AMENDED to add clarifying language to Item 5.c, paragraph 1

GLASTONBURY TOWN COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES (AMENDED)
TUESDAY, AUGUST 4, 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

Ms. Jennifer Wang, Vice Chairman

Ms. Mary LaChance, Majority Leader
Mr. Kurt P. Cavanaugh, Minority Leader
Mr. John Cavanna

Mr. Anthony DiLizia

Mr. Thomas P. Gullotta

Mr. Larry Niland

Mr. Whit Osgood

a. Pledge of Allegiance. Led by Councilor Cavanaugh.
2. Public Comment.

Wes Skorski of 32 Lazy Valley Road. Mr. Skorski stated that Friends of Glastonbury Rowing Inc. (FOGRI) is a
parent-run 501(c)(3) nonprofit that supports the Glastonbury High School rowing program through fundraising
and equipment purchases. Mr. Skorski noted that the organization contributed $250,000 toward the construction
of the Boathouse and has continued to donate racing shells, chase boats, and other equipment to the Town. Mr.
Skorski requested that the rowing team's use of the Boathouse be treated as an in-kind municipal use so that
additional costs are not placed on student athletes, their families, taxpayers, or the volunteer organization.

3. Special Reports. None.
4. Old Business. None.
5. New Business.

a. Action on an Application of J-RAC Development, LL.C for a change of zone from Planned
Employment Zone to Residence A — 155 Addison Road, 25 Mill Street, 45 Mill Street and
Lot W-4 Mill Street (refer to Town Plan and Zoning Commission; set public hearing).and
possible action to request financial reporting from the Board of Education.

Chairman Turner asked Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. Town Manager requested Director of Community
Development, Shelley Caltagirone, review Items #5(a) and (b).

Ms. Caltagirone provided an overview of the items outlined in the materials provided in the agenda packet.

Councilor Gullotta asked whether it was premature to proceed before the Brownfield remediation was completed.
Ms. Caltagirone responded that she had consulted with Town Attorney, Ken Slater, who was comfortable moving
forward, although she did not have a written memorandum. Ms. Caltagirone noted that the remediation would
occur under Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) oversight.
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Councilor Osgood stated that he was uncomfortable moving forward without first reviewing the environmental
study and remediation plan and indicated he would vote against the referrals until that information was available.

Councilor Gullotta clarified that the Town Plan and Zoning Commission (TPZ) would only be making a
recommendation. Ms. Caltagirone confirmed that the Commission would have the remediation and environmental
documents before it and stated that DEEP would oversee the remediation process.

Attorney Andrea Gomes of Hinckley Allen stated that the remediation would proceed on a parallel track under
State oversight and would not delay the zoning process. Attorney Gomes noted that the Council and the TPZ
would receive the environmental reports and conceptual remediation plan before their respective hearings, and
that any approval could be conditioned on the commencement of remediation.

Councilor Osgood stated that the remediation was a key public benefit of the proposal and suggested the
development should be contingent upon its completion.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked whether the contaminants had been identified, whether a remediation plan would be
provided, and whether the site would still be remediated if the Brownfield Municipal Grant was not awarded.
Attorney Gomez confirmed that the contaminants had been identified, a conceptual remediation plan would be
provided, and the remediation would proceed regardless of the grant, although the grant would help offset costs.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby refers to the Town Plan and Zoning Commission
for a report and recommendation, a proposed application by J-RAC Development LLC for a change of zone at
155 Addison Road, 25 Mill Street, 45 Mill Street and Lot W-4 Mill Street from Planned Employment Zone to
Residence A Zone; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby schedules a public hearing for 8:00
p.m. on Tuesday, September 8, 2026 in the Council Chambers of Town Hall, 2155 Main Street, Glastonbury
and/or through Zoom Video Conferencing to consider a proposed application by J-RAC Development LLC for a
change of zone at 155 Addison Road, 25 Mill Street, 45 Mill Street and Lot W-4 Mill Street from Planned
Employment Zone to Residence A Zone,

All as described in a report by the Director of Community Development dated July 31, 2026.”

Discussion: Councilor Osgood stated that, because the action was only to refer the proposal to the Town Plan and
Zoning Commission for a recommendation and schedule a public hearing, he would support the motion, but
emphasized that doing so should not be construed as endorsing the project in its current form.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).

b. Action on an Application of J-RAC Development, LLC for a change of zone to Planned Area
Development Zone and to adopt a Final Development Plan — 155 Addison Road, 25 Mill
Street, 45 Mill Street, and Lot W-4 Mill Street (refer to Town Plan and Zoning Commission;
set public hearing).

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby refers to the Town Plan and Zoning Commission
for a report and recommendation, a proposed application by J-RAC Development LLC for a change of zone to a
Planned Area Development and adoption of a Final Development Plan at 155 Addison Road, 25 Mill Street, 45
Mill Street and Lot W-4 Mill Street; and
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby schedules a public hearing for 8:00
p.m. on Tuesday, September 8, 2026 in the Council Chambers of Town Hall, 2155 Main Street, Glastonbury
and/or through Zoom Video Conferencing to consider a proposed application by J-RAC Development LLC for a
change of zone to a Planned Area Development and adoption of a Final Development Plan at 155 Addison Road,
25 Mill Street, 45 Mill Street and Lot W-4 Mill Street;

All as described in a report by the Director of Community Development dated July 31, 2026.”
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).

¢. Discussion and possible action regarding an endorsement of a grant application to the
State’s Brownfield Municipal Grant Program.

Chairman Turner asked Mr. Luiz if he had any remarks. Town Manager stated that J-RAC had asked the Town to
partner on a Brownfield Municipal Grant application, noting that only municipalities are eligible to apply. Mr.
Luiz explained that the grant would support both the remediation and redevelopment of the site, and that the
application is due September 9. Mr. Luiz stated that he was seeking Council consensus to allow Staff to begin
preparing the application with J-RAC, with the understanding that the completed grant application and
partnership agreement would be presented to the Council for formal consideration at its next meeting, and that the
grant application could be withdrawn if the Council ultimately chose not to approve the underlying project.

