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THE GLASTONBURY TOWN PLAN AND ZONING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES OF TUESDAY, JUNE 16, 2026 
 
The Glastonbury Town Plan and Zoning Commission, with Shelley Caltagirone, Director of 
Community Development, and Gary Haynes, Planner, held a Regular Meeting at 7:00 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. 

ROLL CALL 
Commission Members Present 
Mr. Robert J. Zanlungo, Chairman  
Ms. Sharon Jagel, Vice Chair 
Ms. Pamela Lucas, Acting Secretary 
Ms. Deborah Carroll, Alternate, seated 
Ms. Kadji Anderson, Alternate, seated 
Mr. Dennis Desmarais, Alternate, seated 

Commission Members Absent 
Ms. Laura Cahill, Secretary  
Mr. Philip Markuszka 
Mr. Andy Zlotnick 

Chairman Zanlungo called the meeting to order at 7:04 P.M. He seated Commissioner Carroll, 
Commissioner Anderson, and Commissioner Desmarais as a full voting members. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

Informal session for the purpose of hearing from citizens on Regular Meeting agenda or 
non-agenda items.   

**By Superior Court order, the Town Plan & Zoning Commission must prohibit any 
comments related to Regular Meeting Item 4 (51 Krieger Lane Site Plan Application) as the 
public hearing for the application has closed and the commission is barred from receiving any 
additional information on it.** 

Mr. David O’Connor of 1440 Main Street stated that he wished to comment on the June 3rd 
draft zoning regulations. He stated that he appreciated the extensive work completed over the 
past 18 months and welcomed many of the positive changes in the draft. 

Mr. O’Connor expressed concern that certain provisions may create barriers to affordable and 
workforce housing and may not fully advance state housing goals under Statute 8-2 and Public 
Act 25-1. While he understood prior references to “character” were intended to be reduced, 
special permit criteria continue to rely on subjective standards such as neighborhood 
compatibility, appearance, and aesthetic character, including Sections 20.4.4 and 21.1. He 
requested clarification on how these standards comply with state requirements for objective 
zoning criteria. 
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Mr. O’Connor also discussed the proposed rezoning of planned commercial and employment 
areas to industrial, stating that such areas may otherwise support mixed-use or residential 
development given their infrastructure and location. The change could limit future housing 
opportunities, particularly in relation to provisions that may restrict residential uses in industrial 
zones, including Section 11.4(b). Mr. O’Connor requested that the Commission consider these 
concerns in its continued review of the draft regulations. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. Continued application of Kimberly & Jeremy Weintraub for a Section 6.11 Accessory 
Apartment Special Permit – 800 square foot apartment behind the garage – 667 
Goodale Hill Road – Rural Residence Zone 

Ms. Cheryl Newton of Cheryl Newton Architect LLC spoke on behalf of the applicants, 
Kimberly and Jeremy Weintraub. She stated that the proposal involves an accessory apartment 
designed for Jeremy’s parents and that the intent of the project was to avoid any significant 
changes to the front of the existing house. 

Ms. Newton said that several design options were evaluated, and the selected approach locates 
the addition behind the existing garage. The in-law unit would connect to the main residence 
through an existing mudroom and playroom area that will remain unchanged. The unit includes a 
bedroom, den, full bathroom with laundry, kitchen, and sitting area within approximately 800 
square feet. She noted that the design allows the occupants to park in the existing garage and 
enter directly into the unit, with a secondary egress leading to the rear patio and pool area. The 
addition would have minimal visibility from the street due to its placement behind the garage, 
with only a small portion of roofline visible. Ms. Newton noted that the rear elevation includes 
windows overlooking the backyard, and that side elevations show limited window openings 
along the driveway-facing side of the structure.  Ms. Newton concluded that the design maintains 
the existing front façade of the home while accommodating the proposed accessory apartment. 

With no further questions or comments from the public, Mr. Zanlungo closed the public hearing. 

