TOWN OF MANSFIELD

TOWN COUNCIL MEETING
TUESDAY, October 14, 2008
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
AUDREY P. BECK MUNICIPAL BUILDING
7:30 p.m.
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SPECIAL MEETING-MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL
September 10, 2008 -
- DRAFT

Present: Chris Paulhus, Carl Schaefer

Members of the Town Council, staff and interested members of the

“Community met at the Mansfield Community Center at 5:00 p.m. to conduct a -
site walk of the Moss Sanctuary.

No decisions were made.

Mary Stanton, Town Clerk. -



REGULAR MEETING-MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL
September 22, 2008
" DRAFT
Mayor Elizabeth Paterson called the regular meeting of the Mansfleld Town

Council to order at 7:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of the Audrey P. Beck
Bundlng

L ROLL CALL

Present: Blair, Clouette, Duffy, Haddad, Koehn Nesbltt Paterson,
Paulhus, Schaefer

Il APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Clouette moved and Mr. Haddad seconded to approve minutes of
the September 8, 2008 special and regular meetings with corrections.

Motion passed WIth allin favor except Blair, Paterson and Paulhus who
abstained. :

I, OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL

Peter Plante of Oak Drive spoke in support of the resclution to

establish an Economic and Community Development Committee. He

applauded the opportunity for citizen participation noting that it puts the
- citizens in a proactive position. Mr. Plante is a member of the

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission but was speaking as a

private citizen. '

Cynara Stites, Hanks Hill Road, requested the letter she recently sent

to Council members regarding economic development be distributed in
the next packet. '

TOWN MANAGER’'S REPORT

Maria Capriola, Assistant to the Town Manager, congratulated all who
worked so hard on the Town fireworks and the Festival on the Green.
in response to a.question raised by Ms. Koehn at the last meeting
regarding the liability the Town incurs with events like the kayak.
rentals, Ms. Capriola reported that in all such instances the Town
requires a waiver of liability be signed. The Assistant to the Town
Manager also reported that she has polled the members of the Ethics

Committee and is in the process of arranging a meeting date, most
likely on October 2"



Ms. Duffy moved to add to the agenda as ltem 4a a discussion of the
resolution establishing the Community Quality of Life Committee.
Seconded by Mr. Clouette, the motion passed unanimously.

OLD BUSINESS

1. Community/Campus Relations

Mayor Elizabeth Paterson thanked the staff and volunteers who
organized the fireworks and Festival on the Green. The Mayor
noted that both citizens and members of the University participated,
calling it.a coming together of the Community.

Ms. Capriola reported the Town Gown Committee reviewed the
priority points of the Strategic Plan. Mr. Clouette commented that
the Committee also discussed the issue of governance regarding
the water supply and reported that the Board of Trustees has
formed a committee to review Spring Weekend.

2. Comrhunity Water and Wastewater Issues

Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works, reported the University of - -
Connecticut Water and Wastewater Policy Advisory Committee met
and discussed the status of the Willimantic River Study and
although the season was not dry enough to complete the study
preliminary findings will be issued.. He also commented that Ponde
Place is planning to resubmit the development proposal with a
request for sewers only. E - .
Council members asked questions regarding the State Department
of Health's requirements for community wells. Mr. Haddad
requested a memo from staff regarding the permitting process for
community water systems ineluding any provisions that address
possible impacts on neighboring wells.

3. Proposal to Establish a Standing Economic & Community
Development Committee of the Town Council and an Economic
Development Advisory Committee: Proposed Ordinance to repeal
Economic Development Commission (resolutions attached)

Mr. Nesbitt moved to adopt the Resolution to Establish a Standing
Economic and Community Development Committee of the Town
Council. The motion was seconded by Mr. Paulhus.



Mr. Clouette moved and Mr. Schaefer seconded to strike all
fanguage in the Findings and Purpose section up to the word
‘Therefore”. Motion to amend passed unanimously.

Council members discussed the role of the proposed committee
and its relationship to the Strategic Planning Process; the role of
the Downtown Partnership in the Four Corners and King Hill
sections of Town; the impact of an additional committee on the
Council and staff: the need for multiple resources to focus on
economic development; the role of the Plan of Conservation and
Development in determining economic development and the role of
the Council in determining priorities and setting goals.

Mr. Clouette moved to end debate on the motion. Seconded by
Ms. Blair, the motion passed with Blair, Clouette, Duffy, Koehn,

Paterson and Paulhus in favor and Haddad, Nesbitt and Schaefer
opposed.

On a roli call vote the motion as amerf.ded' failed with Duffy, Paulhus
and Schaefer in favor, Clouette, Haddad, Koehn, Paterson, Nesbitt
opposed and Blair abstaining.

Mr. Clouette moved and Mr. Paulhus seconded to adopt the
Resolution to Establish an Economic Development Advnsory
Commlttee starting with”...Be it Resolved..

Council members discussed the motion as a possibie way to
advance the concemns of the Council regarding the issue of

Economic Development and the need for the addition of a mission
alement to the motion.

Ms. Blair moved and Mr. Clouette seconded a motion to table. The
‘motion passed unanimously.

By consensus it was agreed that the Ordinance to repeal Economic
Development Committee would not be addressed at this meeting.

. Hillside Circle Quit Claim Deed

Mr. Schaefer moved and Mr. Paulhus seconded, effective
September22, 2008 to approve the conveyance of a .036 acre
parcel to the owner of 3 Hillside Circle subject to a condition that
the land conveyed to the owner of 3 Hillside Circle be merged with
the existing lot so that no new parcels of land are created.

Motion passed unanimously.

-4 -



4.a Community Quality of Life Committee

Ms. Duffy moved and Mr. Clouette seconded to increase the
membership on the Community Quality of Life Committee to include
5 at large members with preference being given to a landlord, a
student renter.and an affected neighbor.

~ Motion passed unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS

5. Financial Statements dated June 30, 2008

Mr. Schaefer moved to accept the amended Financial Statements

dated June 30, 2008, as prepared by town staff and endorsed by
the Finance Committee.

Mr. Schaefer, chair of the Finance Commiﬁeé', reported the

committee would be looking at the CNR fund from a long-term
perspective.

The motion passed with ali in favor with the exception of Ms. Koehn
who abstained.

6. Budget Transfers for Fiscal Year 2007/08

Mr. Schaefer moved effective September 22, 2008, to approve the
Budget Transfers for FY 2007/08, as presented by the Director of
- Finance in his communication dated September 18, 2008.

The motion passed with all in favor with the exception of Ms. Koehn
- who abstained. | -

7. Bd Wéiver for Renewal of Single Family Collection Contract

Mr. Clouette moved and Mr. Schaefer seconded, effective
September 22, 2008, to waive the competitive bid requirements of
the town's purchasing regulations solely for the purpose of
executing a two-year extension to the Town’s contract with Floyd

Mayo and Sons for the provnsnon of single family refuse collection
services.



VI

VII.

Lon Hultgren, Public Works Director explained that this.is a
negotiated amount and that Mayo has been able fo provide this
service to the Town very successfully.

Motion passed unanimously.

8. Proposed Amendments to Building Construction Ordinance

Ms. Blair moved and Mr. Clouette seconded, to schedule a public
hearing for 7:30 PM at the Town Council's regular meeting on
October 13, 2008, to solicit public comment regarding the proposed

amendments to the Building Construction Ordinance, Chapter 107
of the Mansfield Code.

Motion passed unanimously.

9. Notice of and Agreement to Right of First Refusal for 85 Depot
Road (Reynolds School)

Mr. Clouette moved and Ms. Blair seconded to approve the
following resolution:

'Resolved, on this, the 22" day of September 2008, the Town
Council for the Town of Mansfield, County of Tolland, State of
Connecticut, grants to the State of Connecticut for the University of
Connecticut a Right of First Refusal in real property known as 85

Depot Road, located in the Town.of Mansfield, Coun’ry of Tolland,
and State of Connectlout

Motion passed unanimously.

QUARTERLY REPORTS

DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS =

Mr. Schaefer noted that the Conservation Commission requested the
Town ask White Oak Condominium to retum five and a half acres of
open space to the Town if the Town gives the organization land for the
septic system. -

Mr. Schaefer asked the concept be reviewed.

Mr. Clouette questioned whether the Town should be proactive and
work with White Oak Condominium to craft a solution or potentially be

forced to fix the problem under a DER order. Staff will clarify the
Town's options.



Vill.

X1

X1

REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES

Ms Duﬁy reported the Committee on Committees has scheduled
interviews for citizens interested in serving on the Community Quality .
of Life Committee. She invited Council members to aitend.

RE‘PORTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS

Ms. Koehn attended the Executlve session of the Senior Center
Association.

Mr. Paulthus and Mr. Schafer attended the field trip to Moss Sanctuary.
Ms. Duffy attended the Reynold’s School opening. '
Mayor Paterson as President of CCM attended a conference of Irish

leaders in Ireland. She reported their issues and concerns are much
like those in the United States.

PETITIONS, REQUEST AND COMMUNICATIONS

10. Chronicle, "Editorial: We Offer These Threads, Needles" - 09/08/08 |

“11. Chronicle, "Letter to the Editor" - 09/16/08

12. Chronicle, "Mansfield Officials Now Have a Plan" - 09/09/08

13. Chronicle, "Mansfield Set to Have a Festive Weekend" - 09/11/08
14. Chronicle, "Mansfield Tackles School Updates" - 09/16/08

15. Chronicle, "Postal Lifesaver Is Honored" - 09/12/08

16. Chronicle, "The Heat Is On" - 09/16/08

17. Conneciicut Light and Power re: Interstate Reliability Project

18. G. Padick re: CL&P Interstate Reliability Project

19. G. Padick re: Proposed Telecommunication Tower, Dalev1lle Road,
Willington

20. VNA East 4" Quarter Statistics -
21. L. Weiss re: "A Resolution to Establish a Standing Economic and
Community Development Council Committee of the Mansfield Town

Council" and "A Resolution to Establish an Economic Development
Advisory Committee”

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNC'IL
No commenis

FUTURE AGENDAS

Mr. Schaefer requested the following question be a future agenda item:

The Town explore the expansion of the low-income programs at the

Community Center to a broader range of residents including senior
citizens on fixed incomes.
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Mr. Nesbitt moved to schedule a special meeting of the Town Council

for a strategic planning workshop. Seconded by Mr. Paulhus the
motion passed unanimously.

Ms. Blair moved and Mr. Paulhus seconded to move into Execu‘uve
Session. Motion passed unanimously.

Xil.  EXECUTIVE SESSION

Present: Blair, Clouette, Duffy, Haddad, Koehn, Nesbltt Paterson
Paulhus, Schaefer

Included: Town Manager, Matthew Hart

Issue: Town Manager's Performance Evaluation

XHI. ADJOURNMENT

Ms. Duffy moved and Ms. Blair seconded to adjourn the meeting.

Motion passed by all.

Elizabeth_ Paterson, Mayor . Mary Stanton, Town Clerk



“A Resolution to Establish a Standing Economic and Community Development
» Council Committee of the Mansfield Town Council”

Findings and Purpose:

The 2020 Strategic Plan for the Town of Mansfield identified Economic
Sustainability as a major priority. Economic sustainability, as discussed in the Strategic
Plan, encompasses several interrelated areas including sewer and water, infrastructure,
planning and development, support for Mansfield business, and Storrs Center
development and low-income and senior housing. A lack of structure at the advisory and
policy making levels of town government to focus on comprehensive economic ‘policies
and programs was identified as a major constraint to developing and mplementmg
sustainable economic development programs for Mansfield. _ .

‘Regional cooperation for economic development and implementation was
another priority identified in the 2020 Strategic Plan. WINCOG has embarked on a
regional planning initiative that will require interaction with the Mansfield economic
development interests. The 2006 Plan for Conservation and Development outlines the
long-term goals for economic development in Mansfield.

