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THE GLASTONBURY TOWN PLAN AND ZONING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES OF TUESDAY, JULY 21, 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, Chair 
Ms. Sharon Jagel, Vice Chair 
Ms. Laura Cahill, Secretary 
Ms. Pamela Lucas  
Mr. Philip Markuszka 
Mr. Andy Zlotnick 
Ms. Kadji Anderson, Alternate 

Commission Members Absent 
Mr. Dennis Desmarais, Alternate 
Ms. Deborah Carroll, Alternate 

Chairman Zanlungo called the meeting to order at 7:07 P.M.  

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Informal session for the purpose of hearing from citizens on Regular Meeting agenda or 
non-agenda items – NONE 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. Application of Travis Granato & Kristina Zumpano for a Section 6.8 Rear Lot Special 
Permit – 621 Goodale Hill Road – Rural Residence Zone  

Travis Granato and Kristina Zumpano presented the application requesting approval to establish 
their primary residence at 621 Goodale Hill Road. They explained that the property had 
previously received approval for a rear lot special permit; however, the approval had expired and 
additional review was required due to changes in stormwater regulations. The surveyor had 
updated the plans to address the current engineering requirements and the application was before 
the Commission to complete the review process and address any remaining questions. 
 
Mr. Zanlungo noted that the application involved a previously approved rear lot permit that 
expired in 2019. He asked whether rear lot approvals are tracked by the Town. Mr. Haynes 
explained that the subdivision was originally approved in 2014 and that the rear lot approval 
remained part of the property history. Because the approval was issued as a special permit, it 
expired after five years. The current application primarily involves updating the engineering 
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information, including stormwater requirements, with only minor modifications to the previously 
approved plan. 
 
Mr. Haynes explained that the application had successfully progressed through the review 
process and that a draft motion had been prepared for consideration. He confirmed that the 
proposal met the applicable setback requirements and included a proposed three-bedroom 
residence served by a well and septic system that had been reviewed and accepted. 
 
Mr. Zanlungo asked whether the rear lot approval would be recorded on the land records and 
whether it would be identified during a title search. Mr. Haynes confirmed that the approval 
history would be reflected in the property records. He noted that the owner has the ability to seek 
extension of a Special Permit approval before it expires, but an extension was not requested in 
this case.  
 
Ms. Lucas referenced a memorandum regarding the septic suitability testing and asked whether 
additional testing would be required given the age of the existing test data, or whether updated 
testing would typically occur closer to the time of construction. Mr. Haynes explained that the 
memorandum was intended to document the history of the testing completed for the property and 
noted that the majority of the testing appeared to have been conducted in 2005 prior to the 
subdivision approval in 2014. The records do not indicate that additional testing had been 
required as part of the prior approval. Mr. Zumpano confirmed that the applicants met with the 
Health Department, reviewed the existing test data, and received confirmation that the available 
information was acceptable for the current application. 
 
With no questions or comments from the public, Mr. Zanlungo closed the public hearing. 
 

Motion by: Secretary Cahill    Seconded by: Commissioner Markuszka 

MOVED, that the Town Plan and Zoning Commission approve the application of Travis Granato 
& Kristina Zumpano for a Section 6.8 Rear Lot Special Permit – 621 Goodale Hill Road – Rural 
Residence Zone, in accordance with the plan set prepared by Bushnell Associates, revision date 
7/1/26, and: 
 
1. In compliance with 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 memorandum dated July 17, 2026. 

 
2. In adherence to: 

a. The Health Department memorandum dated July 9, 2026. 
b. The Engineering Department memorandum dated July 16, 2026. 
c. The Police Department memorandum dated 07/08/26. 
d. The Fire Marshal’s memorandum dated 7/9/2026. 

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



 
Glastonbury Town Plan and Zoning Commission Minutes 

Regular Meeting July 21, 2026 
Recording Clerk – JS 

Page 3 of 9 

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 
plans; one paper copy and one digital copy with the Office of Community Development.   

