GLASTONBURY TOWN COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
TUESDAY, JULY 28, 2026

The Glastonbury Town Council, with Town Manager Jonathan Luiz in attendance, held a Regular Meeting at
7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of Town Hall at 2155 Main Street, with the option for Zoom Video
Conferencing. The video was broadcast in real time and via a live video stream.

1. Roll Call.

Council Members

Mr. Corey Turner, Chairman (left at 9:25 p.m.)

Ms. Jennifer Wang, Vice Chairman

Ms. Mary LaChance, Majority Leader

Mr. Kurt P. Cavanaugh, Minority Leader

Mr. John Cavanna

Mr. Anthony DiLizia (excused)

Mr. Thomas P. Gullotta

Mr. Larry Niland (participated via Zoom Video Conferencing)
Mr. Whit Osgood

a. Pledge of Allegiance. Led by Lisa Zerio.
2. Public Comment.

Jim Zeller of 210 Woodland Street. Mr. Zeller urged the Town Council to require greater transparency in the
Board of Education budget by adopting a more detailed budget format that would allow officials and taxpayers to
compare prior budget estimates with actual spending and better evaluate budget accuracy. Mr. Zeller stated that
improving the budget document would increase accountability for the Board of Education's use of surplus funds
and restore public confidence in the budget process.

The following comments were submitted into the record via the Town Website:

John Clearwater of 434 Main Street. Mr. Clearwater requested that the Town Council adopt an ordinance
prohibiting dogs on the new high school turf fields, citing concerns about damage to the fields and requesting
enforcement through police or animal control.

Heather McConnell of 385 Keeney Street. Ms. McConnell urged the Town Council to pursue comprehensive
safety improvements on Keeney Street rather than relying solely on rumble strips, citing the road's narrow width,
blind curves, lack of shoulders and sidewalks, and history of serious accidents as ongoing safety concerns for
motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists.

Robert McConnell of 385 Keeney Street. Mr. McConnell urged the Town Council to pursue comprehensive
safety improvements on Keeney Street rather than relying solely on rumble strips, citing the road's narrow width,
blind curves, lack of shoulders and sidewalks, and history of serious accidents as ongoing safety concerns for
motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists.

3. Special Reports.
a. Presentation of the Welles-Turner Memorial Library Strategic Plan 2026-2030.

Library Director Amy Cadieux and Library Board Chair Susan Pearlman presented their report.
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Ms. Pearlman described the extensive collaborative process behind the library’s new five-year strategic plan,
highlighting community input, changing library needs, and the importance of planning for the future. Ms.
Pearlman said the feedback showed strong public support for the library while identifying opportunities to expand
programming, community partnerships, study space, digital resources, lifelong learning, and public awareness of
available services.

Ms. Cadieux outlined the library’s five-year strategic plan, explaining that it was developed from extensive
community input and focuses on facilities, collections, programming, community engagement, and organizational
sustainability while remaining achievable within existing resources. Ms. Cadieux highlighted several initiatives
already underway, including expanded programming, increased technology assistance, staff reorganization, and a
structured process for tracking and reporting progress to the Library Board and Town administration.

Councilor LaChance noted that most survey responses came from residents age 50 and older, which she felt was
not fully representative of the community, and encouraged broader outreach in future surveys. Ms. Cadieux
responded that the library promoted the survey through every available channel, but participation was voluntary.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked whether the library planned displays for the 250th anniversary of the Declaration of
Independence and future Constitution anniversary. Ms. Cadieux responded that no such display is currently
planned but that Staff could explore the possibility if the opportunity arises.

Councilor Gullotta suggested inviting local historian Jim Hollis to present at the library about Glastonbury’s role
in the Revolutionary War, noting he had written an excellent piece on the subject. Ms. Cadieux said she would
pass the suggestion along to the library’s programming team, adding that the library is already hosting a variety of
programs celebrating America’s 250th anniversary, including adult, teen, and family events, a historical reading
program, and a community participation initiative.

Councilor Wang commended Ms. Cadieux and Ms. Pearlman on the strategic plan, describing it as concise and
accessible. Councilor Wang emphasized the value the library provides relative to its share of the Town budget
and encouraged continued marketing of its resources. Councilor Wang asked what key metrics would be used to
measure the plan's success over the next five years. Ms. Cadieux responded that the library intends to track
measures such as foot traffic, program attendance, the number of programs offered, and circulation, while also
collecting qualitative success stories from patrons who benefit from library services. Ms. Cadieux stated that the
library is implementing initiatives such as the 1,000 Books Before Kindergarten program to encourage lifelong
engagement and will continue using measurable data to evaluate progress.

Ms. Pearlman stated that the Library Board unanimously approved the strategic plan and expressed confidence in
its successful implementation under Ms. Cadieux's leadership.

Chairman Turner thanked Ms. Cadieux and Ms. Pearlman for their presentation, commended the library's work,
and described the library as a valuable asset to the Town.