The Strategic Plan identified several obstacles related to Mansfield’s sewer and
water resources. These include a dependency on sewer and water systems owned and
managed by UCONN, Windham Water Works and the Town of Windham and budgetary
constraints with réspect to.potential infrastructure improvements. Several studies
concerning sewer and water availability and usage have been completed or are underway.
At a recent forum, a University of Connecticut representative expressed the continued
goal of supporting and partnering with Mansfield to diminish their role in fulfilling the
water and sewage needs of Mansfield. The 4-Corners Sewer Study has identified several
policy-related issues that the Council must address. The town actively seeks and _
administers grants for housing rehabilitation for-he senior and lower income heusing.
‘The Council will continue to make policy decisions in the immediate, medium.and long
term that are directly related to economic sustainability initiatives including the Storrs
Center project, 4- Corners and Kings Hill development and community development.

The Economic development innterests of the Town of Mansfield are represented by
Administrative Staff as members of the University of Connecticut Water Advisory
Committee, Windham Regional Council of Governments and Mansfield Business &
Professional Association (MBPA). The Mansfield Downtown Partnership is represented -
by both Administrative Staff and Council Members. All policy issues related to economic-
development issues are currently discussed by the Council as a whole, with most
information and suggested actions being initiated and supporting data provided by the
administrative staff. ' :

Many of the sustainable economic development issues require policy decisions at
the Town Council level. There is an immediate and on-going need for the Council to
actively participate in the discussions with administrative staff, residents, local and
regional businesses, University of Connecticut, state legislators, regional organizations
and other pohcy makers whom impact the economic sustainability i in ‘Mansfield and .
surroundmg region.

-9-



A standing Economic and Community Development Committee of the Town

Council will provide the needed focus, continuity and broader participation in the
discussions that will lead to development of policies by the Council as whole in the
various facets related to economic sustainability in Mansfield. It will provide a forum to

discuss, evaluate and seek diverse input into the multiple factors needed to formulate
recommendations for the Councﬂ as a Whole.

Therefore, be it resolved that:

—t

[N

(OB ]

Pursuant to Chapter A192 of the Mansfield Town Code the Town Council shall

establish a Standing Economic and Community Development Committes of the
Mansfield Town Council.

The membership of the Standing Economic Development Committee shall con51st of

. three (3) Countilors appointed by the Mayor.

The responsibilities of the Standing Econonuc Development Committee shall include

but not be limited ’

a. To recommend public polices concerning sustainable economic development to
the Town Council. The committee may make recommendations for the necessary
revision or revisions of any existing Ordinance or Ordinances and to draw up any
proposed Ordinance(s) or Resolutions the Conunittee may deem necessary for
'Council as a Whole to consider.

'b. To research and arialyze economic development issues including warer Sewer,
implemeritation of Mansfield Plan for Conservation and Development and 2020
Strategic Plan recommendations and support for Mansfield businésses.

¢, To help facilitate Community input concerning economic development polic
and initiatives.

d. To help coordinate discussions with mterested entltles that duectly or mchrectly
influence Mansfield Econiomic Development. These entities may include Council

" Advisory Committees, Mansfield Commissions, local, regional and state agencies,
state legislature, the University of Connecticut and local and regional businesses.

-e..To help coordinate discussions with interested entities that directly. or indirectly
influence the structural maintenance of low income and senior housing in
- Mansfield.

e. To monitor and help evaluate local and regional economic and community

development programs, initiatives and policies in cooperation with Admlmstraﬁve
Staff, Advisory Committees and regional agencies.

-10 -~



A Resolution to Establish an Economic Developmeht Advisory Committee

Findings and Purpose:

In 1962, A Municipal Development and Industrial Commission was established
by ordinance, In 1973, this ordinance was repealed and replaced by an ordinance
establishing an Economic Developmient Commission (Chapter, 17, Mansfield Town
Code). The Commission subsequently became inactive and was reactivated by the
Mansfield Selectman in June, 1981. Following a few years, it again became inactive and
has remained so to the present.

" The preamble to The Revised Town Ch'trter states the wish "to provide for local
government that is responsive to the will and values of the residents.of our town and
strongly affirms resident participation”. The participants in the 2020 Strategic Plan
development strongly reaffirmed the desire and value of resident participation in the
‘planning and implementation processes. The 2020 Strategic Plan for.the Town of
Mansfield identified Economic Sustainability and. regional cooperation for economic
development issues and 1mplementanon as major priorities :

‘ During the past 10 years there has been several major economic development
issues confronting Mansfield including sewer and water availability, downtown and 4-
corners development. The completion of the 2006 Plan for Conservation and
Development outlined the long-term goals for economic development in Mansfield. The
Town Council has authorized and the Administrative Staff have implemented several
studies. The Mansfield Downtown Partnership has made substantial progress with the
Storrs Center project. The recently completed 2020 Strategic Plan establishes sustainable
economic development as a major priority for Mansfield. Economic sustamablhtv as
discussed in the Strategic Plan, encompasses many different areas including sewer and
water, infrastructure, planning and development support for Mansfield busmesses and
Storrs Center development

The Economic development interests of the Town of Mansﬁeld are represented by
Administrative Staff as members of the University of Connecticut Water Advisory
Committee, Windham Regional Council of Governments and Mansfield Business and
Professional Association (MBPA). The Mansfield Downtown Partnership is represented _
by Administrative Staff, Council Membeérs and cifizens. As identified in the Strategic
plan, there is a lack of structure at the advisory and polic 'y making levels of town
government that focuses on comprehensive economic policies and prograrns. Since the
inactivation of the Economic Development Commission, there has been limited
opportunities for the residents and businesses to active partmpate in the discussions of
many economic development issues. :

- Many of the sustainable economic development issues require policy decisions at
the Town Council level. Economic development policies and initiatives impact many
interests of the residents of Mansfield including taxes, quality of life, economic
prosperity, transportation, infrastructure, and sewer and water availability. There isa
current and future need for the Mansfield résidents to actively participate in the
discussions with the Town Council and Administrative Staff, and other policy makers
whom impact the economic sustainability in Mansfield. An Economic Development
Advisory Committee will provide a formal structure for the receipt and processing of
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valuable information and will formulate recommendations from the public perspective on
which the Council Economic and Community Development Committee can formulate

policies and initiatives concerning economic sustainability that are in the best interests of
the residents of Mansfield. '

Therefore, be it resolved that:

1. Pursuant to Chapter A192 of the Mansfield Town Code the Town Council shall
establish an Economic Development Advisory Committee.

[N

The membership of the Economic Advisory Committee shall consist of seven (7)
members of the public, none of whom shall be serving as elected officials of the
‘Town.or Town employees. The Town Council shall make the appointmerits.

LI

The term of office shall be for three (3) years, except that two (2) shall serve one (1)
year from their date of appointment; two (2) for to (2) years from their date of
appointment and three (3) for three (3) years from their date of appointment.

4, The Town Council may appoint Town employees as ex-officio non-voting members
of the committee. .

5. The responsibilities of the Economic Development Adv1so1'y Committee shall include
but not be limited to:

A. Make recommendations to the Town Council concemmg genelal and/or spemﬁc
~ sustainable economic policies and initiatives.
B. Monitor and help evaluate economic development pohcles and initiatives.
C. Help identify and coordinate activities of local, regional and state organizations
whose activities may impact or compliment the economic development activities
of the Town of Mansfield. —

D. Perform any other duties as requested by the Town Council or Admlmstratlve
Staff.
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Town of Mansfield
Code of Ordinances
“Ordinance to repeal Economic Development Conimission”-

Background

An opinion of the Town Attorney published April 28, 2008 indicated that an

ordinance to repeal the current ordinance authorizing the formation of the Economic
Development Commission was needed.

Section 1. Title.

This chapter shall be known ancl may be cited as “the ordinance to repeal the Economic
Development Commission.

Section 2. ‘Legislative Anthority.

This chapter is enacted pursuant to the provisions of C.T.S. Section 7 148, e seq., as
amended.

Section 3, Findings and Purpose.

‘The Economic Development Commission was estabhshed by Ordinance, September 24,

1973 a set forth in Chapter 17 of the Code of the Town of Mansfield. The f‘omlmssmn
has been inactive for many years.

Section 4. Repealer

The Ordinance enacted on September 24, 1973, creating an Economic Development

Commission and set forth in Chapter 17 of the Code of the Town of Mansfield, is hereby
repealed.

-13-
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Ttem #1

LEGAL NOTICE
TOWN OF MANSFIELD
~ PUBLIC HEARING OCTOBER 14, 2008
- AMENDMENTS TO THE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ORDINANCE

The Mansfield Town Council will hold a public hearing at 7:30 PM at their regular
meeting on October 14, 2008 to solicit public comment regarding amendments to the
Building Construction Ordinance, Chapter 107 of the Mansfield Code. This hearing will
be held in the Council Chambers of the Audrey P. Beck Building.

At this hearing persons may address the Town Council and written communications may
be received.

Copies of said proposal are on file and available at the Town Clerk’s Office: 4 South
- Eagleville Road, Mansfield. '

Dated at Mansfield Connecticut this October 6, 2008

Mary Stanton
Town Clerk

-15-.



_16_



Ttem #2

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council :
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager /71/14 4/ %/ _
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Gregory Padick, Director of
: Planning; Lon Hultgren Director of Public Works; Robert Miller, Director of
4 Health
Date: October 14, 2008
Re: White Oak Condominiums, Sewer Project

Subject MatterIBackground

For many years the White Oak Condomlnlum Association has been working with the
State Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and Mansfleld staff members to
resolve an existing sanitary system fallure

In June 2008, a request to use a portlon of Dunhamtown Forest off of White Oak Road,
for sanitary system repairs for the White Oak Condominiums was received by the Town
Council and referred to the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) pursuant to Section
8-24 of the State Statutes, as well as to the Conservation Commission, the Open Space
Préservation Committee and the Parks Advisory Committee. The Conservation
Commission and the two advisory committees have provided what might be best
described as “qualified” opinions regarding the proposal, and their reasoning appears to
be motivated by a lack of a prudent and feasible alternative. However, after receiving
reports from staff and advisory commitiees, the PZC voted not to support the subject
Tequest. Subsequently, the Department of Environmental Protection.(DEP), who has
jurisdiction over the existing sanitary system failure, prepared a draft "consent order"
and the White Oak Condominium Association submitted a compensation amendment
for their request. The attachments provide details about the request. Due to the PZC's

action, a two-thirds vote of the Town Council appears necessary to approve the subject
~ easement request.

- Staff, representatives from the White Oak Condominium Assdciatibn and the DEP will
be available at Tuesday’s meeting to address questions or concerns raided by Council.

rinancial impact '

If the request is approved, all construction and maintenance work on the proposed
sanitary system on Town land would be the responsibility of the White Oak
Condominium Association. Various staff members would continue to be invoived in
executing required documents and processing required permit applications. The
applicant has proposed a $15,000 contribution to Mansfield's open space fund. Failure
to approve this request is expected to result in a DEP order which would have
significant financial obligations for the Town.
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Legal Rewew
All legal documents, including easements and a required operation and maintenance
agreement would need to be reviewed and approved by the Town Attorney.

Recommendation
‘Due to a lack of a prudent and feasible alternative, and in order to protect public health
and the environment, staff recommends the execution of the easement documents that

authorize the use of a portion of Dunhamtown Forest for sanitary system improvements
for the White Oak Condomlnlum Association. :

If the Town Council concurs with this recommendation, the following motion is in order:

Move, effective October 15, 2008, to authorize Town Manager Matthew W. Hart, subject
to the conditions cited below, fo execute easement documents that authorize the use of
a portion of Dunhamtown Forest for sanitary system improvements for the White Oak
Condominium Association. It is understood that this authorization is not fo be
considered a binding precedent to allow other property owners or potential developers

to use Town land for private purposes. Further this authorization is subject to the
following condltlons

1. Construction plans shall be revised to detail all authorized work on Town land
including: tree and stump removal, installation of sanitary system improvements
and monitoring wells with. security covers, access gates and parkmg Iot
improvements.

2. No work shall begin until all required local and State permits are approved

3. All required legal documents, including the proposed easements and an
operation and maintenance agreement with escrow fund provisions, shall be
approved by the Town Attorney and, where appropriate, filed on the Land
Records.