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: 

 
i. 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.   

 
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. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit applicant will revise plans for filing on the land 
records and add a zoning table, approval blocks, and title plans as Special Permit for Rear 
Lot for 621 Goodale Hill Rd. 

 
h. 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. Continued referral from the Town Council regarding the adoption of Phase I Draft 
Zoning Regulations  

Mr. Zanlungo and Ms. Lucas shared that they had reviewed the previous meeting materials and 
listened to the audio/visual recording of the meeting and were prepared to proceed with 
consideration and a vote on the draft regulations. 

Chairman Zanlungo called for a recess at 7:22 PM due to technical difficulties with the meeting 
audio. The Commission reconvened at 7:38 PM. 

Mr. Gomes, IMEG Project Consultant, provided an overview of the evening’s discussion and 
explained that this was the third meeting focused on review of the draft zoning regulations. The 
intent was for this meeting to serve as the final review of the draft before the Town Council 
public hearing, scheduled for July 28th. He reviewed the anticipated adoption schedule and 
explained that the steering committee, town staff, and the consultant team had worked to 
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establish a compressed timeline in order to move the regulations toward adoption as close to the 
July 1st effective date of the state legislation as possible. He acknowledged that the draft 
represented a significant amount of material and encouraged the Commission and members of 
the public to provide comments on the proposed code. 

Mr. Gomes also provided a summary of responses to written comments and comments raised at 
prior meetings. A number of comments were focused on housing issues and the Town’s 
approach to complying with Public Act 25-1. There was strong interest in supporting additional 
housing opportunities, including middle housing, but the current phase of work was intended 
primarily to bring the zoning regulations into compliance with the new state requirements and 
establish a foundation for future amendments. 

Regarding housing and design review, Mr. Gomes discussed concerns related to the role of the 
Architectural and Site Design Review Committee (ASDRC). The state legislation prohibits 
discretionary zoning actions that would prevent otherwise compliant housing development, but 
that design review remains permissible so long as it does not require changes to a proposal that 
are not otherwise required by zoning regulations. He noted that additional review of the ASDRC 
process and the appropriate scope of design review would be more appropriately addressed 
during Phase 2. 

Mr. Gomes also addressed concerns regarding the classification of planned commerce and 
planned employment zones as industrial zones. He explained that these zones have historically 
functioned as industrial districts and that the current draft maintains that classification. He 
acknowledged concerns raised by members of the public regarding whether those classifications 
could limit opportunities for middle housing and stated that the broader question of future zoning 
classifications, permitted uses, and whether those areas should allow additional forms of housing 
would require a more comprehensive policy discussion during Phase 2. 

The Commission and members of the public also discussed the use of the term “character” 
throughout the regulations. Mr. Gomes explained that recent statutory changes do not prohibit all 
consideration of character but instead prohibit denial of applications based on vague references 
to character unless the term is specifically defined within the regulations. The draft includes 
more specific criteria intended to provide objective standards, but additional refinement may be 
appropriate during Phase 2. He cautioned that while the current draft is intended to comply with 
state requirements, future decision-making by the Commission must avoid relying on generalized 
notions of neighborhood character as a basis for denying applications. 

Mr. Gomes further explained that comments received regarding allowing additional housing 
opportunities in commercial and mixed-use zones reflected broader policy issues that the 
Steering Committee intentionally deferred to Phase 2. Many existing commercial zones currently 
do not permit multi-family residential development except through mixed-use arrangements and 
that the draft regulations maintain consistency with the existing Plan of Conservation and 
Development approach. The intent of Phase 1, he explained, was to satisfy the immediate 
requirements of the state legislation while creating a framework for a more extensive community 
conversation about housing, density, land use, and zoning policy. 