Motion by: Commissioner Lucas   Seconded by: Commissioner Desmarais 

MOVED, that the Town Plan and Zoning Commission approve the application of Kimberly & 
Jeremy Weintraub for a Section 6.11 Special Permit for an Accessory Apartment – 667 Goodale 
Hill Rd – Rural Residence Zone – in accordance with plans on file with the Office of Community 
Development: 

And the following conditions: 

1. Adherence to: 

a. The Health Department memorandum dated May 28, 2026. 
b. The Police Department memorandum dated 05/26/26. 
c. The Engineering Department memorandum dated May 28, 2026. 
d. The Fire Marshal’s memorandum dated May 26, 2026. 
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2. In adherence to the following standard conditions of approval: 
a. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall file the TPZ motion of 

approval on the land records in the Town Clerk’s Office. 
b. The applicant shall connect downspouts to the existing drainage system serving the 

common driveway located to the west per the Engineering Department memorandum. 
c. If unforeseen conditions are encountered during construction that would cause deviation 

from the approved plans, the applicant shall consult with the Office of Community 
Development to determine what further approvals, if any, are required. 

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

2. Application of KCP ASSOCIATES LLC for a Section 12 Special Permit with Design 
Review & a Section 20 Groundwater Protection Permit – conversion of an existing 
office building to funeral home, together with a new garage, building additions, related 
site & landscaping improvements – 725-731 Hebron Avenue, Mulryan Funeral Home – 
Planned Commerce Zone & Groundwater Protection Zone 1 

Attorney Meghan Hope of Alter, Pearson & Hope provided an overview of the application, 
stating that the proposal involves converting an existing office building to a funeral home use 
and constructing associated additions, including a garage for hearses. 
 
Ms. Hope stated that this was the seventh meeting to date on the project and summarized prior 
reviews, including meetings with the ASDRC and its subcommittee, Town staff, planning 
review, Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Agency, and the Conservation Commission. She 
noted that a regulated activity permit had been issued for limited upland review impacts of 
approximately 415 square feet and that the project had received a positive recommendation from 
the Conservation Commission. 
 
Ms. Hope provided an overview of the site, stating that it is located at the northwest corner of 
Eastern Boulevard and Hebron Avenue on a three-acre parcel. She noted the presence of 
conservation easements and Salmon Brook along the northern portion of the site, with 
development limited primarily to the southern portion. The property includes an existing funeral 
home building and an existing office building, with multiple historic easements previously 
granted to the Town, including conservation and public access easements along Salmon Brook. 
Ms. Hope reviewed the project history, including the original funeral home development in 
1999–2000 and a subsequent expansion approved in 2012 that added funeral space and parking. 
The current proposal involves connecting the two existing buildings and relocating the 
arrangement room from the second floor of the funeral home to the first floor of the former 
office building to improve accessibility. 
 
Ms. Hope said that the proposal also includes a two-bay garage for hearses and additional 
connector structures between the buildings. All new additions are proposed as single-story 
elements intended to remain subordinate to the existing structures. The garage was previously 
reoriented during ASDRC review discussions, ultimately resulting in an angled configuration to 
balance functional access with site grading constraints. 
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The parking requirements remain unchanged and that the site remains compliant with zoning 
requirements.  The property is currently over-parked relative to the proposed use change due to 
the removal of the office use. 
 
Mr. Jon Sczurek of Megson, Heagle & Friend Civil Engineers & Land Surveyors provided an 
overview of the site orientation and existing conditions.  He identified mapped features, 
including wetland soils, the 100-year flood zone associated with Salmon Brook, and the 100-foot 
upland review area.  

Mr. Sczurek stated that stormwater runoff from the proposed increase in impervious area will be 
directed to subsurface infiltration units located between the proposed garage and Hebron 
Avenue. Infiltration testing was conducted in accordance with the State Stormwater Quality 
Manual and suitable soils were confirmed for the proposed system. The drainage design will 
comply with the Town’s requirements. 

Mr. Sczurek described the stormwater discharge path, stating that overflow from the subsurface 
system, along with yard drains in the lawn area between the building and Hebron Avenue, will 
be piped to an existing water quality basin constructed in 2012 as part of a prior parking 
expansion. Erosion and sediment controls will be installed during construction and runoff will 
ultimately discharge toward Salmon Brook through the existing system. 