4. $15, QOO is submitted to the Town for deposit in Mansfield's open space fund.

Attachments

1) 10/09/08 memo from Director of Planning o ‘

2) 10/7/08 Letter from White Oak Condominium Association and 6/12/08 request of
H. Torcellini of Gardner and Peterson with attachments.

3) Portion of submitted plans depicting the proposed sanitary system work on Town
land. .

4) Draft DEP Consent Order

5) 8/6/08 letter from Planning and Zoning Commission

6) 7/15/08 memo from Open Space Preservation Committee
7) 7/17/08 memo from Assistant Town Engineer

. 8) 7/24/08 memo from Director of Health

9) 7/29/08 letter from Conservation Commission

10)7/31/08 letter from Parks Advisory Committee
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to: Mansfield Town Council

From: Gregory J. Padick, Director of Planmng
Date: October 9, 2008 '
RE: Request of White Oak Condoininiums to use

Town land for Sanitary System

Background

The subject request to utilize Town land for needed sanitary system repairs for the sixty-four (64) unit White Oak
Condominium development has been under study for many years. The subject multi-family housing project was
constructed in the 1960's as apartment units (Hardwood Acres). Construction predated Inland Wetland regulations
and current Planning and Zoning and health code requirements. Sanitary systems.were constructed within and
adjacent-to wetland areas and sanitary problems have necessitated numerous on-site repairs. Due to the collective
size of the systems, waste disposal problems are now under the jurisdiction of the State Department of
Environmental Protection. Approximately ten (10) years ago DEP notified the White Oak Condominium
‘Association and Town Officials that the existing systems were impacting surface and ground water resources and
that a permanent sanitary system solution needed to be implemented. A formal order has not been issued due to on-
going efforts of the association to address this issue. Any formal order would be issued to the Town of Mansfield

(see 1/24/08 letter from J. Zmijewski of DEP and a draft consent order which was forwarded to the Town in
September). '

In 2004, the Town Council authorized soil testing on a portlon of Dunhamtown Forest off White Oak Road.
Subsequently, it was determined that a new system meeting DEP requirements can be constructed on this property.
The system would necessitate disturbance of about 2.5 acres of land and easement areas of about fourteen (14)
acres to ensure appropriate nitrogen dilution. It is my understanding that the easement area for nitrogen dilution
would remain useable for trails and park use but no structures would be permitted. The proposed area of sanitary
system construction is wooded in nature and existing trees will need to be removed. Upon installation, the
proposed leaching fields will be revegetated with grass or wildflower mix and mowed once or twice per year.
Several ground water monitoring wells will be installed. Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of fill will be required.
All construction and sanitary system maintenance costs are to be borne by the White Oak Condominium
Association and its members. More information about the proposal is contained on a 4 sheet set of plans dated
12/1/06 as revised to 5/27/08, as prepared by Gardner and Peterson Associates, LLC; a previously distributed
6/12/08 letter from project engineer, H. Torcellini which includes 5 attachments; and a 10/7/08 compensation
amendment submitted by S. Glennon of the White Oak Condominium Association.

On 7/3/08, the subject easement request was referred to the Planning and Zoning Commission (pursuant to Section
8-24 of the State Statutes). In conjunction with this referral, the proposal was forwarded to staff members and
advisory committees for review and comment. Reports (attached) were submitted by the Open Space Preservation’
Comumittee, the Parks Advisory Committee, the Conservation Commission, the Director of Planning, the Director
of Health and the Assistant Town Engineer. On 8/4/08, the Planning and Zoning Commission approved a motion
opposing the proposed easement because the Commission "does not support the use of Town Open Space parcels
for private use". Due to this action, a 2/3 vote of the Town Council may be necessary to approve the subject
request. It is important to note that the PZC and the aforeméntioned advisory committees did not have for their
réview, the revised compensation amendment from the White Oak Condominium Association or the draft consent
order from DEP. Upon verbal request, the PZC decided not to review any subsequent submissions for the primary
reason that potential fiscal impacts for the Town are the primary responsibly of the Town Council and not the PZC.
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Review Comments

The following staff review comments are offered for the Town Council's consideration.

HEo 0w

The subject site of the project was purchased by the Town from the Sibley family. No grant funds were used
and I am not aware of any deed restrictions that would prevent the proposed use of this Town property. The
50.6 acre Sibley property was purchased in 2002 for $90,000.

Due to the proximity of proposed construction to Inland Wetland areas, an IWA license approval will be

required. The revised sanitary system also will require either Site Modification or Special Permit approval
from the PZC.

The project would promote a number of Plan of Conservation and Development goals, objectives and
recommendations, particularly those tied to protecting natural resources, promoting public health and safety
and providing housing opportunities for all income levels. Based on Plan mapping the subject septic system
site does not have significant historic or environmental resources but it is within a large interior forest area that

includes and abuts Dunhamtown Forest. The project is not expected to significantly impact an existing trail that
extends into Dunhamtown Forest from the White Oak Road parking area. .

Staff review indicates that the project engineer has appropriately considered all potential on-site and off-site
alternatives for sanitary system repairs. Use of the adjacent Town land appears to be the only feasible and

prudent alternative for needed repairs. Applicant and DEP representatives are expected to be present at the
10/14/08 Town Council Meeting. -

Staff review indicates that if the Town does not authorize the proposed project, the DEP will issue a formal
notice of violation and that the Town will be compelled to act to remedy the existing sanitary problem. The
submitted draft consent order would require the Town to retain a qualified consultant to prepare a
"comprehensive and thorough engineering report" and upon DEP approval, to implement remediation activities.

Staff review indicates that the 1,000 cubic yards of fill needed for constructing the leaching fields is exempt
from special permit requirements based on the provisions of Article X, Section H. and the exemption provided

for septic system repairs. Fill aspects of the project (haul routes, neighbm:hood impact, hours of activity, etc.)
can be addressed through the PZC site modification process.

.

Staff is not aware of other multi-family housing projects in Town that have similar sanitary problems. Action
on this proposal is not considered to be a binding precedence that would allow other property owners or

potential developers to use Town land for private purposes. Any future requests would have to be reviewed
and acted upon on a case-by-case basis.

Mansfield has authorized the use of Town land for sanitary repairs for a single family home on Farmstead Road
and Town open $pace land is being used for the Orchard Acres apartrent's sanitary system. Additionally, staff
is aware of at least 4 situations where private utility systems cross Town roads.

Advisory Committee reports have recommended that the Town Council consider monetary compensation for
allowing the use of Town land. It is staff's opinion that a lump sum payment is preferable to annual payment
options. The applicant's proposed donation of $15,000 to Mansfield's Open Space fund is considered
appropriate compensation for the requested easement rights. The applicant has indicated that they would

improve the existing parking area, install a security gate and clean up existing trash proximate to the parking
area. ' '

While staff does not have any statistical evidence, based on the size and nature of the housing units, it is
expected that many of the units are occupied by individuals with low and moderate incomes. A permanent
solution to the project's sanitary problems may also help to facilitate other improvements or upgTades of the
subject housing stock.

Any Town Council authorization action should address:

>

" Maintenance and liability issues. A formal agreement that includes estabhshment of an escrow fund for
future repairs needs to be executed between the Town and Association.
The use of utility boxes to cover monitoring wells
Tree and stump removal activities. All tree cutting debris needs to be appropnately addressed.
Legal review and acceptance of easement documents
Any compensation requirements

The need to revise construction plans to specif - 2 0 -letail all required improvements on Town Land.



Summary/Recommendation

Staff review indicates that the proposed sanitary system repair project on Town land is the only viable alternative to
address an existing public health and environmental impact problem. Potential alternatives have been considered
and the project has been actively monitored for many years by State and local officials. Construction impacts on
Town land or neighboring property owners are not expected to be significant. Failure to approve this request would
likely result in a formal DEP order and significant fiscal impact for the Town. Theé applicant's proposed

contribution of $15,000 to the Town's open space fund and proposed parking lot 1mprovements are considered fair
and appropriate compensation for the grantmg of the 1equested gasements.
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Date:  October 7, 2008
To: Mansfield Town Council
From: Scott Glennon

President
White Oak Condominiums

Subject: Compensation Amendment: Request Of White Condominiums Use of Town
Land for Sanitary System. '

White Oak Condominium Association Inc. proposes to amend it’s compensation offer to

‘the Town Of Mansfield contained in our original proposal to install a community sanitary
system on town. :

Specifically, we offer the following:

1) To donate of $15,000.00 to the Town Of Mansfield’s open space fund.

2) To install a gate on the access road. |

3) To properly delineate the parking lot with boulders and/or railroad ties.

4) Reémove Trash fromA the immediéte areas sun‘qund}ng thé parking lot and access road.
We believe our proposal will improve the property and that our sanitary system will not

leave a noticeable footprint on town land. A meadow will eventually grow over the 2.5
acres we will be clearing for the septic system. '

We’d like to thank the Town Of Mansfield for considering our request, and our
compensation offer.

Sincerely,
. Scott Glennon



GARDNER & PETERSON ASSOCIATES, LLC
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS s  LAND SURVEYORS

178-HARTFORD TURNPIKE -
BARRY D. CLARKE, L.5.

SUSAN E. JAMAITUS, L.S. - . TOLLAND, CONNECTICUT 08084 i TELEPHONE (B60) B71-0808
ERIC R. PETERSON, P.E. ) FAX (B60) B875-2086
KENNETH R. PETERSON, L.S. . ) EmaiL info@GardnerPeterson.com
MARK A. PETERSON, BE. : : : '

HENRY P. TORCELLINI, P.E.

EVERETT O. GARDNER, P.E., L.S. Emeritus

June 12,2008

Town Council

Town of Mansfield
4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06238

Re:_'Dunh,am Town Forest
Sibley Property

Dear Town Council Members:

On behalf of our clients, the White Oak Condominium Association, Inc., we ar¢
requesting permission to install a leaching field for the existing condominium complex to
treat their wastewater. We are requesting that the proposed disposal system be installed
on a portion of the Town open space land located off of White Qak Road.

. In 2004, we requested and were granted permission to investigate the possibility
of installing a disposal system on this piece of property. Over the past several years, we
have excavated testholes, had groundwater monitoring wells installed and spent two
springs monitoring the groundwatér levels on a portion of this property. After analyzing
the result of the testing, we have designed a system which meets the requirements of the
Department of Environmental Protection’s Subsurface Disposal criteria to renovate the

waste water from the condominium project.- A copy of the plans, as submitted to the
DEDP, is enclosed. '

The property owned by the condominium association is located at the corner of
Mansfield City Road and White Oak Road. The buildings were approved and built
during the 1960°s.and have been experiencing problems with the disposal systems for
almost the full life of the complex. The site contains sixteen individual four unit
buildings, seven buildings located along the Mansfield City Road and the remaining
building fronting on Poplar Drive. There are two brooks which flow into the property
from White Oak Road and transverse the property exiting as a single stream to the west
side of the property. This brook discharges into a vond on private property. It would
appear that portions of these brooks were exc ~ 23 "1 during the initial construction to



lower the groundwater level and that at least fifty percent of the site would be considered
as mland wetlands. :

Based on the soil testing performed and visual inspections of the existing site, it
has been concluded there is not suitable soils or adequate space to construct a system to
treat the wastewater flow and prevent pollution of the waters of the State of Commnecticut.

As part of the design process, we have reviewed the suitability of abutting
properties. The majority of the existing land has been developed into single family
housing units. The other parcels located adjacent to the condommlum assoc1at10n have
restrictions including open water, wetlands, etc.

The actual space required for the disposal system is approximately 2.5 acres. The
remaining land located within the sanitary sewer easement area of 5.51 acres serves as
construction access during the construction of the system and as access to the monitoring
wells. A nitrogen dilution easement of 8.45 acres indicated on the plans will remain as is
with no tree cutting or grading to disturb the natural conditions. This easementisto
ensure no other sources of nitrogen will be permitted on this space. This space ensures
enough natural rain and groundwater flow will dilute the nitrogen associated with
wastewater and will not adversely effect the adjacent property. The groundwater flow
leaving the easement will meet the drinking water standards of the state. There will be

three monitoring wells installed along the western property line to monitor the quality of,
the groundwater ﬂowmg ﬂ'om the property.-.