Several members of the public spoke in support of expanding housing opportunities and raised 
concerns regarding provisions they believed could limit future development. 
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Jeffrey Stein of 142 Olde Stage Road spoke in support of recommendations submitted to the 
Commission and discussed the benefits of middle housing, which he described as residential 
buildings containing two to nine units that can provide additional affordability while maintaining 
compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods. He encouraged the Town to identify appropriate 
locations where middle housing could be permitted and expressed concern that the current draft 
could limit those opportunities by classifying certain areas as industrial. 

Rob Dakers of 15 Trifero Circle discussed the broader affordability challenges facing the 
community and expressed concern that the draft regulations could prevent opportunities to 
address housing needs. He questioned whether the Town’s approach would fully satisfy the 
intent of the state legislation and referenced guidance from the Capitol Region Council of 
Governments regarding the interpretation of middle housing requirements. He urged the 
Commission to consider revisions before adoption rather than delaying those discussions until a 
later phase. 

David O’Connor of 1140 Main Street spoke regarding the continued use of “character” 
standards and supported maintaining the concept so long as it is supported by objective criteria. 
He emphasized the need for clarity regarding the role of the ASDRC and whether its review 
constitutes advisory input or discretionary approval. He also raised concerns regarding the 
provision limiting each lot to one principal building, stating that this could unnecessarily restrict 
residential flexibility when other zoning requirements already provide safeguards. 

Erin Boggs of 612 Manchester Road, Executive Director of Open Communities Alliance, 
thanked the Commission for its work and emphasized that the new state housing legislation 
should be considered alongside existing zoning law, fair housing requirements, and anti-
segregation provisions. She encouraged the Town to allow both mixed-use and multi-family 
housing options, noting that mixed-use development can be difficult to achieve because it 
requires coordination between different types of developers. She also expressed concern 
regarding the one-building limitation and encouraged further review of the term “character” 
during future zoning discussions. 

Denise Weeks of 334 Hollister Way encouraged the Commission to amend the Phase 1 
regulations to remove planned employment and planned commercial zones from the definition of 
industrial zones. She stated that those classifications were not required by the state legislation 
and could prevent middle housing opportunities in areas appropriate for additional development. 
She referenced regional guidance supporting middle housing opportunities in commercial and 
mixed-use areas and encouraged the Commission to reconsider the classification before 
adoption. 

Rick Taff of 1 Chestnut Hill Terrace thanked the drafting Commission for its work but noted 
that he had identified several technical corrections and drafting issues within the regulations. He 
explained that he had submitted written recommendations to the Office of Community 
Development and requested confirmation that the Commission had received and reviewed his 
comments. Mr. Zanlungo confirmed receiving his comments. 

Following public comment, Mr. Zanlungo asked staff to clarify the Town’s commitment to a 
second phase of zoning work, the resources dedicated to the project, and the implications of 
remaining out of compliance with the state legislation. He expressed concern that members of 
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the public might interpret adoption of Phase 1 as the conclusion of the zoning review process 
rather than the beginning of a broader effort. 

Ms. Caltagirone confirmed that Phase 2 would move forward immediately following adoption of 
Phase 1. She explained that funding had already been included in the budget, the consultant team 
was engaged, and the steering committee could begin meeting shortly after adoption. She 
emphasized that the Town intentionally divided the work into two phases over the previous 18 to 
24 months. Phase 1 was designed to establish a compliant zoning framework with a strong 
foundation for Phase 2, when more substantial policy discussions and amendments will take 
place. 
 
Ms. Caltagirone explained that Phase 2 would address broader issues including housing, middle 
housing opportunities, housing diversity, density, lighting standards, environmental standards, 
and parking regulations. The public engagement process would include workshops, focus groups, 
and other opportunities for community participation. 
 
In response to questions regarding the consequences of delaying adoption, Ms. Caltagirone 
explained that without updated regulations the Town could be placed in a difficult position when 
reviewing applications for middle housing or mixed-use housing. Without clear standards, 
applicants would lack certainty regarding the approval process, and the Town could be required 
to rely on procedures that had not been formally adopted. This could create confusion and 
increase the potential for legal challenges. 
 