Councilor Gullotta asked about the amount of the proposed Brownfield Municipal Grant and what public benefit
the Town would receive in exchange for partnering on the application. Mr. Luiz stated that the grant, estimated at
approximately $650,000, would fund remediation of the contaminated portion of the site. Attorney Gomez
responded that the primary public benefit would be the remediation of the site and noted that the applicant had
made substantial changes to the proposal that significantly increased the project's costs.

Councilor Osgood stated that he supported proceeding by formal motion rather than consensus, emphasizing that
doing so would not commit the Council to approving the grant application.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked whether the partnership would create any financial obligation for the Town. Mr. Luiz
responded that the public-private partnership agreement would make clear that the Town would have no financial
obligation.

Councilor Niland asked what work would be required of Town staff. Mr. Luiz responded that staff would provide
the Town's standard grant information and work with the Town Attorney to prepare the public-private partnership
agreement, while the applicant would complete the majority of the application. Councilor Niland remarked that
securing an additional affordable housing unit would be a worthwhile outcome.

Councilor DiLizia asked about potential liability to the Town. Mr. Luiz responded that his goal was to ensure the
Town assumed no financial responsibility and as little liability as possible, ideally none.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby supports the drafting of a public-private
partnership agreement and the drafting of a grant application with J-RAC Development LLC.”

Discussion: Councilor Gullotta stated that Town Staff time is a consideration, noting that the Community
Development Department is already heavily tasked. Councilor Gullotta stated that the Council should consider
what benefit the Town receives from moving forward with the application, as the site remediation is expected to
occur regardless of whether the grant application proceeds.
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Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).
6. Consent Calendar. None.
7. Town Manager’s Report.

The Town Manager presented his report.

Councilor Niland noted that the Main Street sidewalk had recently been completed and suggested that the Town
issue a public announcement recognizing its completion.

8. Town Council Comments.

Councilor Cavanaugh noted that the Fire Chief’s report did not reference a recommendation from the Fire
Commission regarding the replacement apparatus for Stations 3 and 4 and asked whether the proposed vendor
contract would be subject to competitive bidding.

Councilor Cavanna reminded the Council of the need to address the Town’s animal shelter, noting that the dogs
currently in the pound have been waiting for a long time.

Councilor Gullotta stated that the Town had lost 476 deed-restricted affordable housing units over time and
remains significantly short of the number of units required by the State.

Councilor Gullotta also expressed concern about the proliferation of traffic signs, particularly double stop signs,
and encouraged Staff to consult with the Police Department regarding their placement and potential safety
impacts.

Councilor LaChance thanked FOGRI for its longstanding support of the Town and the students in the rowing
program, noting the program's benefits to students and the community and the economic activity generated by
regattas.

Councilor Niland echoed Councilor LaChance's comments and thanked FOGRI, stating that the rowing program
has made a significant difference in the lives of participating students. Councilor Niland apologized for
commenting during the Town Manager's report where it may have been more appropriately made during Council
comments.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked Councilor Gullotta to provide a specific intersection illustrating his concerns about
the double stop signs. Councilor Gullotta stated that, due to Council rules, he could not discuss the specific
location during the meeting but would provide the information outside the meeting.

Councilor DiLizia praised the Glastonbury Town Band's recent performance and commended Parks and
Recreation for its programming, encouraging residents to attend future concerts.

9. Committee Reports.
a. Chairman’s Report.
Chairman Turner praised Youth and Family Services for its production of Frozen, noting the exceptional quality
of the production and talent of the student performers. Chairman thanked Youth and Family Services and

congratulated the students on their performances.

b. MDC. None.
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c¢. CRCOG. None.
d. Board of Education Facilities Committee Report. None.

e. Policy & Ordinance Review Subcommittee — report and recommendation — Building
Permits Survey Requirements.

Councilor Gullotta stated that the group had met several times and reached a compromise that Staff was willing to
support.

Mr. Luiz stated that the proposal would provide clear written guidance for applicants while limiting survey
requirements to basic information, thereby avoiding high costs for applicants.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby endorses Building Permit Survey Requirements,
as described in a report by the Director of Community Development dated July 31, 2026, and as recommended by
the Policy & Ordinance Review Subcommittee on July 30, 2026, with said policy to be effective August 5, 2026.”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).

f. Policy& Ordinance Review Subcommittee — report and recommendation — proposed
amendment to Town Code Chapter 2, Article III, Division 4 — Pension System.

The Town Manager provided an overview of the item as outlined in the agenda packet materials.
Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby schedules a public hearing for 8:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, September 8, 2026, in the Council Chambers of Town Hall at 2155 Main Street, Glastonbury and/or
through Zoom Video Conferencing to consider proposed amendments to Town Code Chapter 2, Article IlI,
Division 4 — Pension System, as identified as Version 2, and as recommended by the Policy & Ordinance Review
Subcommittee and the Board of Finance.”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).

g. Policy& Ordinance Review Subcommittee — report and recommendation — lifetime
abatement benefits and recruitment and retention initiatives for volunteer firefighters.

The Town Manager provided an overview of the item as outlined in the agenda packet materials.
Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby approves the following two new benefits for
firefighters: i) Effective March 31, 2027, free summer pool passes (“Household” or “Individual”) with access to
Addison, High School, and Grange facilities, be offered to all active resident and non-resident firefighters,
provided they are in good standing; and ii) Effective immediately, the same discount that senior citizens, veterans,
and active duty military residents receive for municipal refuse and recycling permits, and free recycling permits
be offered to active resident firefighters, provided they are in good standing.”

Discussion: Councilor Cavanaugh asked Mr. Luiz to explain the meaning of “in good standing” and how
eligibility would be verified for pool and transfer station benefits. Mr. Luiz stated that members must meet the
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requirements for the abatement, after which the Fire Chief would provide the list of eligible members to the Town
and notify members of their status.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).
10. Communications. None.
11. Minutes.
a. Minutes of July 28, 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 28, 2026
Regular Meeting.”