Mr. Sczurek reviewed the photometric plan and stated that proposed lighting includes garage-
mounted fixtures, relocated site lighting due to driveway changes, and wall-mounted fixtures on 
the new additions. The lighting design is night-sky compliant and contains no off-site light 
spillage. Further, the nitrogen loading calculations and infiltration reduction data have been 
submitted and that the project complies with applicable groundwater protection regulations. Mr. 
Sczurek also noted that all engineering department comments have been addressed and that 
approvals have been received from Inland Wetlands and the Conservation Commission. 

Ms. Hope stated that revised elevations were prepared to illustrate design changes through the 
ASDRC review process. The final design reflects changes to building orientation, roof forms, 
connector massing, materials, and window treatment, resulting in a reduced visual impact and 
improved integration of the two buildings. She noted that the garage was reoriented during the 
review process and that additional architectural refinements were made in response to committee 
feedback. 

Mr. George Fellner of Fellner Architects described the existing funeral home as a contemporary 
interpretation of Colonial Revival-style architecture and the office building proposed for 
adaptive reuse as a Colonial farmhouse/Folk Victorian structure dating to approximately 1900. 

Mr. Fellner explained that the design intent is to connect the existing structures through 
subordinate linking elements, forming a linear composition of primary building masses 
connected by secondary architectural links. He identified the funeral home, the adaptive reuse 
building, and the proposed garage as the primary elements, with connector structures intended to 
remain visually subordinate. 

Mr. Fellner noted that the design evolved through multiple review iterations, with emphasis on 
reducing the visual prominence of connector elements and varying roof forms to avoid 
dominance over the primary buildings. The connectors utilize simplified white-paneled façades 
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in contrast to the gray siding of the main structures to reinforce the architectural hierarchy. The 
proposed garage includes a gabled roof with hipped ends and a dormer element, and that its final 
orientation was refined through the review process to optimize site access and circulation. 

Mr. Fellner stated that exterior materials include gray vinyl siding with white trim, with the 
existing funeral home roof to remain and new roofing elements coordinated for consistency. The 
intent is for the existing and proposed structures to read as a cohesive architectural composition. 
He added that landscaping and varied rooflines help reduce perceived massing and that the 
design provides clear entry organization to avoid ambiguity for visitors. 

Ms. Hope said that ASDRC issued a positive recommendation with a few follow-up items. One 
item was regarding the rear façade of the office building being converted, where the committee 
felt the corner appeared visually empty. She stated that due to interior stair placement, only a 
small basement-style window could be added, which the applicant did not feel was appropriate, 
and that landscaping was proposed to address the concern. 

Ms. Hope stated that ASDRC requested white connectors on both sides, which has been 
incorporated, along with adjustments to lighting intensity and minor landscaping species 
changes. An additional suggestion was for standing seam metal roofs on the connectors, which 
the applicant declined in favor of maintaining asphalt shingles across the entire project for visual 
consistency. She noted this was discussed with the Plans Review Subcommittee prior to filing. 

Mr. Biff Schechinger, landscape architect, stated that the landscape plan includes 145 plantings, 
consisting primarily of trees and foundation plantings, with 115 of the 123 shrubs being native 
species. He noted that broadleaf evergreen shrubs were incorporated for their flowering and 
pollinator benefits. 

Mr. Schechinger stated that an additional columnar maple was added near the entrance at the 
request of the ASDRC, noting that existing vegetation, steep grades, and utilities limited planting 
opportunities in that area. He added that the landscape design emphasizes a mix of primarily 
native materials that complement the scale of the buildings and existing site conditions. 

Mr. Zanlungo inquired about the removal and replacement of several mature trees near the 
corner of the property. Mr. Schechinger stated that preserving the existing corner tree was 
considered early in the design process, but conflicts with utilities and the proposed subsurface 
stormwater system made retention impractical. The tree likely would not have survived 
construction impacts and that its removal influenced the orientation of the garage. Mr. 
Schechinger added that replacement trees have been selected and sized to accommodate the 
available root zones and underground utilities, utilizing columnar species where appropriate. 