Mr. Gomes added that Public Act 25-1 did not require municipalities to amend regulations by 
July 1, but it did establish requirements regarding middle housing, mixed-use development, 
parking limitations, and review procedures. Because the statute is broad in some areas, 
municipalities have an important role in adopting regulations that are consistent with the law 
while also creating a predictable process for applicants. Failing to adopt compliant regulations 
places the Town in a reactive position and creates uncertainty for both applicants and decision-
makers. 
 
Mr. Gomes reiterated that the concerns raised during the hearing were consistent with issues 
already identified by the project team and that Phase 2 was specifically intended to provide the 
more comprehensive discussion necessary to address them. He encouraged members of the 
public who raised concerns to remain involved throughout the next phase of the process. 
Commission discussion continued regarding public participation in Phase 2. Ms. Lucas asked 
whether there had been consideration of including members of the public on the steering 
committee, noting that the first phase did not include public members. Ms. Caltagirone explained 
that the steering committee was appointed by Town Council and that the current engagement 
plan relied on focus groups, workshops, interviews, and other public participation opportunities 
rather than expanding the steering committee membership. The Commission could recommend 
that Town Council consider adding public representation if there was consensus. 
 
Commission members also discussed technical edits and clarification items. Ms. Lucas supported 
incorporating definitions of zoning officials into the revised code and recommended that Mr. 
Taff’s technical comments be forwarded for consideration. Ms. Caltagirone clarified that the 
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anticipated recommendation to Town Council would include whether the Commission supported 
moving forward with adoption, along with a separate list of suggested revisions and 
considerations. 
 
Ms. Lucas raised additional concerns regarding specific language in the regulations, including 
the reference to “morals” in the purpose statement, provisions addressing the hierarchy between 
zoning regulations and other laws, and references to “character” in residential zoning standards. 
Mr. Gomes stated that staff would need to compare the proposed language with existing 
regulations but reiterated that the current use of “character” was intended to comply with state 
law by providing greater specificity. He acknowledged that additional refinement could occur 
during Phase 2. 
 
Ms. Cahill, who serves on the steering committee, thanked members of the public for their 
participation and comments throughout the process. The committee had been working on the 
project for approximately 15 months and agreed with Mr. Gomes and town staff that the issues 
raised during the hearing were not closed and would be addressed through Phase 2. She 
emphasized that the next phase would require a more robust policy discussion and additional 
public engagement, including focused public hearings and working groups, with housing as a 
central topic of discussion. 
 
Ms. Cahill supported Ms. Lucas’s recommendation to remove the word “morals” from the 
zoning purpose statement, noting that the term does not provide meaningful or enforceable 
guidance. She also supported reviewing technical and drafting issues identified during the 
process, while distinguishing those items from the larger policy questions that would require 
additional discussion. She recommended prioritizing several items for further review, including 
concerns raised in Sage’s memorandum and Karl Wagener’s comments regarding shared 
driveway requirements. 
 
Ms. Cahill also identified additional topics for Phase 2 consideration, including non-conforming 
structures, temporary event regulations, and middle housing policies. She expressed support for 
allowing middle housing while noting that further discussion would be needed regarding issues 
such as parking requirements, traffic management districts, inclusionary zoning, and how those 
policies should apply to different forms of housing. Regarding planned employment and planned 
commerce zones, she stated that she did not believe the Commission should resolve those 
broader land use policy questions during Phase 1 and supported addressing them as part of the 
Phase 2 process. 
 
Mr. Gomes responded that while Public Act 25-1 does not require municipalities to adopt 
specific affordability requirements for middle housing, it also does not prohibit municipalities 
from considering those issues through future policy discussions. 
 
Mr. Markuszka commented that, regardless of the issues raised during the hearing, different 
interpretations and perspectives would continue to exist because terms within zoning regulations 
can have different meanings to different people. He expressed support for moving forward with 
Phase 1 while recognizing that additional clarification and discussion would continue. 
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Ms. Anderson echoed Mr. Markuszka’s comments and stated that she believed planned 
commerce and planned employment zones should be removed from the industrial zone 
classification. 
 