Result: Motion passed (8-0-1). Councilor DiLizia abstained.
12. Appointments and Resignations.

a. Resignation of Councilor DiLizia from the Plan of Conservation and Development Steering
Committee.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby accepts with regret the resignation of Councilor
DilLizia from the Plan of Conservation and Development Steering Committee.”

Discussion: Councilor Cavanaugh asked Councilor DiLizia to explain the conflict. Councilor DiLizia stated that
he owns a nonprofit with an active business relationship with one of the applicants and believed it would be
appropriate to step aside and have another member appointed.

Councilor Gullotta questioned whether a formal process was necessary to accept a resignation from the ad hoc
committee and appoint a replacement. Chairman Turner stated that, because the Council had formally appointed
the committee members, following the formal process was the conservative approach.

Result: Motion passed (8-0-1). Councilor DiLizia abstained.

b. Appointment of Councilor Wang to the Plan of Conservation and Development Steering
Committee.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

Discussion: Councilor Wang asked for clarification on the meeting dates. Councilor Cavanaugh confirmed that
the meetings would be held August 12 and 13 from 2:00 to 5:00 p.m., and Councilor Wang agreed to participate.

Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).
13. Executive Session.

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh
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“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby enters into Executive Session at 7:54 p.m. for the
purpose of:

(a) Discussion of the selection of a site or the lease, sale or purchase of real estate.
Attendees will include Council Members and the Town Manager.
Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).
The Council came out of Executive Session at 7:59 p.m.
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 ADOPTION OF THE PHASE I DRAFT GLASTONBURY ZONING
REGULATIONS. (CONTINUED FROM THE JULY 28, 2026 COUNCIL MEETING).

Motion by: Councilor LaChance Seconded by: Councilor Cavanaugh

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby adopts the Draft Glastonbury Zoning
Regulations, dated June 3, 2026, as revised in the manner described below and adopts the two associated
Parking Management District maps, all as described in the reports by the Director of Community Development
dated July 24, 2026 and July 31, 2026, and as recommended by the Town Plan and Zoning Commission, with said
zoning regulations to be effective August 17, 2026.

1. The edits recommended by the IMEG Consultant in the public comment summary shall be incorporated
into the final draft of the Glastonbury Zoning Regulations.

2. The draft text for Special Outdoor Events requiring a special permit shall be incorporated into the final
draft of the Glastonbury Zoning Regulations.

3. The ASDRC membership and tourist home definition amendments adopted on July 7, 2026 and May 26,
2026, respectively, shall be incorporated into final draft of the Glastonbury Zoning Regulations.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby directs the Director of Community
Development to prepare draft text amendments related to design standards for middle housing and inclusionary
zoning requirements for residential projects proposed without off-street parking as described by the Council at
tonight s meeting and to be brought forward for adoption in September 2026.”

Chairman Turner stated that although he left the previous meeting early, he reviewed the remainder of the
meeting and was up to date on the public hearing.

Chairman Turner opened the floor to the public.

Denise Weeks of 334 Hollister Way West. Ms. Weeks thanked the committee for its work but urged the Council
to remove the PE (Planned Employment) and PC (Planned Commerce) zones from the definition of “industrial,”
arguing that the reclassification is a substantive change that should be addressed in Phase 2. Ms. Weeks stated
that allowing commercial, middle, and mixed middle housing in these areas would support workforce housing,
economic development, and increased tax revenue.

John Nealan of 145 Moseley Terrace. Mr. Nealon thanked the committee for its work and urged the Council to
reconsider two aspects of the Phase 1 draft that he believes could hinder multifamily and affordable housing. Mr.
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Nealon opposed limiting summary review in commercial zones to mixed-use proposals and reclassifying PE and
PC zones as industrial, arguing that both changes could conflict with the intent of state housing legislation.

David O’Connor of 1140 Main Street. Mr. O’Connor thanked the committee and staff for their work and urged
the Council to remove the proposed reclassification of PE and PC zones as industrial, arguing that it would create
additional barriers to middle and affordable housing contrary to the intent of PA 25-1. Mr. O’Connor also
supported removing the one-building-per-lot restriction for middle housing to allow greater design flexibility and
housing density.

Rob Dakers of 15 Trifiro Circle. Mr. Dakers thanked the committee, Staff, and Council for their work and urged
adoption of broader middle housing provisions, including allowing multifamily and mixed-use middle housing in
PE and PC zones and removing the one-building-per-lot restriction. Mr. Dakers also urged caution with village
district design and inclusionary zoning requirements, arguing that overly restrictive provisions could undermine
housing affordability and project feasibility.

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 the PE and PC zones from
the definition of industrial zones, arguing that the reclassification is unnecessary and would limit opportunities for
commercial, middle, and mixed-use housing. Ms. Weeks stated the zones should retain their current
classifications while broader changes are considered during Phase 2.

David O’Connor of 1140 Main Street. Mr. O’Connor urged the Council to retain the existing PE and PC
classifications, arguing that reclassifying them as industrial would create unnecessary barriers to housing
development and potentially conflate PA 25-1 with 8-30g requirements. Mr. O’Connor also stated that the Plan of
Conservation and Development (POCD) should not prevent the Town from responding to current housing needs
and new state requirements.

Deborah Stein of 142 Olde Stage Road. Ms. Stein stated that PA 25-1 allows municipalities to permit either
mixed-use or transit community middle housing on a lot-by-lot basis and urged the Council to interpret the
provision accordingly. Ms. Stein also stated support for allowing both types of middle housing to provide more
accessible options for older residents and people with mobility limitations.

William Marut of 264 Carriage Drive. Mr. Marut stated that the “or” in PA 25-1 could reasonably be interpreted
to require municipalities to allow both middle housing and mixed-use development, rather than permitting only
one. Mr. Marut suggested the Council adopt the broader interpretation as more consistent with the statutory
language and the General Assembly’s intent to expand middle housing opportunities.