The work to be performed within the construction easement will con515t of the
following:

1. Construetlon of a gravel access road to the construction area for the maehmery
* and materials necessary to perform the work. '

The removal of the trees and stumps, as necessary within the area of construction.

Stockpiling of the existing topsoil for reuse at the end of construction. .

Installation of sand and leaching materials for the construction of the leachmg

field.

5. Regrading of the site with the stockpiled topsoil plus any additional topsoil which
may be required to have at least a four inch covering on the areas of disturbance.

The seeding of the area with a combination of annual grasses and wild flower mix

- to reestablish the area and prevent possible erosion of the soil.

7. The restoration of an improved parking lot with additional parking, if requested,
of existing parking lot at the entrance to the open space. There would be a gate on
the access road beyond the limits of the parking lot to prevent unauthorized
vehicles from entering the site in the area of the leaching field and the three
groundwater monitoring wells. Access to the site would be required for
maintenance and mowing of the grassy areas on the leachfield to prevent the
development of trees, the area would be brushhogged at least once a year. All the
work on the open space is performed at the expense of the condominium
association, the Town having no lie - 24 -to maintain the area of the leaching

ENEERN
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field. The area will be inspected at least four times a year to inspect the operation
of the leaching field which includes the monitoring of the groundwater in the site,
also on a quarterly basis or as designated by the final DEP permit. The

construction of this project would take place, at the earliest possible time after the

association receives all the necessary permits to construct the project and the
necessary funding is in place.

We have included the following documentation for your review:

Letter dated June 22, 2004 — Request for permission to test
Letter dated July 28, 2004 — Approval to test site

Letter dated August 16, 2006 — Update of project

Letter dated January 24, 2008 - Status of design

Letter dated J anuary 24, 2008 — DEF response to project

A set of design plans for the project.

USRS E

I will be available to meet with the Town boards and commissions, as Necessary.
Very truly yours,

/- ﬂW

Henry P. Torcellml P.E.

HPT;jml

Enclosures

cc: Sheila at White & Katzman' with enclosures
Jenmnifer P. Zmijewski, PE — D.E.P. - Letter only
Greg Padick, Town Planner — Mansfield — Letter only

9944l.doc
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EVERETT 0. GARDNER, P.E., LS.

KENNETH R. PETERSON, L.5.
HENRY P. TORCELLINI, P.E.
SUSAN E. JAMAITUS, L.5.
MARK A PETERSON, P.E.
BARRY D. CLARKE, L.S.
ERIC A. PETERSON, P.E.

GARDNER & PETERSON ASSOGCIATES

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS  » LAND SURVEYORS

178 HARTFORD TURNPIKE

TOLLAND, CONNECTICUT 05084 . - TELEPHONE (860} 571-0808
: , - FAX (860) B75-2086

Envall Info@GardnerPeterson.com

Juqe 22,2004

. a

Mr. Martin Berliner, Town Manage'r

Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06238

Dear Mr. Berliner:

Re: White Qak Condominium
Soil Testing

On behalf of our client, the White Oak Condominiums, we are formally
requesting permission to perform preliminary soil testing on land owned by the Town of
Mansfield, White Oak Drive (formally known as the Sibley pmperty) This parcel is
located adjacent to the association property. The soil testing is to provide preliminary
information as to the suitability of this property for the construction of a disposal system
to serve the units that have failed disposal systems. The soil testing will be a series of
excavated testholes on portions of the property, which may be suitable for placement of
this repair. The excavation shall be performed by a small track machine. The procedure
is to excavate the holes, miake a log of the soil conditions, obtain soil samples for testing
in a lab, refill the testholes and compact the soil so there will be no lasting disturbance to
the property. At this time we do not know how many holes but we would estimate a-
minimum of six and probably a maximum of twelve.

The White Cak Condominiums were bum as apartments back in the 1960°s and
have had increasing problems with the disposal fields. Not all of the units have
experienced wastewater problems. There has been one major repair completed for
Building #1. The units located along Mansfield City Road were constructed either in or
near the wetlands and are experiencing difficulties due to high groundwater conditions
and very poor soil conditions. We have soil tested all the land owned by the association
and have investigated surrounding property. There is no additional land on the
association property that we can reasonably use to build lasting disposal systems.

As part of our testing program, we ams =% ant101patmg cutting any large trees but
may disturb some of the low lying shrub ve_Z._..on as part of the excavation. We will try



Letter to Mr. Martin Berliner
June 22, 2004 '

to maintain the equipment ‘within the established trails doing thie least amount of damage

to the trails as possible and we will leave no loose rocks or vegetation on the trails. The
testholes will be observed by representatives of the State of Connecticut, Department of
Environmental Protection and the Eastern Highlands Health District. This testing is
necessary to see if the land is suitable to totally renovate the wastewater on the property
without causing any lasting effect to the property. If a system were to be constructed, it
would, at that time, require the removal of trees within the disposal area and probably the

‘ 1mportatmn of sand fill to properly renovate the waste water from this complex.  Until
this testing is done, We do not know:the extent or the size of a disposal field that will be
required to €liminate the existing problems on the White Oak site.

A review of the records maintained by the Town and the health district, indicate a
long series of disposal systeri problems dating back to the early 70’s. The association
would like to be able to maintain their units and provide housmg 1o the standards of the
Town of Mansfield.

Our client will provide a hold harmless agreement prior to the testing.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to

call.
Vcry truly yours,
Ry %ﬁ//é
Henry P. Tareellini, P.E.
HPT:jml

cc: Shirley Shaffer .

9944c.doc
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- TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER

Martin H. Berliner, Town Manager . AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
' FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLEROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599
(860) 425-3336
Fax: (860) 429-6863

Tuly 28, 2004

Mr. Henry P. Torcellini, PE

. Gardner & Peterson Associates
178 Hartford Turnpike
Tolland, Connecticut 06084

Re: Seil Tesﬁng for White Oak Condominiums

Déa:_l\/lr. Torcellini:

I have received the hold harmless agreement and insnrance"-aértiﬁcate that we had requested for
the proposed soil testing on the town-owned Sibley property located on White Oak Drive in
Mansfield. You are authorized to proceed with the soil testing as we have discussed. Please
contact my office or the Town Planner to let us know when you plan to be on site and When the

work is complete. ' Also, please inform us 1f any problerns arise.

As you know, my ofﬁce phone number is (860) 429-3339 and the Town Planner can be Ieached
at (860) 429-3330. S

We appreciate your compliance with our guidelines.
Sincerely,

FU wg,/‘

Matthew W. Hart
Assistant Town Manager

CC: Martm Berliner, Town Manager
Gregory J. Padick, Town Planner.
Robert Miller, Director of Health
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GARDNER & PETERSON ASSOCIATES, LLC
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS s  LAND SURVEYORS

8
BARRY D. CLARKE, LS. 178 HARTFORD TURANPIKE

SUSAN E. JAMAITUS, L5, TOLLAND, GONNECTICUT 08084 TELEPHONE (850} 871-0803
ERIC K. PETERGON, PE, . FAX [860) B75-2086

KENNETH R. PETERSON, L.5. ) ErxalL Info®@GardperPsterson.com
MARK A, PETERSON, RE. . :

HENRY P. TORGELLINI, P.E.

EVERETT O. GARDNER, P.E., L.S. Emeritus

August 16, 2006

Mr. Matt Hart

Assistant Town Manager
Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Storrs, CT 06268-2599

Re: White Qak Condominiu;ﬁs
Dear Mr. Hart:

We have completed our soil testing and groundwater monitoring for the potential
repair area for the subsurface disposal system for the White Oak Condominiums. From
our previous discussions, the only suitable location for the absorption-system is on the
Town owned open space along White Oak Drive. We have received a preliminary
approval from the Department of Environmental Protection for the layout shown on the
enclosed plan. Based on the results of the soil testing and the groundwater monitoring,
the location chosen for the soil absorption part of the disposal system is located to the
west of the existing trail and below the trail in elevation. This will allow the trail to
remain in its present location with no modifications and allow a buffer to the west
between the trail and the disposal system.

A buried 3" force main will convey sewage from the housing complex to the
absorption field. . The force main will be located in White Oak Drive and then through
‘the small parking area adjacent to in the open space parcel and past the condominium
well system. :

- The nexi step in the design of this project would be a limited boundary survey
between the land owned by the Town of Mansfield and the White Oak Condominium
Complex. This survey is necessary to establish the location of the system components -
and to provide a base map for any easements that would be required between the two
parties. This map will also be used for the final design. The final design will
mﬂorporate construction areas, system layout - 29 -etails for the DEP.



Access to the construction area will be through the parking area between the
water system and the trail head. We are proposing a staging area for the construction
west of the traxlhead in an area previously_ used as a borrow area..

The parkmg'arca will be restored at the completion of the construction process. If
desired by the Town, the parking area will be enlarged to provide more parking space of
sufficient size to allow for additional parking spaces and proper tuming movements. The
parking area will be provided with an all weather surface of processed gravel or stone.

The area of the leach field will need to be mowed once or twice a year so no brush
or trees grow in the area of the leaching fields. The site will be topsoiled and seeded to a
grass or wild flower mix. There will be several groundwater monitoring wells installed
below the sysiem adjacent to the property line to monitor the groundwater. There will
also be observation ports within the lcachmg ﬁeld to be able to check the operation of the
distribution system.

Before the design is completed, we realize there are other committees and boards
within the Town of Mansfield that need to review the layout of the leachmg system and
to detennme what effect 1t may have on the open space area. e

We request all correspondencc come through our ofﬁce with a copy sent to thte
" & Katzman at 606 F arimington Avenue Hartford CT 06 105 artentlon Sheila Zamewskl
Ma.nagmg Agent. . S _
h If you have addltmnal questions, please don t hcmtate to call N
'Verytrulyyouxs, ) - o
2 %f«feé
/ ) s -
" HemryP, Torcellini, PE.
HPT:jml

Enc losure
cc: ulmla Zaniey w/.:kl

9944i.doc

-30-



GARDNER & PETERSON ASSOCIATES, LLC

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS = LAND SURVEYORS

178 HARTFORD TURNPIKE

BARRY D. CLARKE, L.S, A TELEPHONE (B60) 871-0808
Eusé": i;ﬁ;@gﬁ’gs' . TOLLAND, CONNECTIGUT 06084 - FAX (BGD) 75-2085
RZ:JHE'-TH 38 .FErER's&:N. Ls ’ ExalL Info@GardnerPetgrson.com

MARK A. PETERSON, PE.
HENRY P. TORGELLINI, P.E.

EVERETT 0. GARDNER, RE,, L.S. Emeritus ’
January 24, 2008

Mr. Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager
Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road

Mansfield, CT 06268

Re: White Oak‘Condomilniums
Dear Mr. Hart:

This is an update and review of the process our firm has been pursuing to solve a potential
community poliution problem at the White Oak Condominjums on Mansfield City Road. We were
contacted by the condominium association in November of 2002 to review a problem with two of their
buildings (numbers 15 & 16) which face Mansfield City Road at the comer of White Oak Drive. The site
contains sixteen buildings with each building containing four two-bedroom units. Each building has a
disposal system and water provnded by private water system located on site and presently managed by
Birmingham Utilities. The complex was built in the 1960s as apartments and has been converted to
condominiums. The complex has a long history of wastewater disposal problems dating back to at least
one repair that was constructed in 1971 and another repair that was designed and built in the late 1990°s.
There are two watercourses and associated wetlands that traverse the site flowing from White Oak Drive
and discharging toward the Willimantic River. The disposal systems for several of the units (14, #15 and
#16) are located in or very close to the wetlands. The high groundwater tables and the poor seils limit the
capacity of these systems to accept the wastewater. Many of the other systems are undersized and located
adJaccnt to the wetlands.