4. Old Business.

a. Discussion and possible action regarding rental operations at the Glastonbury Boathouse
and Riverfront Community Center.

Chairman Turner asked the Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. The Town Manager provided an overview of the item
as outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet. Mr. Luiz invited Director of Parks and Recreation,
Lisa Zerio, and Event & Banquet Facility Manager, Kristen Michaels, to respond to questions from the
Councilors.
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Councilor Gullotta asked whether Staff had been able to determine the history behind the first-floor rental
arrangement at the Boathouse. Ms. Zerio responded that she could not find any documentation explaining the
original arrangement but assumed it was intended to be reciprocal, similar to how Parks and Recreation uses
Board of Education facilities without charge while maintaining the grounds. After discussion about construction
fundraising, Councilor Gullotta asked about the financial impact of the first floor, noting approximately $30,000
in associated expenses. Ms. Zerio reported that boat storage rentals generated $11,582 in revenue during the
previous year, with additional revenue from boat launch fees ($8,620) and miscellaneous outdoor programming
($5,300), though she clarified those latter revenues were separate from the first-floor rental income.

Ms. Michaels reviewed the caterer application for the Riverfront Community Center (RCC) and Boathouse
outside caterers.

Mr. Luiz stated that the Friends of Glastonbury Rowing made a commitment related to the Boathouse facility,
with staff researching records to determine the amount received. Councilor Gullotta noted the commitment
appeared to be approximately $250,000.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked about the crew team’s affiliation, and Ms. Zerio explained it operates under the
Board of Education, with Friends of Glastonbury Rowing handling fundraising. Councilor Cavanaugh requested
that Ms. Zerio investigate whether any formal arrangement existed.

Councilor Osgood stated that one way to offset the revenue loss would be to charge the Board of Education for
use of the facility, which would need to be discussed during the budget process.

Councilor LaChance disagreed with characterizing it as a revenue loss, stating that supporting the crew team was
part of the facility’s intended purpose and that charging the Board of Education would not make sense since both
are part of the same Town.

Chairman Turner asked about the Boathouse rental commission records and why only fiscal year 2023-2024 was
included. Ms. Michaels explained that the information requires manual compilation because commission checks
often cover multiple events, but they can work on providing additional years. Chairman Turner discussed the
need to increase Boathouse revenue to reduce taxpayer burden and suggested reviewing the rental process,
including customer experience, caterer requirements, third-party services, and potential alternative management
models. Ms. Michaels explained that the caterer limitations are intended to manage kitchen liability and that
feedback indicates renters are often overwhelmed by too many caterer choices, which led to the current limited
list approach. Chairman Turner suggested exploring options such as outside management of rentals. Ms. Zerio
noted concerns about limiting public access to the park if events were booked every day. Ms. Michaels explained
that contracting with a single caterer could create challenges if issues arise due to events being scheduled far in
advance. Chairman Turner stated that creating a subcommittee with Town staff to review the process and identify
opportunities to increase revenue would be beneficial.

Councilor Cavanna thanked Staff for their hard work.

Councilor Wang thanked Staff for their hard work and requested more formal estimates comparing the current
Boathouse model with potential alternative models, including staffing and operational costs. Councilor Wang
stated that she would like additional information before making decisions and does not feel she would be helpful
on a subcommittee without that background. Ms. Michaels noted that changing models would increase expenses
and take time to determine the budget impact.

Chairman Turner stated that different scenarios should be evaluated and supported using a subcommittee to
analyze options and provide the Council with enough information to make an informed decision.

Glastonbury Town Council
Regular Meeting of July 28, 2026
Recording Clerk — JM

Minutes Page 3 of 16



Councilor Osgood stated he supported the subcommittee concept and asked if Chairman Turner would like to
serve on it. Chairman Turner agreed to participate and suggested having at least two Council members work with
Mr. Luiz and staff to evaluate different options. Councilor Osgood stated that the idea was worth exploring to
ensure alternative approaches are considered, even if the current model ultimately remains the best option.

Motion by: Councilor Osgood Seconded by: Councilor LaChance

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby creates a subcommittee comprised of Councilor
LaChance and Chairman Turner to work with the Town Manager and Town staff to evaluate the booking options
at the Boathouse and Riverfront Community Center.”

Discussion: Councilor Gullotta suggested using the term "funding" instead of "booking" for the subcommittee's
scope. Councilor Osgood responded that the discussion should remain focused on the second-floor Boathouse
rental process, including its operations, revenue, and expenses, rather than expanding to the entire Riverfront Park
or Boathouse. Councilor LaChance volunteered to serve on the subcommittee. Councilor Wang asked whether
inviting a member of the Parks and Recreation Commission would be helpful given its involvement with
Riverfront Park matters. Ms. Zerio explained that the Commission is advisory only to the Parks and Recreation
budget and not to the Riverfront or Boathouse budgets, and Councilor Wang agreed it was appropriate to leave
the subcommittee as proposed.

Result: Motion passed (7-1-0; Councilor Cavanaugh voted no).
5. New Business.

a. Discussion and possible action to request financial reporting from the Board of Education.

