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THE GLASTONBURY ARCHITECTURAL & SITE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES OF TUESDAY, JUNE 16, 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 5:08 P.M.  

2. 240 OAKWOOD DRIVE – proposal for a 4,700 square foot building with 1,400 square 
feet of office space and 3,300 square feet of warehouse plus necessary parking and 
storage – Planned Commerce Zone – 240 Oakwood Properties, LLC, owner - Jerry 
Wilcox, Wilcox Excavating & Construction Company for American Yard & Irrigation, 
applicant   

Mr. Jerry Wilcox, the applicant, stated that he had taken ASDRC’s previous comments into 
consideration and had revised the design in accordance with the recommendations received. 

Ms. DeVries-Dalton expressed concerns regarding the proposed use of white pine screening 
material, noting that the species often loses lower branches over time and may not provide 
effective screening. The proposed white pines could reach widths of 40 to 60 feet and suggested 
several alternative evergreen species with narrower growth habits, including Eastern red cedar, 
white spruce, and other varieties that would provide more appropriate screening. She 
recommended utilizing a mixture of species to improve visual interest and reduce the risk of a 
single pest affecting the entire screen. Mr. Wilcox stated that the property owners had selected 
the species shown and indicated that he was amenable to incorporating alternatives preferred by 
the Committee. 

Ms. DeVries-Dalton will provide the applicant with a list of recommended species and reiterated 
previous comments regarding the addition of street trees and screening trees along the western 
side of the parking lot to provide shade and visual screening. Mr. Wilcox stated that the 
landscaping along the front of the building and berm could accommodate alternative species. Ms. 
DeVries-Dalton suggested incorporating additional perennials and noted that while she favored 
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the use of sugar maples, more drought-tolerant varieties should be considered due to changing 
climate conditions. She emphasized that her recommendations were intended as suggestions 
rather than requirements and encouraged additional plantings and shade trees around the parking 
area. 

Mr. Kamm stated that a mixture of species represented the “right plant, right place” approach 
and noted that he supported the recommendations regarding plant diversity. He observed that the 
plans lacked grading information and questioned whether the stormwater retention area shown 
represented the entire feature or only a portion of it. Mr. Wilcox stated that the design had been 
coordinated with Town staff, and Mr. Haynes noted that the plans reflected previously approved 
conditions. 

Mr. Kamm said that it would be helpful to provide a graphic illustrating the size and extent of the 
stormwater facilities. He also expressed confusion regarding the proposed fence and indicated 
that he did not recall approving that type of fence adjacent to the roadway. Mr. Wilcox stated 
that the fence needed to be heavy-duty. 

Mr. Kamm noted that the photometric plan indicated no lighting in the rear gravel processing 
area. Mr. Wilcox stated that the area was not intended for nighttime operations and that the 
lighting plan reflected the owner’s preferences. Mr. Kamm expressed concerns regarding the 
light levels and fixture package shown, noting that lower output fixtures could provide adequate 
illumination while reducing excessive foot-candle levels. He questioned the proposed mounting 
height of 16 feet, recalling previous discussions regarding lower mounting heights. Mr. Haynes 
noted that the Design Guidelines recommend heights of 12 to 14 feet for pedestrian-oriented 
retail and residential environments and 14 to 16 feet for commercial uses. 

Mr. Kamm further stated that light levels appeared inconsistent, with elevated illumination near 
side and garage doors, and noted that fixture color specifications had not been provided. He 
observed that lighting levels at the front of the building appeared acceptable but questioned the 
need for elevated illumination along the hillside. Mr. Wilcox stated that those fixtures would be 
placed on timers. Mr. Kamm noted that he had no further comments regarding the building 
architecture, and Mr. Wilcox stated that the upper windows had been enlarged to create more 
balanced proportions. 

Mr. Flinchum said that the renderings presented a more landscaped appearance than what was 
shown on the plans. Mr. Wilcox explained that the renderings were based on the landscape 
drawings. Mr. Flinchum observed that the site provided sufficient depth to incorporate layered 
landscaping and varying plant heights, which would enhance the street-facing façade. He 
suggested utilizing existing parking lot islands to help break up the long building frontage. Mr. 
Wilcox noted that the parking layout reflected minimum parking requirements and stated that 
any changes to the parking calculations would require consultation with the project architect. 