Since the site discharges in excess of 5,000 gallons of wastewater per day, it is under the
jurisdiction of the Connecticut State Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). We have been
working with the D.E.P. and the Jocal health department to try to resolve these issues. Initial soil testing
was performed during ‘the winter of 2002/2003 to begin a review of the soils that are on site, The intent
was to fry to repalr these systems in a manner that would meet the standards set forth by the D.E.P. These
standards require amy wastewater dxschargmg to ground to meet drinking water standards prior to its
discharge to a wetland, a watercourse or a property line. After severa! rounds of soil testing and a tharough
site analysis of the property owned by the association, we then began looking offsite to determine if
additional property could be purchased or leased to install disposal systems-for part or all of the units:

The land on either side of the complex along Mansfield City Road has been developed. The area
across Mansfield City Road from the complex was designated as subdivision and houses were being built
on the property. A review of the soil data and the site conditions from the Town records indicated that the
soils on the south side of Mansfield City Road were not adequate to support the wastewater loads from the
condominium complex. The land to the east along White Oak Drive was partially developed but the
majority of this area is watercourses and wetlands. We did review the area of the Town owned open space
located north of the complex along White Oak Drive. There appeared to be some areas on this parcel that
might be adequate to meet the needs .of the wastewater flows from the complex. We contacted the Town in
the spring of 2004 and received permission to do some - 31- 1ary soil tesung on the site. This testing was



performed in August of 2004 and the results indicated there were areas that could be used for the disposal
and treatment of the wastewater from the complex. In order to make a determination of the adequacy of the
open space parcel, additional soil testing was performed. This testing involved the placement of standpipes
to determine depth of groundwater and direction of flow and borings o delermine the depth of bedrock.
“The groundwater was monitored through two spring periods to determine the elevation of the groundwater,
direction of flow and any possible interference that might be caused by the bedrock conditions on the site.
It was concluded there was an area along the mutual boundary of the 0pen space that wou]d be adequate to
treat the anticipaled flows from thxs complex

At that pomt, we performed a preliminary design, submitted it to the D.E.P. and the local health
department for their review. After we received positive results from the preliminary design, a full design
including easement areas was submitted to the D.E.P. with an application for their final review. We have
been working with the Town Manager's Office, Planning Department, the Engineering Department and the,
Health Department in the Town of Mansﬁeld for almost four years to be able to solve a potential
cum.mumty wastewater problem.

We shou]d point out that the D.E.P. has not issued orders to correct this problem. Any orders
issued by the D.E.P. would be to the condominium association and the Town of Mansfield. We have been
trying to avoid the issuing-of orders so the Town is not financially involved in the design and construction
of a repair. The Town of Mansfield has no plans to extend public sewer service to thls area so; therefore,
any solutmn to this problem must be solved with an on-site solution. .

. We have enclused several pieces of correspondencc ﬁ'om our files.
If you have any quesnons on the desxgn of the pro_]ect or necd addxtxonal mformatlon please call.
T . : ' » Very tmly%/
o 7 . Hemy P. Torcelhm, P E -

HPT:jml

Enclosures

cc: Greg Padick w/enclosures
Lon Hultgren w/enclosures
Sheila Zaniewski w/enclosures
Jeff Polhemus w/enclosures -

9944k doc
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ST TE OF CONNECTICU™
'DEPARTMENT OF ‘ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

January 24, 2008

Matthew W. Harl

Town Manager

Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06238

Re: White Oak Condomniniurms, White Oak Road

Dear Mr. Hart;

It has come lo my aftention that there is some ongoing discussion between town boards and
commissions as to the appropriateness of the lown of Mansfield granting a sanitary easement ori town-
owned property io White Oak Condomintum Association for a proposed sewage treatment and

disposal system. | would like to take this opportunity to encourage the town to conllnue the process of
granting this easement, .

.The Depaitment’ has been working cooperatively with the condominium asscciatlon and it's
management company for the last ten years attempﬂng to resolve on-going problems with the existing’

sewage Wreatment and disposal systems serving the property. Through significant site investigation
~and numerous repairs it has bacome evident that the site cannot support on-site systéms that wil
adequately protect the waters of the state and meet Depariment permitting criteria. _Through efforts of
the management company, the consultant for the association and numetous fown staff, additional
investigation into the potential of utilizing any nearby properties was considerad, and the option of an
easement on town-owned property was determnined to be the most likely altemative.

1 would ba Happy 1o attend any local board or cornmission meetings to discuss this issue if you feel it
would be helpiul. Please feel free to. pass this letter along to your boards and commissions as
appropriate. : . : ‘ : '

The Department to date has been willing to work through this process in cooperation with all parties.
However, it should be pointed out that in this type of situation, if an existing faclility does not have the
ability to adequately solve their wastewaler disposal needs, the Department has the authority to issue
an order fo the municipality to resolve an "on-going community pollution problem™.

Please do not hesitale to contact me at (BSO) 424-3802 with any questions or concems.

Sinqerely,

Jennifer Perry Zmijewski, P.E.

Sanitary Engineer Il - '
Water Pemnitting and Enforcernent Division

Cc: Robert Miller, Eastemn Highlands Health Dimn‘gf
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
V.
Town of Mansfield

CONSENT ORDER

A. With the agreement of the Town of Mansfield ("l
Environmental Protection ("the Commissioner") fingds

1. Within the Municipality, there exists White Oak Ci dominiums which consists of 16

investigate the subsurfacs
necessary repairs. The

m exists or can reasonably be
esti:be abated by the action of the

issioner, acting under Sections 22a-6, 22a-424,
e Connecticut General Statutes, orders the

originally “identified under this paragraph, the Municipality shall notify the
Commissioner in writing of the identity of such other consultant. The consultant(s)
retained shall be a qualified professional engineer licensed to practicein Connecticut
and shall be acceptable to the Commissioner. The Municipality shall submit to the
. Commissioner a description of a consultant's education, experience and training
which is relevant to the work required by this consent order within ten days after a
request for such a description. Nothing in this paragraph shall preclude the
Commissioner from finding a previously acceptable consultant unacceptable.
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b. On or before sixty (60) days after the date of issuance of this consent order, the
Municipality shall submit for the Commissioner's review and written approval a
scope of study for an investigation of the conditions and violations described in
paragraph(s) A.1. above and their causes, and for an evaluation of alternative
remedial action to correct all such violations and conditions.

C. If the investigation carried out under an approved scope of study does not fully
evaluate the conditions. and violatio ribed above or fully determine an
appropriate remedial action alterna e satisfaction of the Commissioner,
additional investigation and evalu N performed in accordance with a

supplemental plan and sched g by the Commissioner. Unless
otherwise specified in writi

sering report developed in accordance
tidy which describes in detail the investigation
: for remedial actions; states in detail the most
. each alternative, and lists all permits and

act16ns mcludmg but not limited to a schedule for applymg for
ermits and approvals required for such remedial actions.

~deadline is specified in writing by the Commissioner, on or before
after approval of the report described in the preceding paragraph, the
Municipality shall (1) submit for the Commissioner's review and written approval
contract plans and specifications for the approved remedial actions, a revised list of
all permits and approvals required for such actions, and a revised schedule for
applying for and obtaining such permits and approvals, and (2) submit applications
for all permits and approvals required under sections 22a-430 of the Connecticut
General Statutes for such actions. The Municipality shall use best efforts to obtainall
required permits and approvals.
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g. The Municipality shall perform the approved remedial actionsin accordance with the
approved schedule(s), but in no event shall the approved remedial actions be
completed by later than September 31, 2009. Within fifteen days after completing
such actions, the Municipality shall certify to the Commissioner in writing that the
actions have been completed as approved.

h. The Municipality may request that the Cor
to any document approved hereunder in
law or for any other appropriate reas

issioner approve, in writing, revisions
o make such document consistent with

3. Approvals. The Municipality shall
documents required by this: ‘
Commissioner notifies the M
not approve it with condition

oner deems neGessary to carry out the purposes of
shall excuse noncompliance or delay.

date'stuch document is received by the Commissioner. The date of
sioner under this consent order, including but not limited to notice
of any document or other action, shall be the date such notice is
date three days after it is mailed by the Commissioner, whichever
is earlier. Exce therwise specified in this consent order, the word "day" as used in this
consent order means calendar day. Any document or action which is required by this consent
order to be submitted or performed by a date which falls on a Saturday, Sunday or a
Connecticut or federal holiday shall be submitted or performed on or before the next day
which is not a Saturday, Sunday, or Connecticut or federal holiday.
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6. Notification of noncompliance. In the event that the Municipality becomes aware that it did
not or may not comply, or did not or may not comply on time, with any requirement of this
consent order or of any document required hereunder, the Municipality shall immediately
notify the Commissioner and shall take all reasonablesteps to ensure that any noncompliance
or delay is avoided or, if unavoidable, is minimized to the greatest extent possible. In so
notifying the Commissioner, the Municipality shall state in writing the reasons for the
noncompliance or delay -and propose, for t iew and written approval of the
Commissioner, dates by which compliance wil hieved, and the Municipality shall

comply with any dates which may be appro ting by the Commissioner. Notification

by the Municipality shall not excuse no 1ce or delay, and the Commissioner's

required to be submitted to the Comm

principal executive offici
* such person, as those te
Connecticut State Agenc
preparing sucl document, 1

e Regulations of
1 or individuals responsible for actually
ertlfy in writing as follows: "I have

the submitted information is true,
‘belief, and Iunderstand that any false

e statement in any information submitted pursuant to this consent
as a criminal offense under Section 22a-438 or 22a-131a of the
tes or, in accordance with Section 22a-6, under Section 53a-157 of

the Connecticut Statutes.

10.  Notice of transfer: liability of the Municipality and others. Until the Municipality has fully
complied with this consent order, the Municipality shall notify the Commissioner in writing
" no later than fifteen days after transferring all or any portion of thé operations which are the
subject of this consent order, the site or the business, or obtaining a new mailing or locaticn
address. The Municipality's obligations under this consent order shall not be affected by the
passage of title to any property to any other person or municipality. Any future owner of the

site may be subject to the issuance of an order from the Commissioner.
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11.  Commissioner's powers. Nothing in this consent order shall affect the Commissioner's
authority to institute any proceeding or take any other action to prevent or abate violationsof
law, prevent or abate pollution, recover costs and natural resource damages, and to impose
penalties for violations of law -- which are willful or criminally negligent or for which

penalties have not been spemﬁcally provided in this consent order, including but not limited

r. If at any time the Commissioner

rsuant to this consent order have not

12.

13.

Within fifteen days of the date the Municipality
 any information submitted to the Commissioner under this

ents. Any document required to be submitted to the Commissioner
er shall, unless otherwise specified in writing by the Commissioner, be

under this consen
directed to:

Jennifer Perry Zmijewski, P.E.
~ Department of Environmental Protection

Bureau of Material Management and Compliance Assurance
79 Elm Street ‘
Hartford, Connecticut 06106-5127
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The Municipality consents to the issuance of this consent order without further notice. The undersigned
certifies that *he/she is fully authorized to enter into this consent order and to legally bind the Municipality
to the terms and conditions of the consent order.

Issued as a final order of the Commissioner of
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~ *Note: This sheet is not a part of the consent order and is only attached to the original consent order
which is retained in separate DEP files which are accessible to the public with close supervision.
The consent order must be mailed to the Municipality by certified mail, return receipt requested. If
the Municipality is a business, send a certified copy of the consent order to the business alone and a
plain copy to the attention of a person at the business.