Chairman Turner asked the Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. The Town Manager provided an overview of the item
as outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet.

Councilor Gullotta asked whether there was consensus to move forward with option two, which included the
Board of Finance's requested additions. After seeing general agreement from the Council, Chairman Turner
confirmed there was a consensus to proceed with option two.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Gullotta

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby requests that the Glastonbury Board of
Education provide an annual Year-End Fiscal Transparency Report to the Council and the Board of Finance by
the Council’s last meeting in October. This report shall include, but not limited to:

1. A summary of all actual revenue received vs. budgeted amounts, specifically highlighting any
unanticipated funds (e.g., increases state aid, tuition from other districts, significant donations,
etc.).

2. A list of expenditures funded by the unanticipated revenue identified in Section 1.

3. A list of any budget category that exceeded its original appropriation by 10% or $25,000
(whichever is lower).

Routine administrative transfers between accounts that do not increase the total bottom line of the Board of
Education’s budget are not required for this report;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby requests that the Glastonbury Board
of Education include in the annual Board of Education Approved Budget materials presented to the Town
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Council and Board of Finance, to be received no later than the Annual Town Meeting, the below reporting on a
per program basis:
1. Approved budgets and actual expenditures for the past two completed fiscal years.
2. Approved Budget and the Fall Revised Budget of the current fiscal year.
3. Superintendent’s Proposed Budget and Board of Education Approved Budget for the proposed
future fiscal year.
4. Percent change from Approved Budget of the current fiscal year to Board of Education Approved
Budget for the proposed future fiscal year.”

Discussion: Councilor Niland stated that he supports greater budget transparency but expressed concern that the
Board of Education's budget can change significantly between its adoption in March and the start of the school
year due to factors such as enrollment, special education needs, outplacements, and LINKS placements.
Councilor Niland stated that he does not want the additional reporting requirements to become a "gotcha"
exercise over changes that are inherent to the budgeting process, but said he would still vote in favor of the
motion.

The Council commenced the public hearing at 8:00 p.m.
PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION ON PUBLIC HEARING - 8:00 P.M.

NO.1 ACTION ON PROPOSED APPROPRIATION AND TRANSFER OF $95,542.58 FROM THE
CAPITAL RESERVE FUND BALANCE TO THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT FUND -
TRAFFIC CALMING THROUGH THE SAFE STREETS AND ROADS FOR ALL (SS4A) GRANT.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves an appropriation and transfer of
8395,542.58 from the Capital Reserve Fund Balance to the Capital Improvements Project Fund — Traffic Calming
through the Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A4) Grant, as described in a report by the Director of Finance and
Administrative Services dated July 24, 2026, and as recommended by the Board of Finance.”

Discussion: Chairman Turner asked the Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. The Town Manager provided an
overview of the item as outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet.

With no comments from the public, Chairman Turner closed the public hearing.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (8-0-0).

NO. 2 ACTION ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO TOWN CODE CHAPTER 18, ARTICLE III -
TAX ABATEMENTS FOR FARMS, SECTION 18-31 - REGULATIONS GENERALLY.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby amends Town Code, Chapter 18, Article 1] —
Tax Abatement for Farms, Section 18-31 — Regulations Generally, as described in a report by the Town Manager
dated July 24, 2026, and as recommended by the Policy & Ordinance Review Subcommittee, with said
amendment effective August 10, 2026."

Discussion: Chairman Turner asked the Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. The Town Manager provided an
overview of the item as outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet.
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With no comments from the public, Chairman Turner closed the public hearing.
Councilor Cavanaugh noted that Councilor Cavanna recused himself from the vote.

Councilor Gullotta stated that supporting local farmers has been a long time coming and noted that while this is a
very small step, he hopes the State of Connecticut and federal government will continue expanding efforts to
support agriculture. Councilor Gullotta stated that farming is a major part of Glastonbury’s heritage and it is
important to preserve it.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-1; Councilor Cavanna recused).

NO.3 ACTION ON ADOPTION OF THE PHASE I DRAFT GLASTONBURY ZONING
REGULATIONS.

Chairman Turner asked the Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. The Town Manager provided an overview of the item
as outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet. Mr. Luiz invited Director of Community Development,
Shelley Caltagirone, IMEG consultant, Francisco Gomes, and Town Attorney, Mark Branse, to provide a
presentation and respond to questions.

Mr. Gomes presented his report.

Attorney Branse clarified that Public Act 25-1 does not distinguish between industrial and non-industrial zones
and does not consider the title or classification of a zone when determining where middle housing or mixed-use
housing must be allowed. Attorney Branse stated that reclassifying or renaming zones does not change their
eligibility for middle housing, noting that questions about what constitutes a commercial use will likely require
further clarification from the courts or General Assembly. Mr. Gomes stated that the decision to classify the Plan
Employment and Plan Commerce zones as industrial was intended to better describe and manage those areas,
distinguish them from other commercial zones, and was based on the compatibility of middle housing with
existing uses and the recommendations of the Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD).