Councilor Gullotta asked whether changing the PC and PE zones to industrial would prohibit middle housing.
Town Attorney Mark Branse clarified that the change in title itself would have no effect on whether middle
housing could be permitted. Ms. Caltagirone explained, however, that the proposed use table would prohibit
middle housing and mixed-use housing in those zones regardless of how they are classified.

Councilor Gullotta also commented on the Town’s history of affordable housing, noting that 476 deed-restricted
affordable housing units had been lost over time through various actions, including decisions by previous
councils. Councilor Gullotta stated that the Town would have 476 more affordable units today had those units not
been released and expressed that it was important to acknowledge that history.

Councilor Osgood questioned whether the Town should prohibit middle housing in the PC and PE zones when PA
25-1 requires certain housing opportunities in commercial zones. Ms. Caltagirone stated that the Town does not
believe the statute clearly requires middle housing in those zones, noting that the statute does not clearly define
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what constitutes a commercial zone. Attorney Branse explained that the statute requires qualifying zones to allow
either middle housing or mixed-use development and that the draft has selected mixed-use development.

Ms. Caltagirone and Mr. Gomes explained that the PC and PE zones contain a mix of industrial and commercial
uses and differ from the Town’s traditional commercial districts. Mr. Gomes stated that the statute is unclear and
required the Town to make a good-faith interpretation of where middle housing should be allowed. Mr. Gomes
noted that the Town is allowing middle housing or mixed-use development in six zones where it was not
previously permitted, while Phase 2 will include a broader review of the PC and PE zones and consider allowing
middle housing without a mixed-use requirement. Mr. Gomes stated that the Phase 2 work will begin in
September and could result in amendments expanding middle housing opportunities on a rolling basis.

Councilor Wang asked to review the June 3, 2026 draft regulations, specifically the Section 4.2 table of allowed
uses. Councilor Wang questioned how the proposed regulations comply with PA 25-1 when the PC and PE zones
allow commercial uses but do not permit mixed-use middle housing through special site plan approval. Mr.
Gomes clarified that the table reflects the policy decision not to allow those uses in the PC and PE zones, while
Attorney Branse stated that the key legal question is whether the commercial uses permitted in those zones bring
them within the scope of the Act.

Councilor Osgood asked about the Zoning Permit (ZP) designation for single- and two-family residential uses in
the industrial zones. Ms. Caltagirone explained that existing grandfathered residential uses are allowed to
continue and make improvements despite being nonconforming, and Mr. Gomes noted that Footnote 6 limits this
allowance to residences existing as of 1973.

Councilor Niland asked whether the “or” in PA 25-1 should be interpreted as exclusive or inclusive. Attorney
Branse stated that the courts have not yet interpreted the provision and that “or” is commonly understood to mean
one or the other, but clarified that the Council could allow both mixed-use and middle housing as a matter of
policy.

Councilor Niland then asked whether, under the draft regulations as written, a developer could propose middle
housing in a PC or PE zone. Attorney Branse stated that middle housing is not permitted under the current draft,
although a developer could still bring an appeal or legal challenge. Attorney Branse reiterated that whether the
statute requires such housing in those zones depends on whether the zones allow sufficient commercial uses to
fall within the statute.

Councilor Wang gave an example of a developer choosing between mixed-use middle housing and transit
community middle housing and asked whether the statute allows the developer to make that choice. Attorney
Branse explained that although one written comment suggested that interpretation, the General Assembly could
have expressly stated that the choice was at the option of the property owner or applicant, but did not. Attorney
Branse noted that the statute is poorly written and that they are doing their best to interpret it.

Councilor Osgood stated that reclassifying the PE zone as Industrial would clarify that 8-30g projects could not
be located there. Councilor Osgood noted that he viewed the State’s 8-30g requirements as an overstep and cited
existing uses such as a propane facility and galvanizing plant as reasons to avoid residential development in the
PE zone.

Councilor Cavanna asked Attorney Branse whether there are mechanisms to prevent residential development
adjacent to hazardous facilities such as Bemer Petroleum. Attorney Branse stated that, from a zoning standpoint,
the Town could allow residential uses in any zone as a matter of policy, while noting that other requirements
under fire or building codes may apply.

Councilor Wang asked whether health and safety considerations would apply to a middle housing project
reviewed through a Site Plan Application (SPA). Mr. Gomes stated that health and safety is an express criterion
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for approving or denying middle housing or mixed-use middle housing and that a project near a facility such as
Bemer Petroleum could be denied or required to provide mitigation, such as additional buffering.

Councilor Wang then requested the map of the PE and PC zones to clarify their locations and ensure there was no
confusion regarding earlier comments. After reviewing the map, Councilor Osgood clarified that his earlier
comments referred to the PC area south of Hebron Avenue. Councilor Wang noted that the PC and PE areas are
distinct, including in their levels of commercial assessed value.

Councilor Wang asked about the implications of allowing either mixed-use middle housing or transit community
middle housing by Site Plan Application (SPA). Ms. Caltagirone explained that mixed-use housing requires
commercial use on the ground floor, resulting in a more activated streetscape, increased pedestrian activity, and
potentially different impacts on the tax base.

Councilor Wang questioned the need for the one-building limitation when the regulations already establish a nine-
unit maximum. Mr. Gomes explained that the limitation was intended to encourage more substantial buildings
rather than several smaller buildings, but acknowledged that it is not critical and could be removed if the Council
considers it an unnecessary barrier.

Councilor Wang also questioned the inclusion of “preservation of the character of existing neighborhoods” as a
criterion for PAD and ZBA decisions. Mr. Gomes explained that PA 21-29 does not prohibit consideration of
neighborhood character, but prohibits using character as the basis for denying an application. Mr. Gomes stated
that removing the term would eliminate a broad framework for considering impacts on surrounding areas, which
could instead be addressed through more specific criteria in Phase 2. Councilor Wang reiterated her concern that
retaining the term could create confusion for decision-makers about how it may appropriately be used.