Certification of Mailing

On ~ ,20_,at _: of Consent Order No. __ to the

1.
RTIFIED COPY TO THE Municipality
NT BY CERTIFIED MAIL
2.
On s not a certified copy) of Consent
Order No. __

mail/interdepartmental mail:

if sent by certified mail):

Date
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION |
TOWN OF MANSFIELD

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06268
(860) 429-3330

Wednesday, August 06, 2008

To:  Town Council Z Z .
From: Planning and Zoning Commission Ay
Re: 8-24 Referral;

Request of White Oak Condominiums to use Town land for a Sanitary System

At a meeting held on 8/4/08, the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission unanimously vadopted the following
motion:

“That in accordance with Connecticut General Statute Section 8-24, in response to the 6/23/08 Town Council _
referral regarding the White Oak Condominium Association Inc., request for permission to install a leaching field
on a portion of Town owned land to rectify sewage disf)osal problems at the complex, the Planning and Zoning
Commission reports to the Town Council that it does not support the use of the Town owned Dunham Town Forest
or the granting of an easement on this property to White Oak Condominium Association Inc., for use in the

installation of its sanitary sewer system inasmuch as the Planning and Zoning Commission does not support the use
of Town owned open space parcels for private use."
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OPEN SPACE PRESE_RVATION COMMITTEE
To:  Mansfield Town Council, Planning and Zoning Commission

'Re: Town Council Referral:

White Oak Condominiums, Propo‘sed Sewage Disposal System on Town Land

Date: July 15,2007

Atits July 15, 2008 meeting, the committee reviewed the condominium owner’s request to use
part of the Town’s Dunhamtown Forest for a septic disposal system for the condominiums. The
committee recognizes that this request will probably be granted because of the DEP’s
involvement and because of the potential for mandated Town participation (and funding) if this

current request is not granted. The committee made the following recommendations for
- conditions of an agreement with White Oak:

1. Compensation

The Town, as any other public or privéte landowner, should be compensated for the use of its
land by others for their benefit. The committee recommends two forms of compensation'

A. Alease between the Town and Whlte Oak Condonnmums with an annual lease fee to-be
paid into the Town’s open space fund. The committee does not support selling a portion of the
Town land to the condominium because this area is the main entrance to Dunhamtown Forest.

B. Improvements to the site during construction, including improvement of the parking area
(which serves as the main parking lot for Dunhamtown F'or'est), removal of trash from the area
west of the existing parking lot, and placement of the gate and boulders to effectively discourage
ATV access from the parking lot into the Forest. The 2.5-acre construction area should be
restored with appropriate native plant materials.

2. Construction issues

A member of the committee visited the proposed site and assessed the status of the trees in the
2.5-acre construction area. The proposed area does not include high-value timber; however, care
should be taken to avoid damaging trees that will remain. It is recommended that the outlying

monitoring wells be installed with a track-mounted drill to minimize damage by drill equipment
while it is being moved through the forest.

3. Precedent

The committee recommends that the Town Council clearly state that this arrangement is not
intended to set a precedent for leasing or selling Town lands to other parties.
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Memo randum

Ta: Planning & Zoning Commission

From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Enginee:
Re: White Cak Condominiums -~ B8-24 Referral

July 17, 2008

This proposal is to place a lesaching field system for the condominium

project within an easement located on an adjacent town property located
on White Oak Rd.

The proposal comes about as a result  of the Conn. DEP involvement in

the operation of the septic systems serving the complex. The state DEP
has jurisdiction because the size of the system is over 5000 gallons
per day.

The

design of this system has been an extensive process and has taken
several years to reach completion.

This B-24 referral is part of the requirements for the Town Council to
approve the granting of the easement for the system.

There is lltfle choice for alternate location. There is no srea
available that is suitable on the condominium property. Remaining areas

on that site are either wetlands or are presently septic systems of
dubious condition.

Engineer Hank Torcellini of Gardner & Peterson has indicated there are

no othexr suitable locations ln the area that could be used instead . of
this town property.

This referral is a first step allowing further permitting to proceed.

A regular wetland application will follow later for full review under
those regulations. Mr. Torcellini has indicated the leaching system
designed so far has been kept more than 150 feet away from wetlands.
Portions of the pumping and collection systems that will move the

sewerage to this proposed leaching fleld are withln the 150" regulated
areas next to wetlands.

Ultimately there will be a sewer system operation and maintenance
agreement that will assure proper operation and maintenance of this
system with long term funds held by the town to cover operation,
mzintenance and major component replacement. This has been the case

for many years w1th each of the Community Sewer system complezes in
Town.
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" Eastern nghlands Health District

4 Sputh Eaglevﬂle Road + Mmsﬁeld CT 06268 * Tel: (860) 429-3325 + Fax: (860) 429-3321 « Web: www.EHHD.org

Nemo

To: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission é/
- From: - Robert Miller, Director of’l-lealt% ' ' //: '
CG: Matft Hart, Town Manager

Date: 7/24/2008

Re: White Oak Condominiurm —Community Subsurface Sewage Disposal Projebt

This office has received a referral from the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission requesting -
comments regarding the above referenced project The comments provided below are subsequent to

a review of all Health District records and correspondence and documentation prowded by the project ‘
engineer regardmg this project.

This office has been dlrectly involved with on-site wastewater problems for the subject property since
1996. Health District and Town of Mansfield records indicate on-site wastewater problems since the
late 1960's. The record reflécts multiple events over these years that include sewage backups into *
dwellings, surface water ponding in septic system areas, and sewage discharges o the ground surface
and area streams that expose raw sewage fo the community and area ecology. While the Condo
Association, working with both the Health District and the Connecticut DEP, has implemented a
number of interim control measures to mitigate these issues, ongoing problems continue to this day.
Many of these issues, which constitute an unaccepteble public and environmental health nuisance, are
best solved with a community subsurface sewage disposal system.

" A review of the project engineers correspondence dated January 24, 2008 and June 12, 2008 by this
office finds, to the best of our knowledge, with respect to statements relating to conditions on and off
site, on and off site soil suitability for waste water disposal, project history, and proposed systern design
plan characteristics, that said communications are an accurate representation of the circumstances
assaciated with this Issue. Furthermore, this office concurs with the project engineer’s assessment of
the subject property and abutting property alternatives for on-site wastewater disposal suitability.

When considering proposals for community subsurface sewage dlSpOSEIl systems the most important
factars are those associated with site conditions. Soil suitability, topography, spatial characteristics
such as proximity, size and configuration are critical factors. While limitations to many of these site.
conditions can be mitigated or even overcome with creative engineering and technology, the ability to
do so does not mean one should. In addition to gdding undue cost, such engineering and technology
can add project complexity, reduce margins for emor in system design and installation, and further
complicate long-term operational maintenance. Choosing to pursue such engineering and technology

" alternatives in lleu of utilizing a site with more favorable conditions for on-site sewage disposal ignores
the added risk and devalues the lmportance of protecting public and environmental health,

Thls office recommends that the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission support the proposed
-community on-site wastewater disposal systern and septic systemn easement as presented on Gardner
and Peterson White Oak Condominium design plan revised to May 5, 2008.

" Preventing Illness & Promoting Well- - “or Communities In Eastern Connecticut
Y Andover * Ashford » Bolton - Chaplin « « Columt..” o. ,'enhy * Mansfield « Scotland » Tollond « Willington



TO: MANSFIELD PZC & TOWN COUNCIL
FROM: MANSFIELD CONSERVATION COMMISSION (CC)
DATE: 29 JULY 08

SUBJECT: WHITE OAK CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION SEPTIC EASEMENT

Background. The information packet for the CC’s-01/16/08 meeting included a letter dated
12/20/07 to Charlotte Pyle at USDA NESC from Mansfield Parks Coordinator Jennifer
Kaufmann. In her letter, Ms. Kaufinann explained that, as part of a plan to repair failing septic

_systems at the White Oak Condominiums off Mansfield City Rd., the Town had “tentatively
agreed to give [the White Oak Condominium Association] a sanitary sewer easement on
approximately 7.6 acres of the Town-owned Dunhamtown Forest” for a leaching field. She went
on to request technical assistance in re-vegetating the land, which would be cleared of trees and
shrubs and remain se. : :

The CC objected to the proposed easement on substantive and plocedural grounds in a
01/19/08 memo to the PZC and Town Council, which was e-mailed to Town Planner Greg
Padick and Town Manager Matt Hart. Mr. Padick responded by e-mail on 01/22/08, suggesting
that “the Conservation Commission may not have been fully informed about this proposed
easement issue” and requesting that the memo not be forwarded to PZC and the Council until the
matter could be “reviewed again at the next CC meeting,” to which the CC agreed. Atits
02/20/08 meeting, the CC heard a presentation on septic problems at White Oak from Mr.
Padick, Mr. Hart, Henry Torcellini (Gardner & Peterson Associates), and Scott Glennon (White
Oak Condominium Association), after which it decided to defer comment until such time as
Town staff' had a definite proposal for PZC and Town Council. :

That time has now come. The requested sanitary sewer easement has been reduced to 5.5
acres — 2.5 acres for the leaching field, the remainder for access roads (construction,’

maintenance, monitoring). A nitrogen dilution easement on an addltlonal 8.5 acres is also
requested this land is to remain undisturbed.

Statement. The CC continues to have serious misgivings about this proposal in its present form:

1. The proposed sanitary easement betrays a public trust. The land in question was purchased
with funds authorized by Mansfield voters specifically for the purchase of open space for the
benefit of all the Town’s residents. The proposed easement allocates some of this land to private
use, without compensatory purchase of open space land elsewhere.

2. Granting such an easement would set a bad precedent, inviting other requests for special
treatment. Ifit’s OK for a private landowner to use part of a town-owned forest for a septic
system, what objection can there be to permitting other private landowners to clear-cut pieces of
town-owned open space in order to pasture horses or to open up the view?

3. The whole affair seems to have been conducted sub rosa. Neither the CC nor the other
advisory committees with responsibility for open space (Parks Advisory, Open Space
Preservation) were informed early in the process. The only gesture toward public notice appears .
to be a brief and unspecific reference in the Town Manager’s Report to the Council at the end of
its long meeting on 05/24/04: “There is currently a problem with a condominium association that
is having a septic system problem. The Town owns land beside it, and may be asked to use the

land for a community septic system.” No comments or questions from the Council are recorded
in the minutes for this meeting. - -47-



4.1t 15 not clear whether altematlves to the proposed easement have been thoroughly explored.
The Town Planner claims in his review comments (07/ 16/08) that “the project engineer [Mr.
Torcellini] has appropriately considered all potential on-site and off-site alternatives for sanitary
system repairs” and that “[u]se of the adjacent Town land appears to be the only feasible and
prudent alternative for needed repairs.” This may be so, but supporting evidence has not been

shared with the CC. In particular, it is unclear which non-abutting properties were considered
and why they were found to be unsuitable.

Notwithstanding these problems, it seems clear that this project is essentially a “done deal”. As
Wetland Agent Grant Meitzler observes in his 07/17/08 memorandum, “The design of this
system has been an extensive process and has taken several years to reach completion.”
Whether by design, inattention, or topography, the Town is now in a position where it is going to

have to approve the White Oak Condomlmum ‘Association’s use of a portion of Dunhamtown
Forest for a new septic system.

As for what can be salvaged from the situation at this point, the CC recommends:

A.No net loss of Town open space. In one way or another, Town open space appropriated for
this project should be replaced. The issue of whether the Town’s concern for affordable housing
warrants subsidizing a new septic system for White Oak Condominiums is not the CC’s
business. However, the CC recommends that: '

o If the Town judges that a subsidy is appropriate, it should not be hidden as a grant of Town
open space. Instead, the Council should (1) add to the Open Space Fund funds sufficient to
purchase 5.5 acres of open space elsewhere in Mansfield and (2) identify them in the budget
as a subsidy to the White Oak .Condominium Association.

e If the Town judges that a subsidy is not appropriate, it should require the Association to pay
the fair-market value of the easement into the Open Space Fund. In this case, it may be more

appropriate to lease the sanitary easement land to the Association, with the rent goirig to the
Open Space Fund

B. Greater openness and better communication. The CC should have been briefed on the
situation in June 2004, when Mr. Torcellini requested and was granted permission to dig test
holes in Dunhamtown Forest. The CC cannot.make the recommendations concerning
“development, conservation, supervision and regulation of [the Town’s] natural resources,”
including “municipally-owned open space,” that it is encouraged by statute (§7-131a) to make, if
it is presented with a fait accompli, Moreover, members of advisory committees like the CC are
likely to conclude that they are wastmg their time if referrals are pro forma and adv1ce is sougnt
only as window dressing, as it appears to be the case here.
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From: Jean Haskell [mailto:jean.haskell@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2008 11:08 AM

To: Matthew W. Hart; Sara-Ann Chainé; Wendy A. Parker; Gregory 1. Padick; Jennifer S.
Kaufman; Curt A. Vincente; Vicky Wetherell; Scott Lehmann; Avery, Ethan; Barrett, Julianna;

Michelle Baughman; Sue Harrington; Tom Harrington; Jean Haskell Kaufman, Jenn - home; Eric
Kruger; David Silsbee; Cindy Weiss

. Subject: Parks Advisory Committee Response to TC 8-24 Referral: Request of White Oak
Condominiums to use Town Land for Sanitary System

The Parks Advisory Committee met on 7-23-08 and offer this recommendation to the

Town Council as they consider the request of White Oak Condominiums to use Town
land for a sanitary system repair.