Ms. Caltagirone stated that the Town Attorney was asked to review Mr. Taff’s comments and provide
recommendations on which edits should be incorporated. Ms. Caltagirone stated that the recommended edits
would be provided to the Council and public in a line-by-line format for review, noting that the document
contains mostly grammatical, clerical, or legal clarification edits and would be distributed as early as the
following day.

Attorney Branse stated that the special events provision is a significant change that may warrant additional
review, noting that client towns have experienced issues with large events. Attorney Branse stated that if Phase 2
is intended for substantive changes, he questioned why this provision was included in Phase 1 and suggested it
receive further examination.

Chairman Turner stated that, given the presentation and the anticipated distribution of the Town Attorney’s
recommendations, he recommended proceeding with the second motion to continue the public hearing until the
next meeting. Councilor Wang stated that she supported the continuation but requested that the Council still hear
public comment and allow for additional questions before continuing the hearing. Chairman Turner agreed and
clarified that he wanted to continue with public comment while also getting an initial sense of the Council’s
direction. Chairman Turner informed the public that a motion was on the floor to continue the public hearing to
the August 4 meeting.
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Chairman Turner opened the floor for public comment.

Denise Weeks of 334 Hollister Way West. Ms. Weeks stated that she is a member of Glastonbury Friends of
Housing (GFH). Ms. Weeks stated she supports the Phase 1 zoning recommendations related to housing but
urged the Council to remove Planned Employment and Planned Commercial zones from the definition of
industrial zones. Ms. Weeks stated that reclassifying these zones would unnecessarily limit opportunities for
middle and affordable housing in areas well suited for residential development and could hinder the Town’s
ability to meet affordable housing goals.

William Marut of 264 Carriage Drive. Mr. Marut thanked the Town staff, consultants, Planning and Zoning
Commission, and Town Council for their work on the zoning revisions. Mr. Marut stated that Glastonbury
Partners in Housing believes the draft regulations can be improved and urged the Council to incorporate their
recommendations now rather than defer potential changes to Phase 2.

Richard Taff of 1 Chestnut Hill Terrace. Mr. Taff thanked the Steering Committee and Town staff for their
work on the zoning revisions. Mr. Taff stated that, as a former attorney who reviewed state agency regulations for
technical issues, he reviewed the draft regulations and submitted comments identifying inconsistencies, outdated
language, and technical corrections, many of which he noted existed in the prior regulations.

Attorney Branse stated that he reviewed Mr. Taff’s comments and found that approximately 90% of them were
constructive and helpful recommendations. Attorney Branse noted that Mr. Taff did a thorough review and
expressed appreciation that he plans to continue reviewing additional sections.

David O’Connor of 1140 Main Street. Mr. O’Connor thanked the Steering Committee for their work and
provided comments on the draft zoning regulations. Mr. O’Connor requested replacing discretionary
neighborhood character standards with objective criteria, removing the proposed reclassification of Planned
Commercial and Planned Employment zones as industrial, eliminating the one principal building per lot
limitation, and ensuring meaningful public participation and review of remaining housing-related regulations
during Phase 2.

Rob Dakers of 15 Trifiro Circle. Mr. Dakers stated that the draft zoning regulations take a minimum compliance
approach to middle housing provisions despite the Town’s housing affordability challenges. Mr. Dakers urged the
Council to make additional changes before adoption, including allowing middle housing in all commercial zones,
removing the one-building-per-lot restriction, removing the industrial reclassification of Planned Employment
and Planned Commercial zones, and ensuring approval standards are objective.

The following comments were submitted into the record via the Town website:

Denise Weeks of 334 Hollister Way West. Ms. Weeks urged the Council to remove Planned Employment and
Planned Commercial zones from the definition of industrial zones, stating that the reclassification would
unnecessarily restrict middle housing and affordable housing opportunities in key commercial areas. Ms. Weeks
argued that the change is not required by Public Act 25-1, cited CRCOG guidance supporting middle housing in
commercial corridors, and encouraged the Council to make the change during Phase 1 rather than delay it until
Phase 2.

Sarah Dzialo of 363 Main Street. Ms. Dzialo urged the Town Council to evaluate the Phase 1 zoning regulations
through the principles of private property rights, limited government, fiscal responsibility, and support for local
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farms. Ms. Dzialo also requested careful review of the proposed traffic-calming appropriation, including long-
term costs and impacts, and supported objective, accessible tax relief measures for working farms.

Deborah Stein of 142 Olde Stage Road. Ms. Stein stated that she supports the recommendations submitted by
Glastonbury Friends of Housing regarding Phase 1 Draft Zoning Provisions. Ms. Stein urged the Council to adopt
changes that expand middle housing opportunities, address the housing shortage, and provide more affordable
housing options for residents, workers, and future generations.