Ms. Hope stated that the application includes a Groundwater Protection Special Permit, noting 
that the site is located within Groundwater Protection Zone 1 and that the proposed use is 
permitted by special permit. Nitrogen loading calculations were submitted and reviewed by the 
Town Engineer without issue and noted that the nearest public water supply well is 
approximately 3,000 feet away. The property is served by sanitary sewer and no adverse impacts 
to groundwater are anticipated. 

Ms. Hope concluded the presentation by stating that the applicant is excited about the next phase 
of the funeral home and noted that preserving and adapting the existing office building was 
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preferred over demolition. The project has benefited from coordination with the ASDRC and that 
the applicant believes the proposal will be a positive addition to Hebron Avenue. 

Mr. Zanlungo stated that the subcommittee agreed with the applicant's rationale for retaining 
asphalt shingles on the connector elements and did not consider the absence of standing seam 
metal roofing to be a significant issue. He stated that the subcommittee considered the use of 
asphalt shingles to be a reasonable compromise and invited comments from the Commission. 

Ms. Jagel stated that she had not attended the Plans Review Subcommittee meeting and inquired 
about the decision to retain asphalt shingles rather than incorporate standing seam metal roofing 
as recommended by the ASDRC. She noted that the ASDRC recommendation had been intended 
to help differentiate the building masses and reduce their perceived scale. 

Mr. Zanlungo confirmed that the roofing material had been discussed by the subcommittee and 
that it supported retaining asphalt shingles. Ms. Jagel stated that she was comfortable with that 
approach. 

With no further questions or comments from the public, Mr. Zanlungo closed the public hearing. 

Motion by: Commissioner Lucas   Seconded by: Vice Chair Jagel 

MOVED, that the Town Plan & Zoning Commission approve the application of KCP Associates, 
LLC for a Section 12 Special Permit with Design Review and Section 20 Groundwater 
Protection Permit – conversion of an existing office building to funeral home, together with new 
garage addition, building additions, related site & landscape improvements – Planned 
Employment, Flood Zone, & Groundwater Protection Zone 1, in accordance with plan set 
prepared by Megson, Heagle, & Friend with revision date May 15, 2026, and: 

1. In compliance with: 
a. The recommendations from the ASDRC in their Committee Report dated 2/17/26, with 

the exception of the change in roofing material. 
b. The conditions set forth by the Conservation Commission / Inland Wetlands and 

Watercourses Agency, in their recommendation for approval to the Town Plan and 
Zoning Commission and the Wetlands Permit in their memoranda dated June 4, 2026.   
 

2. In adherence to: 

a. The Town Engineer’s memorandum dated May 20, 2026. 
b. The Director of Health’s memorandum dated June 8, 2026. 
c. The Fire Marshal’s memorandum dated May 26, 2026. 
d. The Police Chief’s memorandum dated 05/26/26. 
 

3. In adherence to the following standard conditions of approval: 

a. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall file the TPZ motion of 
approval on the land records in the Town Clerk’s Office. 

b. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall file mylars, conservation 
easements, drainage easements, utility easements, declarations and covenants pertinent 
to the approved plans on the land records in the Town Clerk’s Office. 

c. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall file stamped, sealed, approved 
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plans; one paper copy and one digital copy with the Office of Community Development. 
Plans filed shall include final approved engineer drawings, landscape plan, architectural 
drawings, lighting plan etc. 

d. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy or a Certificate of Approval, the 
applicant shall submit an as-built survey with a zoning table demonstrating compliance 
with the Town of Glastonbury Building-Zone Regulations. 

e. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy or a Certificate of Approval, the 
applicant shall file the following certifications: 
 Engineered drainage systems certification from the engineer of record confirming the 

drainage systems are installed according to the approved plans. The certification is 
to include any site modifications completed in the field not shown on the approved 
plan. 