Mr. Flinchum further noted that the planting plan symbols were difficult to interpret and 
recommended the inclusion of graphics showing plant diameters and spacing. He also indicated 
that additional taller plant material and landscaping around the stormwater area could improve 
the appearance of the site along the roadway. 
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Mr. Davis stated that the revised plans addressed several prior concerns but noted that he does 
not like the chain-link fence. He suggested relocating the wall-mounted light fixtures to positions 
between the windows rather than above them and recommended adding shrubs between the 
windows. He also commented that a well-maintained landscape would provide a positive 
appearance for the business. Mr. Wilcox stated that signage originally proposed within the front 
gable had been removed because it exceeded the allowable height requirements. 

Mr. Kamm noted that the planting schedule should identify species by their botanical names to 
better understand mature sizes and characteristics. Ms. DeVries-Dalton expressed concerns 
regarding the use of butterfly bush due to its invasive nature and recommended dispersing the 
plantings more broadly. She stated that she would provide the applicant with additional species 
recommendations and noted that a graphical representation of the planting layout would be 
beneficial. 

Ms. Luzi stated that the proposed fence remained her primary concern. She also commented on 
the placement of the light fixtures, noting that the concept was appropriate but that the fixtures 
appeared to be mounted too high. Mr. Davis suggested utilizing two fixtures aligned with the 
centerlines of the windows, while Mr. Kamm noted that additional fixtures had previously been 
discussed due to the number of windows. Mr. Wilcox stated that the fixtures were intended to 
provide illumination along the sidewalks. Mr. Kamm further noted that the fixtures incorporated 
asymmetrical shields. 

Mr. Haynes recommended that the applicant revise the landscaping plans and return with 
updated materials. Ms. DeVries-Dalton stated that a more detailed planting plan showing the 
arrangement and location of shrubs and other plant materials would make the proposal easier to 
evaluate. Mr. Davis asked whether revised landscaping plans could be submitted 
administratively rather than returning to the full ASDRC. Mr. Haynes stated that revised plans 
could be reviewed by staff and forwarded to Ms. DeVries-Dalton. Mr. Davis expressed support 
for providing a favorable recommendation contingent upon submission of a revised landscape 
plan. Mr. Kamm noted that previous discussions had called for wildflower plantings on the steep 
slopes surrounding the stormwater basin, but observed that the grading plans still identified those 
areas as grass. Mr. Wilcox stated that he had noticed the discrepancy prior to the meeting and 
indicated that the plans would be updated accordingly. 

Mr. Flinchum reiterated the importance of introducing additional landscaping closer to the 
roadway and creating greater variation in depth and fullness between the façade and street. Mr. 
Kamm referenced a previously approved retention pond at the People’s Bank site on Main Street 
and suggested that similar planting treatments could be utilized within the stormwater area. 

With the following comments and conditions on the record, the ASDRC unanimously issued a 
favorable recommendation (5-0-0), contingent upon submission of a revised landscape plan and 
review and approval by Ms. DeVries-Dalton: 
 
1. Change out the White Pines using a mix of species and make the planting more organic. 
2. Add more street trees and shade trees along the west side of the parking lot. Use a drought-

resistant variety, as Sugar Maples have been struggling recently. 
3. Swap out to native perennials 
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4. Provide a better graphic on the planting plan to better understand what is being shown. 
5. Move the light fixtures to be between the windows on the front of the building and add one 

additional fixture, for a total of four. 
6. Paint the fence dark green to match the green used on the building façade. 
7. Add a wildflower mix to the steep slope that is currently showing as grass. 
8. Move most of the planting material closer to the street, with a variety of planting heights and 

materials. Reference the People’s Bank retention pond. 
 
3. 71 PRATT STREET – proposal for a 3-family home – Town Center Mixed Use Zone – 

Ridgewood Properties, LLC, applicant 

Mr. Reece Geddes provided an overview of the application. He said that the majority of the 
comments received during prior review concerned the lack of curb appeal and the absence of a 
landscaping plan. The architectural design had been revised and that native perennials had been 
incorporated. Taller plantings had been placed in front of the proposed building to provide 
screening and improve curb appeal as they mature while maintaining visibility of the front and 
rear elevations. The subdivision had previously been approved and that they were seeking final 
recommendations to move the project forward. 