William Marut of 264 Carriage Drive. Mr. Marut, a member of Glastonbury Friends of Housing, thanked Town
staff, the consultant, and the Planning & Zoning Commission for their work on the Phase 1 zoning regulations.
Mr. Marut stated that the Council should incorporate GFH’s recommendations before adoption to remove
unnecessary barriers to future housing opportunities rather than defer potential changes to Phase 2.

Robert Dakers of 15 Trifiro Circle. Mr. Dakers, on behalf of the Glastonbury Friends of Housing, urged the
Council to incorporate the group's recommended changes into the Phase 1 Zoning Regulations rather than
deferring them to Phase 2. Mr. Dakers advocated removing the proposed industrial reclassification of the Planned
Commerce and Planned Employment zones, expanding opportunities for middle-housing, replacing subjective
approval standards with objective criteria, and limiting traffic study requirements for smaller middle housing
proposals.

Councilor Gullotta asked Attorney Branse about inclusionary zoning under PA 25-1. Attorney Branse stated that
because the law took effect July 1, he believes the Town should address inclusionary zoning in Phase 1 by
increasing the affordable housing requirement for developments that provide reduced parking, rather than
delaying the issue to Phase 2. Councilor Gullotta expressed support for the concept. Attorney Branse noted that
his firm distributed a model regulation to its client towns based on Glastonbury's existing inclusionary zoning
language with an added provision addressing reduced parking.

Councilor Gullotta asked Attorney Branse whether the Town's existing design guidelines satisfy the requirements
of PA 25-1. Attorney Branse responded that they do not, explaining that while Village Districts may still require
ASDRC review, design standards for summary review under PA 25-1 must be clear, objective, and non-
discretionary. Councilor Gullotta asked whether that means most of the Town lacks design protections, and
Attorney Branse clarified that while zoning standards such as setbacks and height remain enforceable, subjective
design standards related to building appearance, landscaping, and lighting are not. Councilor Gullotta suggested
they take a look at what Marlborough has passed. Attorney Branse responded that the model provided had blanks
in it that Marlborough filled in.

Councilor Osgood asked whether middle housing is defined as developments containing two to nine units.
Attorney Branse confirmed that it is and stated that objective design standards would need to be incorporated into
the zoning regulations. Councilor Osgood also asked whether the Town could require a higher percentage of
affordable housing for developments providing reduced parking under PA 25-1. Attorney Branse responded that
PA 25-1 does not limit the Town's inclusionary zoning authority, noted that the Act is new and contains
ambiguities, and explained that the model regulation his firm provided would increase the affordable housing
requirement for developments that provide less parking than otherwise required.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked Attorney Branse how the Council should address his recommendation to defer
changes to the special event regulations to Phase 2. Attorney Branse recommended retaining the current special
permit process, stating it has served the Town well by allowing review of issues such as parking, sanitation,
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hours, and alcohol service. Councilor Cavanaugh agreed the review process is beneficial and asked Attorney
Branse to work with Staff to provide draft language for the Council's consideration before the next meeting.

Chairman Turner left the meeting at 9:25 p.m. Vice-Chair Wang assumed duties as Chair for the remainder of
the meeting.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked if any Council members needed clarification on what he discussed with Attorney
Branse. Councilor Osgood responded that it makes sense to him.

Councilor Gullotta asked Attorney Branse to clarify whether 8-30g specifically allows affordable housing
applications to be denied in industrial zones. Attorney Branse confirmed that 8-30g contains that provision, but
PA 25-1 does not reference industrial zones. Attorney Branse stated that under PA 25-1, the relevant factor is
whether a zone allows commercial uses, not how the zone is labeled or classified.

Councilor Osgood asked whether the 8-30g statute requires an area to be specifically designated as an industrial
zone. Attorney Branse responded that the statute does not require the area to be called an industrial zone,
although several Superior Court judges have considered the name of the zone as a guiding factor, and the issue
has not yet been resolved by the Appellate Court.

Councilor Osgood stated that the Planned Commerce and Planned Employment zones were originally created to
distinguish commercial and industrial areas, and questioned whether the proposed changes were intended to
prevent 8-30g developments in the Planned Commerce area north of Hebron Avenue.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked what Councilor Osgood meant by the “north”.

Attorney Branse clarified that the Planned Commerce zone north of Hebron Avenue still allows warehousing and
other industrial-type uses, although it has developed more as an office park. Ms. Caltagirone stated that the zone
allows light industrial uses by special permit, even though no such uses currently exist. Councilor Osgood asked
whether the area south of Hebron Avenue allows heavier industrial uses. Ms. Caltagirone responded that it
generally does and offered to provide a condensed comparison of the industrial uses permitted in each zone.
Councilor Osgood responded that after further examination he understands.

Councilor Wang thanked everyone involved in the zoning update process and stated she believes the Town is
close to completing a strong product but wants to ensure the remaining issues are addressed. Councilor Wang
asked Attorney Branse about the interaction between Village District regulations and middle housing proposals
involving demolition and new construction. Attorney Branse clarified that while new construction would be
subject to design review, demolition controls exist to preserve the character of Village Districts.