 A landscape design certification from the landscape architect of record that the 
plantings are installed according to the approved plans. The certification is to 
include a list of species and/or quantity substitutions. 

 Lighting design certification from the engineer of record or lighting professional 
confirming the lighting is installed according to the approved plans. The certification 
is to include any site modifications completed in the field and not shown on the 
approved plan. 

 Groundwater Protection certification from the engineer of record confirming that: 
the completed project complies with the Groundwater Protection standards- related 
planning and design components of the application; and all the conditions set forth in 
the applicant's Groundwater Protection Permit. 

f. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall record a Notice of 
Stormwater Facilities and Affirmative Covenant on the land records in the Town Clerk’s 
Office. 

g. If unforeseen conditions are encountered during construction that would cause deviation 
from the approved plans, the applicant shall consult with the Office of Community 
Development to determine what further approvals, if any, are required. 

Motion by Chair to amend the motion to add an additional exception to the ASDRC 
recommendations regarding the requirement for a window on building 731.  

Amendment Result: Amendment was approved {6-0-0}. 

Result: Amended motion passed unanimously {6-0-0}. 

3. Referral from the Town Council regarding the adoption of Phase I Draft Zoning 
Regulations 

Shelley Caltagirone, Director of Community Development, introduced the first of three planned 
discussions on the Phase 1 draft zoning regulations. 
 
Francisco Gomes of IMEG provided an overview of the draft regulations, explaining that much 
of the work involved reorganizing and modernizing the document to improve usability, 
consistency, and flexibility for future amendments. The revised regulations reduce redundancies, 
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include updated definitions and illustrations, and are accompanied by appendices documenting 
substantive changes and cross-references to the existing regulations. 
 
Mr. Gomes reviewed a number of proposed text amendments intended to ensure compliance with 
state statutes, clarify administrative responsibilities, reduce discretionary language, establish 
clearer procedures for zoning permits and site plans, standardize regulations, and address 
provisions related to Public Act 25-1. He also discussed revisions involving nonconforming uses, 
special outdoor events, parking, sign regulations, expiration periods, and procedures for major 
and minor plan modifications. 
 
Ms. Anderson asked whether the draft regulations included a table or section defining the roles 
and responsibilities of officials such as the Zoning Enforcement Officer, Town Manager, and 
Building Official. Mr. Gomes responded that those responsibilities are identified throughout the 
regulations rather than in a single section, but noted that staff could consider adding a 
consolidated reference if the Commission felt it would be helpful. 

Ms. Anderson asked for clarification on Section 7.17 and whether the use category for bazaars, 
festivals, carnivals, and circuses would be reviewed further as a special permit item. 

Mr. Gomes explained that these events are currently regulated as special permits, but that the 
intent of the draft revisions was to better distinguish temporary events from permanent land uses. 
He noted that the special permit process can be overly burdensome for short-term or one-time 
events due to public hearing requirements, extensive site plan standards, and land record filing 
requirements. 

He stated that the draft instead proposes regulating these events through a zoning permit with 
specific conditions, including limits on duration and frequency, as well as requirements for 
public safety approvals, parking, and site layout plans. He emphasized that the intent is to 
maintain Commission oversight while streamlining the approval process for temporary events, 
though he noted the Town Attorney supports retaining the current special permit approach. 

Ms. Caltagirone said staff would track comments made during the meetings, bring them back for 
confirmation of consensus, and ultimately forward them to Town Council as recommendations. 
Mr. Zanlungo asked how the Town would maintain and update the zoning regulations after this 
comprehensive rewrite, suggesting periodic review alongside the Plan of Conservation and 
Development (POCD) cycle. Mr. Gomes responded that ongoing disciplined amendments would 
prevent the need for another large-scale rewrite, but recommended periodic (e.g., 10-year) 
comprehensive reviews to ensure consistency with evolving statutes. 
 
Ms. Caltagirone noted that ongoing regulatory review could be incorporated into the POCD as an 
action item committing the Town to periodic updates. 
 