Mr. Davis requested clarification regarding the design team and noted that the plans appeared to 
reflect a civil engineering approach rather than an architectural one. He stated that the building 
lacked the level of architectural detailing expected and expressed concern that the project was 
not starting from the right place from a design standpoint. 

Mr. Kamm stated that he had visited the site and observed that the proposed building would be 
the tallest structure in the surrounding area. While acknowledging that the proposal complied 
with zoning regulations, he expressed concern that the building was out of scale with the 
neighborhood and appeared overly large and block-like. The street-facing elevation lacked 
windows and visual interest and suggested incorporating dormers, overhangs, and additional 
façade articulation to reduce the perceived mass of the structure. He further noted that the 
landscaping was concentrated along the roadway, with little planting near the building itself, and 
stated that the proposal failed to adequately fit within the character of the neighborhood. He also 
questioned the appropriateness of the six-foot stockade fence along the roadway and noted that 
lighting plans had not been provided. 

Mr. Davis agreed with Mr. Kamm's comments and stated that lowering the apparent height of the 
building by incorporating dormers or reducing the eave line would improve the scale of the 
structure. He acknowledged that such changes would require compromises to the interior layout. 
Mr. Geddes stated that taller trees had been added to help screen the building. Mr. Davis 
responded that landscaping should complement good architecture rather than serve to conceal 
unattractive building forms and recommended that the applicant revisit the design from the 
beginning. He stated that the building, in its current form, was inconsistent with the character of 
the surrounding neighborhood. 

Mr. Haynes suggested that reorienting the building to place parking toward the rear of the 
property may improve the overall site layout. Mr. Davis agreed with the suggestion, and Mr. 
Kamm stated that alternative floor plans could allow for additional windows on the ends of the 
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building. Mr. Davis noted that several rooms appeared to have limited natural light and stated 
that the proposal required a greater architectural balance between interior efficiency and exterior 
appearance. He emphasized the importance of ensuring that the street-facing elevation was 
attractive and compatible with surrounding development. 

Ms. Luzi stated that the project reminded her of another recently approved multi-family 
development across the street, which successfully incorporated design elements that reduced the 
apparent scale of the building. She noted that the current proposal appeared overly boxy and 
would benefit from additional architectural detailing. Mr. Davis suggested that divided-light 
windows, trim details, varying colors, and porch elements could improve the appearance without 
significantly increasing costs. He stated that the proposal appeared to prioritize economy over 
design and encouraged the applicant to elevate the overall architectural character. 

Mr. Kamm questioned whether the designer had studied the surrounding neighborhood and 
stated that neighboring buildings should serve as a starting point for the design. He noted that it 
is often helpful to review renderings or models showing the proposed building in context with 
adjacent structures. 

Ms. DeVries-Dalton expressed appreciation for the use of native plant materials and 
recommended the addition of more shade trees. 

Mr. Flinchum stated that he was surprised by the renderings and noted that nearby developments, 
including those on Pratt Street, exhibited higher-quality architectural character. He expressed 
concerns regarding the lack of windows and detailing on the end elevations and noted the 
absence of overhangs above entrances and rear sliders. He also stated that the renderings 
depicted mature trees that would take many years to reach the illustrated size and questioned the 
use of certain oversized species.  

Mr. Kamm asked about the proposed fence along the roadway, and Mr. Geddes stated that it was 
intended to screen the foundation and complement existing fencing. Mr. Kamm noted that he 
was uncertain whether a six-foot fence was permitted in the front yard, and Mr. Davis stated that 
he had difficulty supporting any type of fence in that location. 

Mr. Michael Dziedzic of Ridgewood Properties LLC stated that previous direction had been to 
improve the appearance of the project and provide a landscaping plan. Mr. Davis stated that the 
intent of the Committee was to improve the design rather than make the project more difficult. 
Mr. Kamm suggested that an informal subcommittee meeting could provide an opportunity to 
workshop revisions, and Mr. Davis agreed that additional subcommittee review would be 
beneficial. Mr. Dziedzic was receptive to that approach.  