Councilor Osgood asked whether the density would remain the same regardless of whether the nine permitted
units were contained in one or multiple buildings. Mr. Gomes confirmed that the density would remain the same,
and Councilor Osgood stated that, based on the two-building condominium development on Naubuc Avenue, he
favored removing the one-building limitation because requiring one building could result in greater height and
bulk.

Councilor Cavanaugh questioned the proposed 500-person threshold for outdoor events and whether it was based
on an existing regulation. Mr. Gomes explained that 500 is a new, practical threshold that determines when a full
layout/site plan is required, while all special outdoor events remain subject to a special permit and the TPZ may
request additional information or a site plan regardless of attendance. Attorney Branse agreed that the threshold
was a reasonable policy choice.

Councilor Cavanaugh asked Attorney Branse whether PA 25-1 or 8-30g is more effective at achieving affordable
housing. Attorney Branse stated that, if affordable housing is defined as deed-restricted affordable units, 8-30g is
clearly more effective because it requires 30% of units to be deed-restricted, whereas PA 25-1 does not require
any deed-restricted units.

Councilor Niland asked how requiring a special permit for outdoor events would affect an event such as Apple
Harvest Festival. Ms. Caltagirone explained that if the festival does not already have a special permit, it would be
required to obtain one, but the approval could allow the event in perpetuity unless the Commission imposes a
time limit; she noted she had not researched the festival’s existing approval.

Attorney Branse clarified that the regulations allow special permits to authorize one-time, multiple, or annually
recurring events, with the Commission able to impose conditions accordingly. For recurring events extending
beyond one year, the Commission would review the event before a zoning permit is issued, allowing it to address
any problems from prior events.
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Chairman Turner asked whether recurring events such as Irish Fest and Glastonbury Lobster Fest would be
required to obtain special permits for the coming year and whether they already had existing approvals. Ms.
Caltagirone stated that Staff would need to inventory the events and review their existing approvals, after which
letters would be sent to event organizers requiring a renewal or initial special permit, as applicable.

Chairman Turner asked whether the proposed regulations comply with PA 25-1 despite the lack of case law. Ms.
Caltagirone stated that, in her opinion, they do, while acknowledging that there will be no certainty until the
regulations are challenged and interpreted by the courts; she noted that the Town will continue to monitor
legislative changes and amend the regulations as necessary.

Chairman Turner asked for clarification on whether existing grandfathered residential uses in the PE and PC
zones remain allowed, while new residential uses were already prohibited before the proposed changes. Ms.
Caltagirone confirmed this and noted that the Town has been arguing in court for several years that these areas are
industrial, citing the prohibition on new residential uses as part of that argument. Chairman Turner asked whether
maintaining that prohibition was consistent with Phase 1's goal of primarily cleaning up the regulations without
changing their existing intent, and Ms. Caltagirone confirmed that it was.

Councilor Wang asked whether the Town’s arguments in the pending court case regarding the area being
industrial specifically applied to the Planned Commerce zone. Ms. Caltagirone confirmed that they did.

Councilor Wang then questioned why PE and PC could not be placed in the “other” or a transitional classification
rather than Industrial, particularly because Planned Employment is distinct from Planned Commerce. Ms.
Caltagirone explained that the new regulations created a classification structure that the zones needed to fit into,
and the Council could choose to place them in the commercial or “other” category if it wished. Ms. Caltagirone
said Staff’s recommendation was to keep both in the Industrial category, but that ultimately was a policy decision
for the Council.

David O’Connor 1140 Main Street. Mr. O’Connor stated that while the name of a zone is immaterial, the draft
regulations expressly prohibit middle housing and mixed-use development in the Planned Commerce and Planned
Employment zones by classifying them as industrial, which he believes is inconsistent with PA 25-1°s
requirements for commercial zones.

Rob Dakers of 15 Trifiro Circle. Mr. Dakers urged the Council to go beyond minimal compliance with the
statute, citing the housing crisis and concerns that limiting development to mixed-use housing would make
projects more difficult to build and restrict opportunities for cluster and multigenerational housing. Mr. Dakers
also questioned the reclassification of PE and PC, noting that the March 11 presentation appeared to contemplate
PA 25-1 applying to those zones, and suggested that simply allowing mixed-use development by Site Plan
Application in the PE and PC columns would address the issue.

Denise Weeks of 334 Hollister Way West. Ms. Weeks stated that she was concerned the reclassification of the
Planned Employment and Planned Commerce zones as Industrial was intended to support the Town’s position in
the pending Vessel Technologies appeal. Ms. Weeks stated that the areas have evolved since their 2004
classifications and include a variety of existing businesses and community uses that could benefit from nearby
housing, while safety concerns could be addressed through existing requirements; she urged the Council not to
use the reclassification to delay or obstruct needed housing and to support the amendments recommended by
Glastonbury Friends of Housing.

Attorney Branse clarified that the Vessel appeal is governed by the zoning regulations that were in effect when the
application was filed, so the current proposed regulatory changes would have no effect on the legal issues in that
appeal.

Chairman Turner closed the public hearing.
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AMENDED to add clarifying language to Item 5.c, paragraph 1

Amendment by: Councilor Wang Seconded by: Councilor DiLizia

To revise Section 4.2 (Principal Use Summary Tables for Commercial, Industrial, and Other Zones): in the
column "Principal Use," change "Mixed-Use Middle Housing" to "Mixed-Use Middle Housing or Residential,
Middle Housing", and then in that row, add "SPA" in the columns for the PC and PE zones, in Section 4.1
(Principal Use Summary Tables for Residential Zones): in the column "Principal Use," change "Residential,
Middle Housing" to "Mixed-Use Middle Housing or Residential, Middle Housing" and add "SPA" under the
column for the SGVR zone.