Discussion followed on process and workflow, including how public questions would be 
handled. The Commission agreed that public comments would be heard first, with responses and 
follow-up questions addressed at subsequent meetings after staff review. 
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Ms. Carroll emphasized the importance of managing meeting time and suggested pausing the 
presentation portion for the remainder of the session to allow public comment and ensure 
adequate time for remaining agenda items. 
 
Mr. David O’Connor of 1140 Main Street asked that his earlier comments be included to ensure 
they are carried forward into the next meeting materials. Mr. Zanlungo confirmed that Mr. 
O’Connor’s comments would be included in the record. 
 
Mr. Robert Dakers of 15 Trifiro Circle spoke in support of increasing housing supply and noted 
concerns that existing regulatory structures may contribute to limited housing options and rising 
costs. He stated that while Phase 1 improves organization and usability of the regulations, certain 
provisions related to middle housing under Public Act 25-1 may still be overly restrictive. 
 
Mr. Dakers raised concerns regarding limitations on middle housing definitions, particularly the 
focus on buildings rather than total dwelling units, and questioned zoning changes affecting 
planned commercial and employment zones now labeled as industrial. He also expressed concern 
that certain design review and site plan requirements could introduce discretionary elements 
inconsistent with the intent of state law for streamlined review. 
 
Mr. Dakers also questioned aspects of parking requirements, engineering requirements for small-
scale developments, and the treatment of on-street parking in meeting demand. He urged the 
Commission to consider additional flexibility in the housing provisions of the draft regulations. 
 
Mr. Gomes responded that he was happy to provide additional detail at a future meeting and first 
addressed two points raised for clarification. He stated that the Office of Legislative Research 
provides summaries of statutes for informational purposes and does not set policy or determine 
statutory intent. Certain language referenced in the discussion may reflect earlier draft legislation 
rather than the final adopted Public Act, and Mr. Gomes noted he would be prepared to discuss 
the interpretation of the statute in greater detail at a later session. 
 
Mr. Gomes emphasized that the draft regulations were intentionally written conservatively to 
ensure compliance with Public Act 25-1, focusing on meeting minimum statutory requirements 
rather than expanding beyond them at this stage. He added that broader policy decisions 
regarding housing allowances in commercial and residential zones would be better addressed in a 
subsequent phase with greater public engagement. 

Regarding village districts and design review, Mr. Gomes stated that middle housing is not 
explicitly exempted under state statute and therefore remains subject to existing village district 
design review requirements. He noted that while the Commission could choose to exempt middle 
housing from such review, the draft maintains consistency with current statutory interpretation, 
with potential policy changes reserved for future consideration. 

Motion by: Commissioner Carroll   Seconded by: Commissioner Desmarais 

To continue the public hearing to the next TPZ meeting. 

Result: Motion passed unanimously {6-0-0}. 
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4. Continued application of Peter J. & Kathleen P. Pfeffer for a Section 12 Special Permit 
with Design Review – tourist home – 127 Neipsic Road - Residence AA Zone – 
WITHDRAWN 
 

5. Continued application of Ciochini Acres, LLC for a Section 12 Special Permit with 
Design Review – tourist home – 279 Hopewell Road - Residence AA Zone – 
WITHDRAWN 
 

6. Continued application of the Schneider Family Living Trust for a Section 12 Special 
Permit with Design Review – tourist home – 58-60 Tryon Street – Rural Residence Zone 
– WITHDRAWN 

REGULAR MEETING 

1. Acceptance of the Minutes of the June 2nd, 2026 Regular Meeting  

Motion by: Commissioner Anderson   Seconded by: Commissioner Desmarais 

Result: Minutes were accepted unanimously {6-0-0}. 

2. Appointment of 2 members to serve on the selection committee for the Plan of 
Conservation and Development 2028-2038 Request for Qualifications 

Mr. Zanlungo expressed interest in serving on the committee and suggested Ms. Jagel as co-
chair, asking Ms. Caltagirone to clarify whether additional members would be included.  
 
Ms. Caltagirone clarified that the Commission has broad authority to establish a POCD steering 
committee, including commissioners and members of the public, consistent with past practice. 
 