The Parks Advisory Committee would also like to report our recommendahon to the
Planning and Zoning Commission, the Conservation Commission, the Open Space
Preservation Committee, and Parks and Recreation Department Staff.

After ireview of the 8-24-08 Town Council referral, Gregory Padick's 7-16-08 memo to
PZC, Grant Meitzler's 7-17-08 memo to PZC, the Parks Advisory Commitiee supports the
determination that the proposed White Oak Condominium sanitary system repair project
using Town owned land off White Oak Road is the only feasible and prudent alternative
to address the existing situation. Any authorization should consider the following:

1. 4 community sepfic systemn is NOT an acceptable use of a designated natural
area such asDunhamtown Forest.

2. This proposal WILL affect.the existing Dlmlmmtnwn For est White Oak Road
 trailhead and parking lot.

In acl'nowledgnzent of these two facts dnd to more efficiently process this pi apasal if'itis
accepied, the Parks Advisory Committee further recommends that the 50-acre Sibley
property reenter the designation step of the open space acquisition process and:

1. The acreage affected by the communily septic system (which has yet to be
determined), including any parking area become simply "Town Land”, not a part
of Dunhamtown Forest, similar to Mansfield Middle School or the Anzmal
Shelter not being a part of Schoolhouse Brook Park.

2. The remaining acreage (yet to be determined) be processed as an addition lo
Dunhamtown Forest, subject to Dunhamtown Forest Land Management Plan

review and amendment by Town Staff and the Parls Advisory Committee, with
final Town Council approval.

* The Parks Advisory Committee
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Ttem #3

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Iltem Summary

To: Town Council | /
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager% W/ /
- CC: Maria Capnola Assistant to Town Manager:; M|chael Ninteau, Director of

Building and Housing Inspection
Date: October 14, 2008

Re: Proposed Amendments to Building Construction Ordinance (Permit Fees)

Subject Matter/Background

At Tuesday’s meeting, the Town Council will conduct a public hearing regarding the
proposed amendments to the Building Construction Ordinance. As you recall, staff is
recommending an increase in the building permit fees charged by the Town pursuant to
Section 107-2 of the Mansfield Code and Section 108 of the Connecticut State Building
Code. The Department of Building and Housing Inspection has researched the fees
charged by 19 local municipalities and conducted a fee comparison. This research
shows that the average cost for construction fees is $12.68 per thousand dollars of -
construction value. Mansfield currently charges $12.00 per thousand for residential
permits and-$14.00 per thousand for commercial permits. We are the only community
of those surveyed that make a distinction between residential and commercial
construction. Last fiscal year, 76 percent of the revenue generated by building permits
was from residential construction and 24 percent came from commercial projects.

In Mansfield, we have not increased residential building permit fees since June 2002 or

adjusted commercial buﬂdlng fees since July 1998. The cost of prowdmg inspection
services has certainly risen within that time.

To compensate for admlnlstra’uve costs staff is also recommendmg a larger fee for the
first thousand dollars of construction value. (Mansfield is of the few communities that do -
not assess such a larger fee for the first thousand dollars of construction value.)

In addition, Section 107-2f of the Building Construction Ordinance currently references

the public act that enabled the statute — this language should be updated to reﬂect the
statute number (CGS §29-276b).

‘Staff would like to draw your attention to a typographical errcr that was present in
Section 107-2(1). Due to the re-lettering of the subsections, we had inadvertently
referenced Section 107-2(l) as opposed to Section 107-2(J). The correct reference is to

~ Section 107-2(J), which was formerly Section 107-2(l). This typographical error has
been corrected .

Financial Impact

Staff is proposing an increase of $. 50 per thousand dollars of construction work for all
projects. This would represent a four percent increase for residential projects and a 3.5
percent increase for commercial work. We also recommend charging a minimum $25

fee for the first thousand dollars of construction value on all permits for work costing
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less than or equal to that amount, and raising the solid fuel safety inspection fee from
$25 to $35 to help offset administrative costs.

Mansfield has a fine in place to discourage individuals from starting work without a
permit. This fine is intended to serve as a deterrent, but the current fine does not create
the desired effect. Consequently, staff proposes that the Town Council raise this fee
from $50 to $250 to aid in the enforcement of the Building Code. It should also be
noted that some towns such as Windham double the building permlt fee to dlscourage
the start of projects without the required permits.

Based upon last fiscal year's building fee receipts, staff prOJects that the increased fees
would generate additional revenue as follows:

Fee ‘ Additional Revenue
Residential fee , $151,795 X 4% = $6072
Commercial fee $46,680 X 3.5% = $1634
Minimum fee permit < one thousand dollars 160 residential & 2 demolition permits X
, $13 = $2106
Minimum fee permit < one thousand dollars 12 Commercial permits X $11 = $132
Solid Fuel Safety Inspections 7X$10=§70
~ Work prior to permit issuance 5 X $200 = $1000

Total $11,014

(Note: Receipts received during FY 2007/08 were the lowest since FY 2002/03 and the
average receipts of the last 6 years was $229,500. An average year would generate
approximately $12,000 in additional building permit revenue.)

Recommendation

Unless the public hearing raises any addltlonal issues that we have not considered, or if
the Town Council wishes to make further revisions, staff recommends that the Council
adopt the proposed amendments to Building Construction Ordinance.

If the Town Council 'subports this recommendation, the following motion is in order:

Move, effective October 14, 2008, to adopt the proposed amendments to Sections 107-
2 and 107-4 of the Building Construction Ordinance, as detailed in the attached draft
dated September 22, 2008, which amendments shall be effective 21 days after
publication in a newspaper having circulation within the Town of Mansfield.

Attachments

1) Proposed Amendments to Building Construction Ordlnance
2) Building Permit Fees Survey 4 '
3) FY 2007/08 Permits Issued — Breakdown
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Town of Mansfield A
Proposed Amendments to Building Construction Ordinance
Chapter 107, Mansfield Code of Ordinances

September 22, 2008 Draft

§ 107-2. Schedule of fees.

A.

=

|

The fee for signs, bill boards and other display structures for which permits are
required under the provisions of the State Building Code, as amended, shall be at the
rate of $14.50 $34 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of building value. A copy of the
work contract shall be submitted for the purpose of determining permit fees.
[Amended 6-22-1998, effective 7-15-1998]

The fee for a building permit for the removal of a building or structure from one lot to
another or to a new location on the same lot shall be at the rate of $12.50 $32 for each
$1,000 or fraction thereof of the estimated costs of moving, plus the cost of new
foundations and all work necessary to place the building or structure in its completed
condition and in a new location. A copy of the work contract shall be submitted for
the purpose of determining permit fees. [Amended 4-8-2002, effective 6-4-2002]

.” The fee for a permit for the demolition of a building or structure shall be at the rate of

$12.50 $12 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of the cost of such demolition. A copy

of the work contract shall be submitted for the purpose of determining permit fees.
TAmended 4-8-2002, effective 6-4-2002]

The fee for residential and accessory building permits issued in accordance with the
State Building Code shall be at the rate of $12.50 $12 for each $1,000 or fraction
thereof of estimated building costs. Estimated building costs referred to herein shall
be those costs set forth in the most recent edition of the Marshall and Swift
Residential Cost Handbook. [Amended 4-8-2002, effective 6-4-2002]

The fee for commercial, industrial and similar building permits issued in accordance
with the State Building Code shall be at the rate of $14.50 $34 for each $1,000 or
fraction thereof of estimated building cost. Estimated building costs referred to herein
shall be those costs set forth in the most recent edition of the Marshall Valuation
Service Manual.

A fee of $25 for all permits required pursuant to subsections a-e of this section
shall be applied when the cost of the work is valued at < $1000 of construction
value.

E: All fees and costs related to the performance of special professional and technical
services for "threshold limit" structures as defined in C.G.S. 29-276b Publie-Act-§9-
255 shall be paid by the owner. EditorsMote: Sec-C.6-5-$-20-276b.

. G The fee for the mspectlon of any solid fuel-burning appliance is $35 $9—§ per unit,

and must be submitted prior to the inspection. Applicants requesting an inspection
should apply to the Building Department. [Added 3-24-2003, effective 4-18-2003]

H. Except as provided under Subsection J ¥ of this section, all permit fees are due
when an application is submitted to the Building Department. [Added 3-24-2003,
effective 4-18-2003]
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J. E A nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee of $250 per dwelling unit must be
submitted with the application for all new residential dwellings. The plan
review/administrative fee of $250 will be subtracted from the total fee as calculated
pursuant to the fee schedule set out in this section. The balance of the permit fee will
be due upon the approval of the building permit. [Added 3-24-2003, effective 4-18-
2003] , :

§ 107-4. Penalties for offenses.

C. Starting work prior to obtaining a building permit. V[Added 6-22-1998, effective 7-15-
1998]

(1) A penalty of $250 $56 will be added to a permit fee for starting work without a
permit.

(2) A penalty will not be assessed to emergency repair work.
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BUILDING PERMIT FEES SURVEY

871872008
COST AVERAGES

| HIGHER FEES PER . LOWER FEES PER

TOWN -$1000 TOWN $1000
$ 13.00 | $ 10.16
$ 13.17 $ 12.00
$ 15.00 $ 12.00
$ 14.00 $ 12.00
$ ~15.00 | $ 112.00
$ 15.00 s - 10.00
$ 16.00 $ 10.00
$ 13.00 $ 10.00
$ 15.00 $ 12.00
' $ 10.00
'HIGHER FEES PER | LOWER FEES PER | AVERAGE FEE PER

N e $1000 $1000 $1000
AVERAGES: $ 14.35 | $ 11.021 % 12.68

1. Some towns charge premium for first $1,000, from $20 - $50. We charge a flat rate.

From this survey, Towns that charge premium for first $1000 include: Avon, Bolton,
Columbiq, Ellington, Hebron, Lebanon, Marlborough, Tollu‘nd, Willington, Windsor, East -
Windsor, Wethersfield & Windsor Locks.

The average charge for the first $1,000 is $29.00

Proposed increase td include charge for first $1000 will be $25.

2. Some towns add extra fees for mechanical permiis, C.0.'s, plan reviews. With excepfion of
Plan Review for new SFD which is deducted from the final ampu.ni due, we do not

currently charge for these extra fees.

© 3. Most towns do not have separate fees for Residential & Commercial permits.
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FY 07/08 PERMITS ISSUED - BREAKDOWN

#OF

" #OF  TOTAL VALUE OF . FINES TOTAL
PERMITS CONSTRUCTION PERMT FEE EDFEE, : ISSUED - FINES

Residential | 88 13,091,992.00 | $  151,795.00 |'$  1,971.52 5 $ 150.(

Commercial | 126

3,285315.00 |$ 4668000 |$ 67776 2 |$ 100

Existing SFA-Inspections . . T

$
13
Solid Fuel Appliances | 29 s 656 6650
, ,,$ _
$

TOTALS* | 812 16,377,307.00 |'$  198,475.00 | $  2,649.28 7 |$ 250.C

*ngEs:

[&’b'id" Fuel numbers-are not included in‘final Totals.. Those numbers are include

TOTAL # OF PERMITS MINIMUM FEE
~ (VALUE $1000 OR UNDER)

# of

~ Permits

Reasidential ' 159

Commercial : 12

Demolition | : 2
Change of Use (Res) - 1
TOTALPERMITS: . . |. . 474

8/26/2008




Item #4

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council y

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager :"%ﬁﬁ/ —/ ;
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager
Date:  October 14, 2008

Re: ‘Community/Campus Relations

Subject Matter/Background A
Attached please find my recent testimony to the UConn Board of Trustees’ Student Life
Committee, which is conducting public hearings regarding University Spring Weekend.
| have also attached the Spring Weekend 2008 report for your review, which staff plans
to review at the October 27, 2008 Council meeting. ‘

Attachments »
1) M. Hart re: University Spring Weekend
2) - University of CT Spring Weekend 2008 Report
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- TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OITICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager © AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING

FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599

(860) 420-3336

Fax: (860) 429-6863.