Discussion: Councilor Wang stated that, based on the Council’s discussion, she interprets the statute’s use of “or”
to permit either mixed-use middle housing or transit community middle housing and believes that is a reasonable
interpretation. Councilor Wang stated she wanted to go beyond the bare minimum required by the statute to
promote housing development, particularly middle housing, and noted that the Site Plan Application (SPA)
process provides protections for health and safety.

Councilor Osgood asked Attorney Branse whether changing a permitted use in a zone would constitute a change
that could not be made without another public hearing. Attorney Branse stated that changing a permitted use
would be a major change, but the Council is permitted to make changes in response to public comments. Attorney
Branse said he could not predict how a court would view the change, but believed the proposed amendment was
within the scope of the issues addressed by Public Act 25-1 and the public comments received.

Attorney Branse asked whether the regulations contained definitions for the terms being used in Councilor
Wang’s motion. Mr. Gomes explained that transit community middle housing is defined separately from mixed-
use middle housing and that the regulations currently contain a row for residential middle housing in the
residential use table. Mr. Gomes recommended that the two uses remain separate rather than being combined into
a single row because they are separately defined and have different regulations applicable to them. Attorney
Branse agreed that the two uses should have separate rows because they are separately defined.

Mr. Gomes recommended that Councilor Wang address residential middle housing and mixed-use middle housing
separately, with the use tables specifying where residential middle housing would be permitted and a separate
amendment addressing where mixed-use middle housing would be allowed.

Councilor Wang withdrew her motion after the discussion regarding the need to address the two uses separately.
Councilor DiLizia withdrew his second.

Councilor Osgood asked whether, given the significance of the issue and the volume of public comment, it would
make sense to take up the matter at a subsequent Council meeting to allow members additional time to consider
the issues. Councilor Osgood stated that he would personally favor postponing the vote.

Councilor LaChance stated that the next Council meeting is already expected to be extremely long and that she
would prefer to address the matter that evening.

Councilor Niland expressed concern that there would likely be numerous amendments and that it would be
difficult to keep them all organized and straight without having the proposed amendments in writing.

Councilor DiLizia asked whether postponing the vote to a separate meeting would require another public hearing.

Councilor Osgood clarified that the public hearing had already been closed and that postponing the vote would
simply delay the Council’s action.
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AMENDED to add clarifying language to Item 5.c, paragraph 1

Councilor Gullotta agreed with Councilor Osgood, stating that he wanted to see the proposed amendments in
writing and better understand their potential consequences before voting. Councilor Gullotta stated he supported
taking additional time and suggested holding a special meeting in August.

Councilor Wang noted that a second August meeting was not previously scheduled. Councilor Wang
acknowledged the concerns about multiple amendments but said she had several to propose and favored
proceeding with the amendments and voting on them that evening. Councilor Wang suggested putting the use
tables back on the screen to assist in explaining the amendments.

Councilor Gullotta stated that he believed Councilor Osgood was seeking consensus on whether to postpone the
decision.

Councilor DiLizia supported Councilor Wang’s position and noted that the potential amendments had been
discussed with the Council and determined to be permissible.

Attorney Branse confirmed that the Council could make amendments within the scope of the issues discussed
during the public hearing, but noted that, because the hearing had closed, staff could not provide new information
or analysis regarding the potential consequences of those amendments.

Councilor Niland asked whether there would be any repercussions to postponing the matter to a special meeting,
particularly given that the statutory changes had taken effect July 1.

Attorney Branse stated that, because July 1 had already passed, the primary risk was that an application could be
filed in August before the new regulations were adopted, leaving the Town without regulations addressing that
application.

Amendment by: Councilor Wang Seconded by: Councilor DiLizia

To revise the following, in Section 4.2 (Principal Use Summary Tables for Commercial, Industrial, and Other
Zones). in the row "Mixed-Use Middle Housing," add "SPA (Site Plan Application)" in the columns for the
Planned Commerce (PC) and Planned Employment (PE) zones.

Discussion: Councilor LaChance stated that she supported the amendment, noting that the Town’s Affordable
Housing Plan identified missing middle housing as a priority to address within two to three years and that the
Town was already beyond that timeframe. Councilor LaChance said she did not want the Town to settle for
minimum compliance with state law or delay addressing missing middle housing further.

Secondary Amendment by: Councilor Osgood Seconded by: Councilor Gullotta
To delete the addition of “SPA” to the PC Zones.

Discussion on secondary amendment: Councilor Osgood stated that the Planned Commerce area has historically
been considered inappropriate for residential housing and that nothing has changed to alter that position.

Councilor Wang stated that she would not support the amendment to the amendment, acknowledging the validity
of concerns about nearby industrial uses but noting that the SPA process includes health and safety considerations.

Result: Secondary amendment approved (6-3-0; Councilors Cavanna, Cavanaugh, Osgood, Turner, Gullotta, and
Niland voted for. Councilors LaChance, Wang, and DiLizia voted against).
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AMENDED to add clarifying language to Item 5.c, paragraph 1

Amended motion discussion: Councilor Niland thanked the Committee, Attorneys Branse and Attorney Taff, and
Glastonbury Friends of Housing for their input. Councilor Niland stated he disagreed that addressing missing
middle housing would take another two years and believed the Town could move more quickly to make
significant changes in the Planned Commerce and Planned Employment districts. Councilor Niland emphasized
that his position was unrelated to the Vessel project and expressed concerns about where residential development
could safely occur, noting the one-mile blast zone identified by the State during review of the bulk propane
facility in the Planned Commerce zone. Councilor Niland said he would like to consider rezoning portions of
these areas and review the POCD and applicable state statutes. Councilor Niland also called for broader public
input, including from the Police Chief, Fire Chief, and Planning and Zoning Commission, before proceeding, and
said he could not support the amendment that evening because he did not believe doing so would follow the
proper process.

Councilor Osgood asked Councilor Niland to clarify whether he opposed the motion as amended, which
Councilor Niland confirmed.