Motion by: Commissioner Lucas   Seconded by: Commissioner Carroll 

To appoint Mr. Zanlungo and Ms. Jagel for the Plan of Conservation and Development 2028-
2038 selection committee. 

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

3. Continued Recommendation to the Town Council regarding a proposed text 
amendment to the Town of Glastonbury Building-Zone Regulations, Section 4.17.7.d to 
modify the membership requirements for the Architectural and Site Design Review 
Committee  

Ms. Caltagirone explained the commission was being asked to weigh in on the proposed text 
amendment and that ASDRC would report its vote to Council. She noted two applicants 
responded to the volunteer advertisement(s), but neither had AICP planning or urban design 
credentials. 
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Mr. Haynes reported ASDRC was generally supportive of the change, noting the discussion 
centered on removing a strict certification requirement while still encouraging planning or urban 
design expertise. 
 
Mr. Zanlungo confirmed he was comfortable with the proposal and asked whether any specific 
issues needed further focus. 
Ms. Lucas questioned inclusion of “art” in the expanded qualifications, which Ms. Caltagirone 
and others clarified was intended to capture aesthetics-related professional experience. 
 
Ms. Carroll noted the difficulty in recruiting formally qualified planners and supported 
broadening eligibility to attract more applicants while still prioritizing relevant expertise. Mr. 
Zanlungo summarized that, given limited applicants, it may be reasonable to proceed and allow 
Council discretion in evaluating candidates, rather than leaving positions vacant. 

Motion by: Commissioner Lucas   Seconded by: Commissioner Desmarais 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Town Plan & Zoning Commission hereby favorably recommends to 
the Town Council amendment of the Building Zone Regulation Section 4.17.7.d as described in 
the report by the Town Manager dated April 24, 2026 to modify the ASDRC membership 
requirements. 
 
Result: Motion passed unanimously {6-0-0}. 

7. Application of VESSEL RE HOLDINGS, LLC for site plan approval pursuant to a 
CGS Sec 8-30g concerning construction of an apartment building with 48 units, parking 
& other site improvements – 51 Kreiger Ln – Planned Commerce Zone & Groundwater 
Protection Zone 1 (Application has been remanded to the commission by order of the 
Superior Court) 

Town Attorney Ken Slater summarized the procedural history of the 8-30g appeal, explaining 
that the Commission previously denied the application under the “industrial prong” of the statute, 
which shifts the burden to the Commission when residential uses are not permitted in an 
industrial zone. 
 
He noted the Superior Court overturned that finding, determining the zone did not qualify as 
industrial under the statute, and remanded the case for review under the second “residential 
prong.” 
 
Mr. Slater explained that appellate proceedings followed a procedural issue regarding whether a 
final judgment existed due to the remand. The Appellate Court declined jurisdiction, and the 
Supreme Court also declined certification, leaving the remand intact. 
 
As a result, the Commission must now proceed to evaluate the application under the residential 
prong of 8-30g. He outlined the standard: the Commission must determine whether substantial 
evidence exists that public health, safety, or other legally cognizable interests clearly outweigh 
the need for affordable housing, and whether reasonable modifications could mitigate any 
identified concerns. 



 
Glastonbury Town Plan and Zoning Commission Minutes 

Regular Meeting June 16, 2026 
Recording Clerk – JS 

Page 12 of 14 

He emphasized that generalized concerns are insufficient; there must be specific, quantifiable 
evidence of harm in the record. Even if the application does not strictly violate zoning standards, 
the Commission must still apply the 8-30g balancing test, weighing impacts against the statutory 
housing mandate. 
 

Mr. Zanlungo noted he was the only commissioner present for the original hearing and asked that 
members formally confirm review of the record. 

Ms. Jagel, Ms. Carroll, Ms. Anderson, Mr. Desmarais, and Ms. Lucas all confirmed they had 
reviewed the record and stated they felt prepared to participate in deliberation and vote on the 
application. 
 