Councilor Wang requested the model inclusionary zoning language and design standards for middle housing
summary review. Councilor Wang stated concerns that ASDRC would not have clear standards to guide its
review outside Village Districts, which could lead to inconsistent interpretations and delays. Attorney Branse
stated that the model design standards contain blanks and offered to provide examples from other towns.

Ms. Caltagirone asked whether adding new design standards or inclusionary zoning provisions would require the
draft regulations to be recirculated for public review. Attorney Branse stated that while the Council may make
changes in response to public comments, adding new substantive provisions could create a legal challenge. Ms.
Caltagirone suggested the Council could consider adopting the current draft with non-substantive corrections as
an interim measure and returning in September with more substantial amendments.
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Councilor Gullotta asked whether inclusionary zoning and design standards could be incorporated into the current
Phase 1 regulations or if they would be considered too significant of a change. Attorney Branse stated he was
unsure regarding inclusionary zoning but noted the model language provided includes a blank for the Town to
determine the applicable percentage. Attorney Branse stated that retaining the current special permit process for
events would be a less significant change because it would return to the existing standard.

Councilor Gullotta summarized that the Council could move forward with changes that can be made now while
addressing additional improvements separately. Ms. Caltagirone clarified that these would not be considered
Phase 2 items, but rather separate amendments requiring a new public hearing. She stated that adopting the
regulations first would provide clearer direction for applicants while allowing additional amendments to proceed.

Councilor Wang asked Attorney Branse for guidance on whether PA 25-1’s use of “or” regarding transit
community middle housing or mixed-use housing should be interpreted to require one option or both options.
Attorney Branse stated that proposed legislation to change “or” to “and” did not pass, and that based on statutory
interpretation, “or” generally means “or.”

Councilor Wang asked whether the one-building-per-lot requirement for middle housing could be removed,
noting that the nine-unit maximum per lot is already addressed elsewhere in the regulations. Attorney Branse
stated that removing the provision would be a policy decision, not a legal requirement.

Councilor Wang asked about increasing the inclusionary zoning percentage for projects that do not meet parking
requirements. She noted concerns that increasing the percentage too much could incentivize developers to pursue
8-30g applications instead. Attorney Branse agreed that the percentage should remain below a level that would
create that incentive and stated that the model regulations leave the specific percentage and minimum unit
thresholds as policy decisions for the Town. He added that the Town could create a tiered approach based on
parking compliance.

Councilor Osgood asked whether the Town’s inclusionary zoning requirements only apply to developments of 10
units or more, meaning there would be no affordable housing requirement for middle housing developments of
nine units or fewer. Attorney Branse confirmed that the regulations differ depending on the provision, noting that
PA 25-1 uses different thresholds, including 2—9 units and 16 units or fewer. Attorney Branse stated that for
developments under 16 units, there is generally no parking requirement unless a substantial public health or safety
impact can be demonstrated.

Councilor Wang raised concerns about repeated references to “character” in the regulations, particularly in
approval criteria for PADs, special permits, and ZBA decisions, and questioned whether the term should be
removed or clarified to ensure compliance with state law. Attorney Branse explained that character may still be
considered as one factor in discretionary decisions, but applications cannot be denied solely because they are
deemed inconsistent with neighborhood character.

Councilor Gullotta asked Attorney Branse to further clarify that the use of “character” is not inherently prohibited
in contexts such as special permits and PADs, and Attorney Branse confirmed that these are high-discretion uses
where such considerations remain appropriate.

Councilor Wang acknowledged the explanation but stated she remained uncomfortable with the continued
references to character within the evaluation criteria.
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Councilor Osgood noted that, since the public hearing was continuing, the Council should address as many issues
as possible as soon as possible.

Councilor Wang opened the floor to the public for responses.

Rob Dakers of 15 Trifiro Circle. Mr. Dakers stated that the term “industrial” does not appear in PA 25-1 and
questioned whether simply labeling a zone as industrial determines whether middle housing requirements apply.
Mr. Dakers noted that Planned Employment and Planned Commerce zones contain many commercial uses and
suggested this issue requires further clarification. Mr. Dakers also raised concerns about the economic impacts of
reduced parking requirements for 2-9 unit middle housing, noting that parking requirements or related provisions
could affect project feasibility. Mr. Dakers stated that, in his view, allowing both types of middle housing is the
right policy choice and encouraged the Council to move forward with that approach.

Attorney Branse stated that Mr. Dakers was correct that determining which zones qualify as zones that allow
commercial uses is one of the ambiguities in the act and will need to be clarified. Attorney Branse also
commended Mr. Gomez’s work on the draft regulations, stating that, after reviewing numerous comprehensive
zoning regulations over his career, he found this draft to be one of the best and noted that he identified very few
legal issues.

Councilor Gullotta thanked Attorney Branse for his presence and suggested that Attorney Branse be present for
follow up conversation on the matter. Attorney Branse confirmed he reserved August 4, 2026 for the next Council
meeting.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby continues to the Town Council meeting of August
4, 2026, the public hearing concerning adoption of the Draft Glastonbury Zoning Regulations, dated June 3,
2026, and the two associated Parking Management District maps.”