Councilor Wang acknowledged the concerns regarding the POCD but stated that the more recent Affordable
Housing Plan and Public Act 25-1 also needed to be considered. Councilor Wang stated the amendment would
bring the Town into greater compliance with the Public Act and noted that the issue had received substantial
public discussion through the subcommittee, TPZ hearings, and Council meetings. Councilor Wang added that
health and safety concerns would be addressed through the SPA process.

Councilor Niland reiterated that the Council had previously indicated that Planned Commerce and Planned
Employment would be addressed in Phase 2, but said he supported moving that work forward more quickly.

Councilor Wang noted that the TPZ recommendation also contemplated addressing Planned Commerce and
Planned Employment in Phase 2, with five of seven commissioners recommending that approach.

Councilor Gullotta requested that the Council proceed to a vote.

Chairman Turner stated that he agreed with Councilor Niland, noting that Phase 1 was intended to preserve the
intent of the existing regulations as much as possible. Chairman Turner acknowledged that while the proposed
regulations may represent only minimal compliance with Public Act 25-1, he said the issue was too significant to
address without full public engagement and that he was not comfortable proceeding with the amendment that
evening.

Result: Motion to amend, as amended, failed (3-6-0; Councilors LaChance, Wang, and DiLizia voted for.
Councilors Cavanna, Cavanaugh, Osgood, Turner, Gullotta, and Niland voted against).

Amendment by: Councilor Wang Seconded by: Councilor DiLizia

To revise the following in Section 4.2 (Principal Use Summary Tables for Commercial, Industrial, and Other
Zones), add a row for "Residential, Middle Housing" and put "SPA" under the columns for each of the five
Commercial Zones (MSCC, PBD, PT, SGVC, TC).

Attorney Branse asked for clarification on the proposed amendment. Councilor Wang explained that she was
proposing a separate row for residential middle housing, distinct from mixed-use middle housing, with SPA
indicated in the same commercial zones. Councilor Cavanaugh asked whether this would create a separate line in
the use table, and Councilor Wang confirmed that it would.

Discussion: Councilor Wang said the amendment was intended to address the “or” issue by allowing residential
middle housing without the mixed-use component.
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AMENDED to add clarifying language to Item 5.c, paragraph 1

Councilor DiLizia supported the amendment, stating that he did not understand why development should be
limited to mixed-use middle housing and that allowing residential middle housing could avoid deterring needed
housing development.

Councilor Niland supported the motion based on his earlier position regarding the “or” provision.

Councilor Osgood asked where the affected commercial zones were located on the zoning map. Councilor Wang
identified MC as the Main Street Commercial Corridor.

Chairman Turner clarified that the amendment applied only to the five commercial zones and not the industrial
zones. Councilor Wang confirmed that, following the prior vote, she was not proposing to include the industrial
zones.

Councilor Niland said he interpreted the statute as allowing either mixed-use or residential middle housing and
saw no substantial difference between the two options.

Councilor Osgood asked whether the amendment would allow residential-only middle housing in the Town
Center, and Councilor Niland confirmed that it would be subject to SPA.

Chairman Turner expressed concern that allowing residential-only middle housing could eliminate the
requirement for a commercial component on the ground floor of street-facing buildings, citing a pending Main
Street and Hebron Avenue development as an example, and said he needed additional time to consider the
amendment.

Councilor Gullotta similarly expressed serious concerns, citing the importance of maintaining retail uses in the
Main Street corridor and referencing a prior development where the TPZ pushed for a mix of residential and retail
uses.

Councilor Wang acknowledged the concern but distinguished the proposed middle housing from the larger Main
Street development, noting that middle housing would be limited to two to nine units. Councilor Wang also cited
the need for housing in walkable commercial areas and said she believed the amendment was consistent with the
statute.

Councilor Cavanaugh agreed with Councilor Gullotta that the absence of a mixed-use requirement was a
significant concern.

Councilor Osgood said he would vote against the amendment because the public hearing had closed and the
Council could no longer ask questions about where the proposed developments could occur.

Councilor LaChance said the locations could be reviewed on GIS and agreed that the larger Main Street
development was not directly comparable to middle housing.

Chairman Turner said that, although the proposed mixed-use project at Main and Hebron is much larger than
middle housing, breaking it into smaller projects could produce a similar result. He said the amendment needed
further vetting and public input and suggested that some zones, such as the Main Street Commercial Corridor,
might ultimately need to be excluded.

Councilor Niland said similar residential development already exists in the area and that allowing smaller
residential projects could create opportunities to develop properties that may not attract commercial uses.

Chairman Turner responded that if commercial requirements were preventing a project, waiting six months would
not change the outcome because the applicant could simply return with the same proposal.
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AMENDED to add clarifying language to Item 5.c, paragraph 1

Councilor Wang said she believed six months was an ambitious timeline given the comprehensive zoning and
land-use review and public engagement planned for Phase 2. Councilor Wang stated she supported making the
change now, noting that unsuitable areas could still be addressed and carved out during Phase 2.

Result: Second motion to amend failed (4-5-0; Councilors LaChance, Wang, Niland, and DiLizia voted for.
Councilors Cavanna, Cavanaugh, Osgood, Turner, and Gullotta voted against).

Amendment by: Councilor Wang Seconded by: Councilor DiLizia

In Section 4.1 (Principal Use Summary Tables for Residential Zones), in the row "Residential, Middle Housing,"
add "SPA" in the SGVR zone column.

Councilor Wang noted that the zone description contemplates a mix of commercial and residential uses and,
consistent with the statute, said she believed mixed-use middle housing should be allowed by SPA.

Discussion: Councilor Niland asked whether Councilor Wang believed the amendment was statutorily required.
Councilor Wang said she believed it was consistent with the statute.

Councilor Osgood raised concern that the amendment could allow nine units without off-street parking in the
South Glastonbury Village area, which he said would be problematic given existing parking conditions, and said
he would vote against it.

Councilor Gullotta asked whether the discussion referred to the area near the post office. Councilor Gullotta
stated he recalled that the area had previously been examined closely and that its very small size had been a
significant concern, and agreed with Councilor Osgood.