Motion by: Commissioner Lucas   Seconded by: Commissioner Anderson 

WHEREAS, a hearing was held on the application and a decision was made by Town Plan & 
Zoning Commission denying the application because the Planned Commerce zone allows 
industrial uses and does not allow any kind of residential development as a permitted use under 
the burden of proof of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 8-30g (2) (A) (the “industrial prong”), and 

WHEREAS, the Superior Court, in an administrative appeal filed by Vessel RE Holdings, LLC, 
reversed that decision and ordered that the Town Plan & Zoning Commission review the record 
and decide whether it should be approved or approved and modified under the burden of proof 
of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 8-30g (1) (A) (the “residential prong”), and 

WHEREAS, the Connecticut Appellate Court granted certification to consider whether the 
Superior Court erred in concluding that the application was not properly denied under the 
industrial prong but later decided that it would not have appellate jurisdiction until the Town 
Plan & Zoning Commission proceeded to consider whether the application would be approved if 
the residential prong was the proper burden of proof as found by Superior Court, 

THEREFORE, the Town Plan & Zoning Commission reviewed the record in this proceeding in 
accordance with the remand order in order to apply the residential prong to the site plan 
application, 

MOVED, that the Town Plan & Zoning Commission APPROVE the application of VESSEL RE 
HOLDINGS, LLC for site plan approval pursuant to CGS Section 8-30g (1) (A) concerning the 
construction of an apartment building containing 48 units, with parking and other site 
improvements – 51 Kreiger Lane – Planned Commerce & Groundwater Protection Zone 1, in 
accordance with plans on file submitted February 16, 2023 with the Office of Community 
Development, and in accordance with the following conditions of approval necessary to protect 
substantial public interests in health and safety: 

1. In compliance with: 

a. The recommendations of the Architectural and Sites Design Review Committee (ASDRC) 
from their meeting on March 16, 2023. 

b. The standards contained in a report from the Fire Marshal, File 22-018. 
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c. The conditions set forth by in the Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands and 
Watercourses Agency in their recommendation for approval to the Town Plan and 
Zoning Commission documented in the Environmental Planner’s memorandum dated 
February 10, 2023. 
 

2. In adherence to: 

a. The Town Engineer’s memorandum dated March 14, 2023. 
b. The Director of Health’s memorandum dated March 13, 2023. 
c. The Police Chief’s memorandum dated March 14, 2023. 

 
3. The applicant shall modify the Housing Affordability Plan to name a qualified third-party 

Administrator to be approved by the Office of Community Development. 
 

4. The applicant will submit documentation of compliance with the Housing Affordability Plan 
(Plan) to the Office of Community Development prior to the approval of applications for new 
affordable unit tenants in addition to the annual compliance documentation cited in the Plan. 
 

5. If unforeseen conditions are encountered during construction that would cause deviation 
from the approved plans, the applicant shall consult with the Office of Community 
Development to determine what further approvals, if any, are required. 
 

Discussion: Ms. Jagel stated there was no quantifiable evidence in the record of substantial 
public harm that would outweigh the need for affordable housing, and therefore supported 
approval of the application. 
 
Ms. Carroll noted she had concerns but, citing the lack of tangible evidence of harm under the 
legal standard, stated the Commission was obligated to approve the application. 
 
Ms. Anderson had no further additions to prior comments and concurred. 
 
Mr. Desmarais stated he agreed with Ms. Carroll and Ms. Jagel. 
 
Ms. Lucas stated that under 8-30g, there was no evidence of a quantifiable probability of specific 
substantial harm, and that speculative concerns were insufficient, therefore voting in favor of 
approval. 
 
Mr. Zanlungo stated that although he did not find housing appropriate in the industrial zone, he 
would vote in favor due to the absence of specific, quantifiable evidence of public health and  
safety harm in the record. 

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

8. CONSENT CALENDAR 

a. Scheduling of Public Hearings for the Regular Meeting of July 7, 2026: TO BE 
DETERMINED 
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9. Chairman’s Report None 

10. Report from Community Development Staff  None 

 

With no further comments, Chairman Zanlungo adjourned the meeting at 9:17 P.M. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Jessica Suwala 
Recording Clerk 


