjourned the meeting at 6:35 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,
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Jessica Suwala

Recording Clerk
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