Discussion: Ms. Caltagirone asked the Council to clarify for the record what materials they would like staff to
provide before the next meeting. Ms. Caltagirone summarized the items she had noted, including
recommendations regarding Mr. Taff’s suggested edits to the zoning regulations, model regulations for middle
housing design standards, model language addressing inclusionary zoning and parking requirements, and revised
outdoor special event regulations requiring special permit approval. The Council discussed adding these items as
additional direction to Staff, with Councilors clarifying that these requests would be separate from the formal
motion and would guide Staff’s work before the next meeting.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

The Council briefly recessed at 10:02 p.m., and returned at 10:07 p.m.

The Council returned to Agenda Item 5(a).

Councilor Niland stated that he supported requesting additional information but wanted to ensure the request did
not become overly burdensome or create an unintended “trap,” noting that the Council should recognize it is a

request and not a directive.

Councilor LaChance stated that she supported the Board of Finance recommendations, viewing the requested
changes as a matter of transparency rather than punitive.
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Councilor Osgood agreed, stating that providing actuals from the prior two years and proposed budgets should
not be a significant issue, but emphasized that the information should be presented in a clear and accessible
format.

Councilor Cavanaugh supported the request, noting that with a new Superintendent, increased transparency would
be a positive step.

Councilor Wang stated that she supported the motion, finding the requests reasonable and believing the
information would make budget analysis easier for the Council, Board of Finance, and the public.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

b. Action on between department transfer — Insurance — Employee Related Insurance to
Transfers Out to Insurance Reserve Fund — $320,061.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Gullotta

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves a 8320,061 transfer from Insurance -
Employee Related Insurance to Transfer Out to Other Funds - Insurance Reserve Fund, as described in a report
by the Town Manager dated July 24, 2026, and as recommended by the Board of Finance.”

Councilor Wang asked the Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. The Town Manager provided an overview of the item
as outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

¢. Action on between department transfer — Town Manager Operating Supplies to Transfers
Out to Capital Improvement Fund — Center Green Renovations — $65,000.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves a 365,000 transfer from Town
Manager Operating Supplies to Transfers Out to Capital Improvement Fund — Center Green Renovations, as
described in a report by the Town Manager dated July 24, 2026, and as recommended by the Board of Finance.’

’

The Town Manager provided an overview of the item as outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet.

Discussion: Councilor Cavanaugh asked for clarification regarding whether the funds referenced were from the
prior year’s budget or the current budget. Mr. Luiz explained that the funds were from the previous year’s budget
and that, because the books had not yet closed, unspent funds could still be transferred to the CIP account.
Councilor Cavanaugh confirmed that the current budget’s personnel services account would still retain its
allocated funds, and Mr. Luiz confirmed it would.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

d. Discussion and possible action regarding the use of Capital Improvement Funds for Traffic
Calming.

Director of Engineering and Highways, Steve Braun, reviewed the proposed Keeney Street safety improvements,
explaining that the project would focus on lane narrowing through wider edge lines and the installation of
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sinusoidal centerline rumble strips in targeted areas. Mr. Braun stated that the proposed rumble strips create less
noise than traditional highway rumble strips, and noted that after consulting with DOT, the recommendation was
to avoid edge-line rumble strips due to roadway width limitations and potential conflicts with bicyclists. Mr.
Braun recommended focusing centerline rumble strips in areas away from residential homes, particularly along
sections with curves where prior fatalities occurred.

Councilor Cavanna stated that he opposed installing rumble strips in the area due to concerns about narrow roads,
potential noise impacts near the MDC parcel, and doubts that rumble strips would have prevented the referenced
fatalities.

Councilor Cavanaugh stated that he had received several calls from Keeney Street residents opposing rumble
strips and questioned whether they would have impacted the referenced fatal accident. Councilor Cavanaugh
asked for clarification on the proposed roadway narrowing, and Mr. Braun explained that the project would use
edge-line striping to create narrower travel lanes without reducing pavement width, which can encourage slower
speeds. Councilor Cavanaugh requested additional investigation, including speed data, before moving forward
with rumble strips.

Councilor LaChance stated that she supports installing rumble strips on Keeney Avenue, noting that while they
may not have prevented the referenced fatality, they could prevent future crashes, including incidents involving
vehicles crossing the center line. Councilor LaChance emphasized that protecting the safety of residents should
be a priority.

Councilor Osgood stated that he supports trying rumble strips in the non-residential sections of Keeney Street,
noting that he sees no reason not to proceed given that they would not be installed in front of major residential
areas.

Councilor Gullotta asked for clarification on the proposed locations, and Mr. Braun explained that additional
review would be needed near residences, noting that DOT guidance indicates sinusoidal rumble strips generally
create noise similar to ambient road noise and recommends maintaining distance from homes. Councilor Gullotta
expressed concern about approving the project without more specific plans identifying potential impacts to
nearby residences and suggested delaying the decision for further review.