Mr. Haynes provided historical context regarding the zoning classifications, explaining that 
planned industrial areas had historically been the Town’s industrial zones and were later divided 
into additional classifications. He stated that those areas continued to function as industrial 
districts. 
 

Ms. Caltagirone clarified that neither planned employment nor planned commerce zones 
currently allow broad retail or personal service uses that are amenities typically found near 
residential neighborhoods. The zones do allow certain industrial uses,  and the historical 
classification was important context in considering whether changes should be made. 

Mr. Zanlungo expressed concern that changing classifications prematurely could create 
unintended consequences. If the Town changed the zoning classification and later determined 
that a particular development was inconsistent with community goals, the Town would not be 
able to reverse that decision. 

Ms. Jagel supported the work of the steering committee and addressed concerns raised during 
public comment regarding industrial zones. She noted that some public comments appeared to 
suggest that the zoning classifications were intended to prevent affordable housing opportunities, 
but explained that these areas had historically been industrial districts. The issue involved a 
spectrum of appropriate uses and that the committee had considered the geographic location and 
future potential of those areas. 

Mr. Zlotnick supported moving forward with the draft regulations while continuing to address 
clarification items and policy questions during Phase 2. He emphasized that the Town’s materials 
had consistently stated that Phase 1 was not intended to add or modify zoning districts, and he 
expressed support for keeping the focus of Phase 1 on establishing the revised zoning framework 
rather than making broader land use policy changes. He asked whether Phase 2 would have an 
overall timeline or deadline. 

Mr. Gomes responded that Phase 2 would not be driven by a statutory deadline but would follow 
an established engagement schedule and process. He anticipated the work would take 
approximately one year to one and a half years and noted that amendments could be brought 
forward incrementally as discussions progressed rather than waiting until the entire Phase 2 
process was complete. 

Mr. Zlotnick expressed support for prioritizing the issues identified by Ms. Cahill and stated that 
the Commission should move forward with the draft regulations while ensuring that those 
additional considerations were documented for future review. He thanked members of the public 
for their participation and acknowledged the work completed by the steering committee and 
staff. 

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

Motion by: Secretary Cahill    Seconded by: Commissioner Markuszka 
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BE IT RESOLVED, that the Town Plan & Zoning Commission hereby provides a positive 
recommendation regarding the adoption of the Phase I Draft Glastonbury Zoning Regulations, 
dated June 3, 2026, to the Town Council with the following comments for consideration: 

 The Commission recommends prioritizing the issues raised by the Town Attorney in their 
June 2, 2026 memorandum in Phase II of the zoning regulation update. 

 The Commission recommends that the comments submitted by Richard Taff specific to 
clerical corrections be considered for incorporation into the zoning regulations as part of the 
Phase 1 zoning regulation update. 

 The Commission recommends that the rear lot driveway criteria be reviewed along with 
other development standards in Phase II of the zoning regulation update.  

 The Commission recommends that the Town Council consider adding members of the public 
to the Planning & Zoning Update Steering Committee. 

 The majority of the Commission members (5 of 7 members) support the proposed 
classification of the Planned Employment and Planned Commerce zones as industrial zones, 
and they recommend prioritizing a discussion of possible changes to these two zones to 
accommodate housing in Phase II of the zoning regulation update. 

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

REGULAR MEETING 

1. Acceptance of the Minutes of the July 7th, 2026 Regular Meeting  

Motion by: Secretary Cahill    Seconded by: Commissioner Anderson 

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

2. CONSENT CALENDAR 

a. Scheduling of Public Hearings for the Regular Meeting of August 11, 2026: to be 
determined 

3. Chairman’s Report - NONE 

4. Report from Community Development Staff – NONE 

 

With no further comments, Chairman Zanlungo adjourned the meeting at 9:55 P.M. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Jessica Suwala 
Recording Clerk 


