TOWN COUNCIL MEETING: AUGUST 4, 2026
WRITTEN TESTIMONY: PUBLIC HEARING - ACTION ON ADOPTION OF THE PHASE | DRAFT GLASTONBURY ZONING REGULATIONS (CONT'D FROM 7/28/26 TC MTG)
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Written Testimony: Per Council rules & procedures, testimony at public hearings is limited to 5 minutes. Please limit your written
testimony to what can be reasonably read to the record of the public hearing in 5 minutes.

David

O'Connor

1140 Main Street

PA 25-1 was enacted to address Connecticut’s urgent need for additional housing. Like other municipalities, Glastonbury will be
required to participate in a Housing Growth Plan in 2028, either individually or regionally, identifying strategies to promote
housing growth and address barriers to housing development. With this mandate for housing growth in mind, | want to
reexamine the change of Planned Commercial and Planned Employment Zones to Industrial in Section 2.1. of the draft. Section
16 of PA 25-1 states that municipalities shall allow middle housing or mixed-use development on lots zoned commercial. In
retitling PC to industrial, the draft removes that opportunity and does not stimulate housing growth but introduces a potential
new barrier. Also, the 8-30g industrial zone restriction is at least notionally being applied to industrial zones in the draft, even
though according to Attorney Branse last week, PA 25-1 does not require, or even mention, such language. These are two
different statutes that are being conflated in the draft. Further, 25-1 makes no distinction between industrial and non-industrial
nor does it make any mention of zone character or title. However the perception of a restriction remains. At a minimum, the
change will result in confusion and undoubtedly limit housing development. For new 8-30g applications, the change forms a
barrier to housing development due to the industrial zone restriction. Here again, the draft regulations do not promote housing
growth in these zones; they introduce a new limitation to housing growth. The same logic can be applied to residential PADs
which will not be allowed in industrial zones, per Section 11.4.B of the draft regulations. PADs for housing are permitted though
not in industrial zones. How does this additional limitation contribute to a housing growth plan? It does not. | ask that
“industrial” be removed in these sections in the draft and that PC and PE zones be left as they are. Going back to the original
language and retaining PC and PE zones is not a major change. The POCD does not really apply to this discussion. It was adopted
eight years ago, under very different housing conditions. Its policies are aspirational and non-binding and should inform our
decisions but not prevent us from complying with new state requirements and today’s housing needs.

Deborah

Stein

142 Olde Stage
Road, Glastonbury
CT 06033

Chairman Turner and Honorable Members of the Glastonbury Town Council, 1 am a member of Glastonbury Friends of Housing
and was present at last week’s Public Hearing, presentation and discussion on the Phase 1 Draft Zoning Regulations. In response
to the ‘and’ vs. ‘or’ question raised by Councilor Wang relating to mixed-use middle housing and/or transit community middle
housing, the Town Attorney clearly stated that PA 25-1 stipulates ‘or’ — one or the other is permissible. In reviewing the language
in the Act, however, | noted the following on page 55: "On and after July 1, 2026, any zoning regulations adopted or amended
pursuant to section 8-2, as amended by this act, (1) shall allow for the development of a transit community middle housing
development, as defined in section 11 of this act, or a mixed-use development, on any lot that is zoned for commercial or mixed-
use development, subject only to summary review..." The above frames the decision of mixed-use middle housing or transit
community middle housing on a lot-by-lot basis rather than as a uniform town-wide regulation. This interpretation is congruent
with the policy goals of the act as well as allowing a developer to determine what is most appropriate for a particular
lot/location/project — and it is still ‘or.” | believe that this is the best policy choice and the one that adheres most closely to the
intent and language of the bill. | have one additional point relating to stipulating mixed-use middle housing as the sole type that
would be allowable. Mixed-use middle would, in many cases, involve walkup apartments not suitable for many older people or
those of any age with mobility issues. Allowing both types of middle housing would make middle housing more accessible while
conforming best to the language and related intent of PA 25-1. Please consider these points prior to voting on the Phase 1 Draft
Regulations. Sincerely, Deborah Stein