Councilor LaChance stated that she found some comments insensitive, emphasizing that it is unknown whether
rumble strips could have prevented a fatal crash and that they may have helped alert a distracted driver and
prevent a vehicle from crossing the center line.

Councilor Osgood suggested approving the recommendation with the understanding that the final rumble strip
locations would be presented to and approved by the Council, stating that he believes rumble strips could be
beneficial in the non-residential sections of Keeney Street.

Councilor Niland stated that he agreed with Councilor Osgood's suggestion and recommended arranging a field
demonstration so Council members could observe what the sinusoidal rumble strips sound like from outside a
vehicle. Mr. Luiz stated that staff would be happy to arrange the demonstration.

Councilor Cavanaugh stated that he would prefer to review a more detailed plan before approving the rumble
strip proposal.

Mr. Braun clarified that the proposed locations for the speed feedback signs had not yet been finalized with the
Police Department and requested flexibility to determine the final locations based on those discussions. Councilor
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Wang asked whether Council members were comfortable allowing staff, in consultation with the Police
Department, to determine the locations, and Councilor Cavanaugh responded that he had no objection as long as
the Council was notified. In response to Councilor Cavanaugh's request for additional information, Councilor
Gullotta suggested that staff provide a detailed plan rather than a general concept, and Councilor Cavanaugh
clarified that he simply wanted to be notified of the proposed locations.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked whether raised crosswalks would create issues for snow removal. Mr. Braun
responded that he believes they can be accommodated by adjusting plow speeds and that the pilot project would
allow the Town to evaluate their effectiveness and operational impacts.

Councilor Cavanaugh also asked about high-visibility backing plates, and Mr. Braun explained that they are
reflective yellow borders around traffic signals that improve their visibility to drivers.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the recommended traffic calming and
safety improvements as described in a report by the Director of Engineering and Highways dated July 24, 2026,
as recommended by the Road Safety Action Plan (RSAP) Steering Committee, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town’s CIP Account entitled “Traffic Calming” be utilized to bring said
improvements to fruition.”

Amendment by: Councilor Osgood Seconded by: Councilor Gullotta

To add that the section regarding rumble strips will require that the Town Engineer come back to the Town
Council with a plan for where the rumble strips will be located, and the locations must receive full Council
approval prior to installation.

Result: Amendment passed unanimously (7-0-0).
Result: Amended motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

Councilor Wang thanked Mr. Braun and the Road Safety Action Plan Steering Committee for their work, stating
that she believes the proposed traffic calming measures are well supported and that she is excited to see the
initiative move forward.

6. Consent Calendar. None.
7. Town Manager’s Report.

The Town Manager stated he would not provide verbal comment given the hour of the meeting.
8. Town Council Comments.

Councilor Cavanna requested updates on the Dug Road project and the animal shelter. Mr. Luiz responded that
his CIP report includes an update on the animal shelter.
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Councilor Cavanaugh asked for clarification regarding the Fire Chief's report on structure rescues, and Mr. Luiz
stated he would provide the information. Councilor Cavanaugh also requested that Staff address overgrown grass
at the former Gallery Restaurant property and unauthorized signs in the Town right-of-way near CVS.
9. Committee Reports.
a. Chairman’s Report. None.
b. MDC. None.
¢. CRCOG. None.
d. Board of Education Facilities Committee Report. None.
10. Communications. None.
11. Minutes.
a. Minutes of July 14, 2026 Regular Meeting.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the minutes of the July 14, 2026
Regular Meeting.”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (6-0-1; Councilor Osgood abstained).
12. Appointments and Resignations.

a. Resignation of Xiaomei Rodrigues from the Insurance Advisory Committee (U-2027).

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby accepts with regret the resignation of Xiaomei
Rodrigues from the Insurance Advisory Committee (U-2027).”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

b. Appointment of Ben Latner to the Public Buildings Commission (D-2027).
Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the appointment of Ben Latner to the
Public Buildings Commission (D-2027).”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).
c. Appointment of Didier Polgar to the Zoning Board of Appeals (Alternate, D-2027).

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh
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“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the appointment of Didier Polgar to
the Zoning Board of Appeals (Alternate, D-2027).”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

d. Appointment of Stewart Beckett III to the Architectural and Site Design Review Committee
(ASDRC).

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the appointment of Stewart Beckett 111
to the Architectural and Site Design Review Committee (2030).”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

e. Appointment of Joseph Williams to the Architectural and Site Design Review Committee
(ASDRCO).

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the appointment of Joseph Williams to
the Architectural and Site Design Review Committee (2030).”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).

13. Executive Session.
The Town Council agreed by consensus to postpone Executive Session until the meeting of August 4, 2026.
Motion by: Councilor Gullotta Seconded by: Councilor LaChance

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby adjourns the Town Council meeting of July 28,
2026, at 10:43 p.m.”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (7-0-0).
Respectfully submitted,

Julia MacLean Corey Turner
Recording Clerk Chairman
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