Councilor Cavanaugh stated agreement with Councilors Osgood and Gullotta.

Councilor DiLizia asked whether Councilor Osgood’s concern was with the design and construction of residential
middle housing in the area. Councilor Osgood said his concern was that the Council did not have enough
information about the consequences of the change to be comfortable voting on it that evening.

Councilor Niland asked whether Councilor Wang’s interpretation raised a potential parking-related health and
safety issue. Councilor Wang said she was not qualified to make that determination but noted that parking impacts
could be considered as part of the health and safety review.

Councilor Niland said he was torn because of the potential parking concerns but believed Councilor Wang’s
interpretation of the statute could be correct.

Chairman Turner clarified that the proposed change concerned the South Glastonbury Village Residential Zone,
not the South Glastonbury Village Commercial Zone.

Attorney Branse asked whether the South Glastonbury Village Residential Zone allows commercial uses, noting
that the commercial and residential zones are treated separately in the regulations. Ms. Caltagirone clarified that
the South Glastonbury Village Commercial Zone is the area that permits the existing commercial uses, while the
residential zone is primarily residential. Councilor Wang asked whether the churches and library were considered
commercial uses; Ms. Caltagirone clarified that they are institutional uses.

Councilor Wang withdrew the motion. Councilor DiLizia withdrew his second.

Amendment by: Councilor Wang Seconded by: Councilor DilLizia
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AMENDED to add clarifying language to Item 5.c, paragraph 1

To revise the following, in Section 6.5 (Mixed Use Middle Housing (new)), remove item C: "Building
Configuration: Only one building per lot may contain residential units.

Discussion:

Councilor Wang explained that the amendment would remove the requirement that only one building per lot may
contain residential units, noting that the existing nine-unit maximum already limits density. Councilor Wang
stated allowing multiple smaller buildings, such as a four-unit and a five-unit building, would provide greater
flexibility without increasing the permitted number of units.

Councilor Niland stated he concurred with the amendment and supported it.

Councilor DiLizia stated the amendment made sense because it would provide greater flexibility in how buildings
are configured.

Councilor Osgood stated his agreement.

Result: Third motion to amend approved (7-2-0; Councilors Cavanna, Osgood, Turner, LaChance, Wang, Niland,
and DiLizia voted for. Councilors Cavanaugh and Gullotta voted against).

Amendment by: Councilor Wang Seconded by: Councilor DiLizia

To remove references to “character” or “preservation of character” under criteria for special permits, PADs and
ZBAs.

Councilor DiLizia offered a friendly amendment to remove “character” as a subjective criterion for approval or
denial and replace it with clear, objective standards to be drafted by staff. Attorney Branse explained that the
Council could not amend the regulations to require staff to draft language later, and Councilor DiLizia withdrew
the friendly amendment.

Councilor Wang noted that “character” is not defined.

Discussion: Councilor Wang explained that she sought to remove “character” because it is undefined and
subjective, and could allow an application to be denied based on the character of a neighborhood rather than
objective criteria. Councilor Wang stated that the provision was intended to comply with the 2021 law prohibiting
denials based on character and argued that the term was unnecessary.

Councilor Osgood said he did not view the legal argument as sufficient because the Council had already been
advised that the language was lawful and said he was comfortable retaining “character.”

Councilor Gullotta said he agreed with Councilor Osgood and would follow Attorney Branse’s guidance that the
term was appropriate in the regulations.

Councilor DiLizia said that while “character” may be considered, it cannot be the basis for denial, and retaining
the term could allow it to be inadvertently used as grounds for denial contrary to the intent of the law.

Councilor Cavanaugh said Councilor DiLizia was not giving sufficient weight to Town Staff and legal advice that
the language was appropriate and opposed removing “character.”

Councilor Niland said he trusted Staff to advise the Council against denying an application based on character
and was comfortable retaining the language.
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Chairman Turner agreed with Councilor Niland and said he was comfortable retaining “character” based on his
experience with Staff guidance.

Result: Fourth motion to amend failed (2-7-0; Councilors Wang and DiLizia voted for. Councilors Cavanna,
Cavanaugh, Osgood, Turner, LaChance, Gullotta, and Niland voted against).

Councilor Wang said she viewed the process as productive and appreciated the significant time and effort
contributed by the Council, Staff, consultants, attorneys, and subcommittee. Councilor Wang emphasized that her
comments and amendments were made respectfully and said she looked forward to continuing the discussion in
Phase 2.

Amendment by: Councilor Cavanaugh Seconded by: Councilor Cavanna

To add a provision that model regulations for middle housing design standards and inclusionary zoning
requirements related to parking be directed to the Steering Commiittee for review prior to being brought back to
the Council.

Discussion: Councilor Osgood asked whether the amendment changed the proposal or simply directed how the
design standards would be developed. Councilor Cavanaugh clarified that the original motion called for Staff to

prepare the standards, while his amendment would have them vetted by the Steering Committee.

Councilor Gullotta supported the referral, noting that the Steering Committee includes an architect, a current TPZ
member, and a former TPZ chair, making it a useful sounding board for Staff’s proposed standards.

Result: Fifth motion to amend passed unanimously (9-0-0).

Councilor Osgood asked whether the comments from Attorney Taff and the Town Attorney were incorporated
into the motion. Chairman Turner confirmed they were, clarifying that the Council was adopting Attorney
Branse’s recommendations regarding Attorney Taff’s suggested edits. Ms. Caltagirone explained that the motion
had been revised to incorporate Mr. Gomes’ recommended edits, consistent with Attorney Branse’s direction.
The Council voted on the amended motion in its entirety.

Result: Amended motion approved unanimously (9-0-0).

Motion by: Councilor Gullotta Seconded by: Councilor LaChance

“BE IT RESOLVED, that the Glastonbury Town Council hereby adjourns the Town Council meeting of August 4,
2026, at 10:35 p.m.”

Result: Motion passed unanimously (9-0-0).

Respectfully submitted,

Julia MacLean Corey Turner
Recording Clerk Chairman
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