William

Marut

264 Carriage Drive

At the Public Hearing of 07/28/26, there was a discussion about the word OR in Sec. 16. Section 8-2s of Public Act 25-1. The
purpose of this testimony is to add to that discussion. <<start excerpt>> (a) On and after July 1, 2026, any zoning regulations
adopted or amended pursuant to section 8-2, as amended by this act, (1) shall allow for the development of a transit community
middle housing development, as defined in section 11 of this act, or a mixed-use development, on any lot that is zoned for
commercial or mixed-use development . . . <<end excerpt>> In essence, the OR under consideration is: middle housing
development OR mixed-use development. The question is how to interpret the word OR. In English, there are two versions of
the word OR. INCLUSIVE OR: Given two things to choose from, you can choose one or the other or both. EXCLUSIVE OR: Given
two things to choose from, you can choose one or the other but not both. Example: INCLUSIVE: "If you have questions about
billing or technical support, contact us." EXCLUSIVE: "Would you like coffee or tea?" AMBIGUOUS: “Residents may park on Main
Street on Saturday or Sunday." The OR in Sec. 16 Section 8-2s is ambiguous. One possible interpretation is that municipalities
may satisfy the statute by allowing only mixed-use developments. That appears to be the interpretation reflected in
Glastonbury's current Phase 1 proposal. Another reasonable interpretation is that the legislature deliberately identified two
independent categories of qualifying development and intended each to be permitted. Under that interpretation, municipalities
would be required to allow both middle housing, and mixed-use developments. | believe the second interpretation is the
stronger one. If the legislature intended only mixed-use developments to qualify, there would have been little reason to
separately identify "middle housing development." The fact that both categories are expressly listed suggests that each has
independent significance. | am not claiming that the statute unambiguously requires this interpretation. Rather, | believe it is a
reasonable reading of the statutory text and, in my view, the stronger one. Because the statute has not yet been judicially
interpreted, | believe Glastonbury should adopt the interpretation that is most faithful to the statutory language AND TO THE
GENERAL ASSEMBLY'S APPARENT INTENT TO EXPAND OPPORTUNITIES FOR MIDDLE HOUSING, rather than adopting the
narrowest permissible interpretation.




Denise

Weeks

334 Hollister Way
West

Let me preface my comments by saying that | truly appreciate the effort that the committee has put into developing the Phase |
Zoning changes. | and members of GFH have put in numerous hours reading and assessing those changes and their impact and
I’'m sure it is but a fraction of the time you have devoted over the last year and a half. Thank you!

That said, we take issue with several changes as they relate to housing. One of those is the reclassification of PE and PC zones to
Industrial. Whatever the steering committee’s intent may be, the reclassification would not prohibit middle housing in those
zones. The 8-30g provisions related to ‘Industrial zones” are not relevant to PS 25-1 as assumed by the Steering Committee.

In a memo to the council regarding Draft Zoning Regulations (Phase 1) dated July 24, 2026 it states that the PE and PC zones
“were zoned Planned Industrial until 2004, when the two zones were separated into PE and PC to reflect their changing
character from Industrial to more Commercial... The Committee concluded that the PC and PE zones, because they were
formerly Planned Industrial Zones and allow for primarily industrial and heavy commercial uses, should not accommodate
middle housing and have been classified as industrial zones accordingly.”

| ask you, are you really looking to promote more industrial uses like the Highway Safety operation in these zones?

In 2004 the town adapted to circumstances at that time, and the changes spurred significant development in the northern
section of the zone. Rather than going backwards and defining these areas as Industrial, it makes more sense to continue to
permit commercial uses along with middle and mixed middle housing. That would do more to increase the tax base and
revitalize the area,-especially in the Commerce St./Kreiger Lane corridor, while providing needed workforce housing.

So why the resistance to removing PE and PC zones from Phase I?

According to the memo, the committee’s reason for not removing PE and PC zones from the definition of Industrial Zones NOW,
as we have requested, is that future substantive changes may need to be made to those zones and so should be considered in
Phase 2.

We argue both that redefining PE and PC as industrial is irrelevant to PA25-A and that reclassifying PE and PC zones as industrial
IS itself a substantive change and should not be made in Phase .

Removing PE and PC zones from the definition of Industrial Zones would not prelude consideration of future changes to those
zones by the town and its residents in phase 2. Nor do we believe that such an analysis can adequately happen during the
expedited Phase | process. Removing PE and PC zones from the definition of Industrial zones BEFORE adoption simply leaves the
code as it is while the committee entertains more substantive changes to those zones in Phase 2.

It has been four years since the town adopted its Affordable Housing Plan, which included middle-housing as a strategy. If this
simple request —to remove PE and PC zones from the definition of Industrial Zones — is not made NOW, along with our
recommended changes regarding middle-housing, it will mean that housing, for those already struggling with affordability and
lack of choices, will have to wait up to another two years.

This reclassification of PE and PC zones is not a minor change. It effectively returns the zoning of those areas to a pre-2004
definition, moving us backwards when we should be moving forward with a code that permits more middle and mixed middle
house and acknowledges that the biggest jump in tax revenue to the town in recent years has come from housing development,
not industrial development.

So once again, | ask you to amend the phase | rules BEFORE their adoption to remove PE and PC zones from the definition of
Industrial Zone.