Mr. Dziedzic asked whether there were any elements of the proposal that the Committee wished 
to retain moving forward. Mr. Davis stated that significant revisions would likely create a 
domino effect throughout the design and that it was difficult to identify specific elements that 
should remain unchanged. Ms. DeVries-Dalton reiterated her appreciation for the use of native 
plantings. Discussion followed regarding the existing garage and driveway arrangement, with 
Mr. Geddes noting that an agreement was in place regarding use of the driveway and garage 
serving the adjacent property. Mr. Dziedzic added that modifications could affect parking to the 
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rear of the site. Ms. Luzi suggested exploring alternative building orientations and entry 
configurations to create a more balanced design. Mr. Dziedzic noted that the walkway 
configuration had been revised to provide a more uniform appearance. 

4. 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 

Gary Haynes stated that a proposed regulation amendment had been distributed for review, 
initiated by the Town Council, which would modify the ASDRC membership requirements. He 
explained that the current language requires at least two architects, one landscape architect, and a 
planner or urban designer, and that the proposed change would remove the specific 
planner/urban designer requirement in favor of broader language referencing general experience. 
He noted that the intent was to provide flexibility in appointments and allow consideration of a 
wider range of qualified professionals. He requested that the ASDRC review the proposed 
language and provide comments, similar to the referral process used for the Town Plan & Zoning 
Commission. 

Mr. Davis stated that the purpose of the amendment was to reduce restrictiveness in the 
membership requirements and noted that the committee has generally been able to fill most roles. 
He stated that it has been difficult to fill the planner/urban designer seat when a specific 
designation is required. 

Mr. Flinchum expressed concern that the proposal could reduce the overall qualifications of the 
committee and stated that while increasing diversity of expertise is important, it should not come 
at the expense of professional standards. He recommended maintaining a requirement for three 
architects and noted the value of prior members who brought historical knowledge and 
institutional experience to the committee. He stated that he did not support lowering the bar to 
increase membership. 

Mr. Davis responded that the intent was not to exclude qualified professionals, but to allow 
consideration of a broader range of backgrounds, including planners, architects, artists, and 
landscape architects. He noted that the current language had been interpreted as requiring a 
specific planner designation, which limited the applicant pool. Mr. Davis also shared not being 
opposed to having a developer on the committee. 

Mr. Kamm questioned whether there were any formal criteria guiding appointments and 
expressed concern regarding potential conflicts of interest for individuals with ties to 
development or consulting work. He stated that such involvement could influence the 
independence of the committee. 

Mr. Davis said that the goal was to ensure experienced individuals were appointed and expressed 
confidence in the selection process. Ms. Luzi and Mr. Flinchum noted concerns that removing 
specificity could weaken the committee’s expertise, while Mr. Davis emphasized that the change 
would allow for broader consideration without eliminating professional qualifications. 
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Mr. Davis further stated that the primary issue was the limited pool of qualified planners within 
the community and that maintaining a strict requirement could result in prolonged vacancies. Mr. 
Kamm stated that a more general title could help address that issue. 

Ms. DeVries-Dalton suggested that stormwater management expertise be included in the 
membership considerations. Mr. Davis responded that inland wetlands and other regulatory 
bodies already address those technical components and stated that the ASDRC should remain 
focused on the aesthetic and design qualities of proposed projects. 

Mr. Haynes noted that the matter would be brought back for further review and indicated that the 
ASDRC’s comments would be forwarded accordingly. 

5. Appointment of one member to serve on the selection committee for the Plan of 
Conservation and Development 2028-2038 Request for Qualifications 

Mr. Haynes said that the Town had recently issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for the 
upcoming Plan of Conservation and Development, which is anticipated within the next two 
years. He explained that a selection committee would be formed, consisting of two members 
from the Town Plan & Zoning Commission, one member from the ASDRC, and one member 
from the Conservation Commission, to participate in the consultant selection process. 

Mr. Kamm volunteered to serve on the selection committee. 

6. Staff Report  None 

 
With no further comments or questions, Chairman Davis adjourned the meeting at 6:40 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Jessica Suwala 
Recording Clerk 