"October 9,2008

Student Life Committee

Board of Trustees

University of Connecticut

352 Mansfield Road, Unit 2048 .
Storrs-Mansfield, Connecticut 06269-2048

.Re:  University of Connecticut Spring Weekend

Dear committee members:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the committee this evening. My name is Matt Hart — I
am the Town Manager for the Town of Mansfield and also its Director of Public Safety. Joining
me here this evening are Mansfield Fire Chief David Dagon, Deputy Chief William Jordan,
Deputy Chief/Director of Emergency Management John Jackman, Director of Building and

Housing Inspection Michael Ninteau and LT Francis “Buddy” Conroy, Commander, Troop C
- Barracks in Tolland

This evening I would like to discuss the challenges that spring weekend and related activities
present to the greater Mansfield community, share some observations with you and provide a
recommendation. It is also important that we reserve some time to take questions from the
committee, so I will try to work through my remarks in an expeditious manner.

Let’s begin with a discussion of some of the challenges that we are facing. Spring weekend has -
been in existence in some form or another for many decades now. The event is traditionally held
in late April and is comprised of official university activities, such as oozeball and the Gampel
Pavilion concert, as well as various unsanctioned events at sites off-campus. In recent years, the
schedule of the unsanctioned events has been predictable. We generally see three large
unsanctioned events - Thursday night at Carriage House Apartments, Friday evening at Celeron
Square Apartments and Saturday night in the X-lot parking area. The attendance at each of these
parties numbers in the thousands, and typically these unsanctioned events have featured
behaviors such as public intoxication, underage drinking, assaults and other violence, and
propetty destruction. These unsanctioned events have also attracted non-UConn students,
including many young people who are under the age of majority. It is largely because of these
unsanctioned events that spring weekend has gained its notoriety throughout the state and the
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Northeast region, and creates the need for deploying 250 — 300 public safety personnel during -
each of the three nights to provide police, fire and emergency medical services.

A considerable amount of time, enérgy, money and other resources goes into our response to
spring weekend. Planning for the weekend begins months in advance with the preparation of
operations manuals, training of personnel and the allocation of equipment and other resources.
In recent years, the state police typically deploy approximately 150 troopers, including
undercover and uniformed personnel, throughout the crowds or on bike and DUI patrol. During
Spring Weekend 2008, the town and the Connecticut State Police made 46 arrests and received

412 calls for service in Mansfield. Our fire department establishes a triage area on site, with
 medical tents and several ambulances available: We draw support from area hospitals and
volunteer fire departments, and deploy approximately 70 personnel over the weekend. Last year,
the department treated 66 medical incidents, of which 43 involved ambulance transports. In
addition, during the weekend the department responded to a total of 14 outside fires.
Furthermore, in partnership with state and university public safety agenc1es Mansfield Fire
operates a command post to coordinate response activities onsite.

The statistics that 1 have noted pertain to the operations of Mansfield public safety agencies, area
hospital and fire department staff, and the Connecticut State Police. UConn public safety and
health services staff also run a significant operation on-campus and at areas off-campus within
the university’s jurisdiction. My statistics do not include the university’s numbers, and I know
their activity is commensurate with ours. Last year, in fact, I believe the UConn pohce
~accounted for the bulk of the arrests made over spring weekend.

The agencies and opelatlons that I have dlscussed have a public safety focus. In addition to
public safety, there are many other entities that devote considerable time and other resources into
“developing and implementing strategies designed to mitigate the harmful aspects of spring
weekend. This latter group would include the Undergraduate Student Government, the
Mansfield Community-Campus Partnership, student affairs, residential life, health services and
others, who are involved in efforts to provide quality alternative programs and activities, to

promote safe behavior and to hold students accountable for violations of the Student Code of
.Conduct or other inappropriate behavmr

Spring weekend alone is a significant challenge for our community, but we are now facing a few
related issues that have become similarly problematic and onerous. Over the past few years, we
have witnessed the advent of large parties at Carriage House, Celeron Square and other
apartment complexes that occur other times during the academic year, particularly during the
warmer months. While the crowds at these parties do not yet match the numbers we see at
spring weekend, we do routinely experience numbers in excess of a few thousand. This situation
places an enormous burden upon the town, the state police and the university, as we do not have

the personnel and the budget to respond to these 81g111ﬁcant public safety events on such a -
regulal basis.

There is one other related issue that I wish to touch upon here — and the relationship to spring
weekend is not as direct. Over the past several years, we are seeing more and more single-family
homes in traditional neighborhoods convert to student rental properties. One side effect to this

F:\Manage\_Admin Assist\_Hart Con'x'espondence\LETTERS\Sm(jenM.upu.nmittee~SpringWeekend.duc



development is frequently a clash in lifestyles. T don’t believe that the majority of students living
off-campus have a negative agenda or a desire to be poor neighbors. The student lifestyle,
however, can be very different from that of a young family or an older couple. Late night parties

and noise, increased vehicular traffic and p1ope1ty maintenance concerns are all provin g to be
challenging issues for us.

With this as a backdrop, let me share some thoughts and observations with you.

The town, the university and the Connecticut State Police have a long history of working
together in a cooperative manner. All of the volunteers and staff involved — public
safety, health services, residential life, code enforcement, student affairs and others —do a
wonderful job planning for the weekend and executing a response. We are fortunate to
have such dechcated talented and experlenced personnel.

With respect to public safety, we have revised our tactics over the years to enhance the
effectiveness of our response — these measures include the introduction of undercover
personnel, restaurant/bar and package store visits, the location of a triage area onsite, bike
patrols and community policing, and the use of the Connecticut Intelligence Center’s

Virtual Command Post and the Connecticut Department of Public Health Moblle Medical
Command Post.

Working together, the town and the university have implemented a number of strategies
and approaches to deal with the quality of life issues that I have referenced. For example,
the town has adopted a landlord registration ordinance and a housing code, and we now
have approximately 360 landlords registered and are inspecting over 1,000 dwelling units
on a two-year cycle. We also have a litter ordinance in place, and have implemented a
blight patrol that has improved the enforcement of this regulation. For its part, the
university has established an oftice of alcohol and other drug services and has extended
the jurisdiction of the student code of conduct to include off—campus activities. In
addition, UConn has created an office of off-campus services that provides a full range of

‘'services to students living off-campus. Importantly, this office is charged with serving as .

a liaison to the town and our residents to help us to address nelghborhood concerns
resulting from problematic student behavior.

Through our public safety units and the office of off-campus services, the town and the
university have reached out to the major landlords in our community, primarily to

develop and implement measures designed to provide security and to encourage
responsible tenant behavior. For the most part, the major landlords have proven receptive
to our overtures — among other measures, the iandlords have amended their tenant lease
agreements to prohibit kegs and they have hired town, state and UConn police on private -

duty to provide security. We continue to maintain an active dialogue with these
landlords.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that, in recent years, UConn students have become more

“receptive and in fact appreciative of the presence of public safety personnel at the

unsanctioned spring weekend activities. I am not certain what accounts for this positive -
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development, but would speculate that the progression is the result of our joint planning
and mitigation efforts and a gradual change in the culture.

s Asyoumay know, spring weekend is a draw for college-aged people from around the
Northeast and there has been considerable discussion regarding the role that “outsiders”
(non-students) play dwring spring weekend and at other large off-campus parties. Our
statistics do show that non-students contribute significantly to the number of traumatic
injuries, medical emergencies (alcohol intoxication and alcohol poisoning), rowdiness
and illegal behavior. However, we can’t lose sight of the fact that UConn students attend

these events in large numbers and likewise participate in problemanc behavior and suffer
11‘1_]111'168

o  The greater Mansfield and UConn community bears the brunt of the negative aspects of
spring weekend, the large off-campus parties that occur other times during the academic
year, and the neighborhood issues that I have noted. Looking at spring weekend alone,
the financial cost to all of the various agencies involved in the public safety response to
the event is difficult to determine. However, I believe we would all be very surprised at
the total and would certainly question whether this is an appropriate expenditure year
after year. These events and developments - spring weekend, the large off-campus
parties and other problem behavior - are collectively placing an enormous strain upon our

limited resources and budget, and are negatlvely impacting the quality of life in our
commumty

As1 hav'e pointed out, our tactics and our response to spring weekend have improved over the
years. Yet, in part as a result of this, I wrestle with the question of whether we are “enabling”
problem behavior by creating the appearance of tolerance and a safe environment. As we have
seen, spring weekend is certainly anything but a safe environment. Furthermore, despite the
impact upon our limited resources, I don’t believe we have any choice but to respond at the level
at which we do. In my view, this is.a moral issue — public safety is at risk and we need to be
there to do what we can to police the event and to provide emergericy services.

We can cértainly continue with our current approach and actlvely work to improve the culture
But, from my perspective, this approach has its shortcomings. For one, we will continue to
expend vast sums of taxpayer dollars to respond o these events. [ realize that an appropriate
expenditure is warranted and I do not wish to overstate this point. However, resources are
limited. Second, the liability that spring weekend and other events presents to our large
landlords is considerable and needs to be addressed. I recognize that landlord management

practices may contribute to the problem but [ believe the landlords need additional assistance
and incentives to deal with the issues.

As a third point, I maintain that the occurrence of large off-qampus parties during spring
weekend and at other times during the academic year will continue to promote this area of town

as a site for problem and illegal behavior. This is not fair to the young families and other
residents in those nelghbmhoods
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Finally, we have to bear in mind the risk that spring weekend and the related activities poses to
our students and others, including our personnel. Yes, our staff and volunteers have done a
tremendous job to provide public safety at these events. However, T feel that we have been
fortunate - extremely fortunate — to not have witnessed a fatality at spring weekend. Let’s not
continue to run this risk and let’s develop a strategy to alter the nature of spring weekend.

Allow me to conclude with a recommendation. I believe that I understand the committee’s
charge to develop proposals for the Board of Trustees to consider. As a key component of any
set of recommendations, I would suggest that the Board of Trustees form a task force comprised
of the appropriate stakeholders, with a charge to critically examine spring weekend and related
activity and to present the board with a concrete action plan to alter the character of these events.
As part of this task force, it would be essential to have the right people in the room - including
leaders from the university, the town, the state police and the student body, as well as

“ representatives from the landlord community. The university cannot do this alone, and we do
have a good history of working together. Going into this process, [ believe that it should be
understood by all participants that the nature of spring weekend, particularly the unsanctioned
events, needs to change. We can’t continue with the status quo as the risk is too great. As [ have
mentioned, I believe that we have a moral obligation to provide public safety at these events, but
I also feel that we might indeed have a moral duty to challenge and change the character of
spring weekend. This is a daunting task, to be sure. Yet, we have a number of smart, dedicated
and talented individuals in this community, including our representatives from the student body.
With the proper direction and commitment, I am COnﬁdent that we can accomplish this goal.

1 appreciate the opportunity to address you this evening, and am happy to take any quesnons that
you might have. : :

Sincerely,

Matthew W. Hart
Town Manager

CC: Manstield Town Council

Mansfield Community-Campus Partnerslup
* Fire Chief David Dagon

Deputy Chief/Director of Emergency Management John J. aclun'm
Deputy Chief William Jordan
Lieutenant Francis Conroy, Connecticut State Police
SGT James Kodzis, Resident Trooper Coordinator
Michael Hogan, University President
Barry Feldman, Chief Operating Officer
Chief Robert Hudd, UConn Police Department
Major Ronald Blicher, UConn Police Department
John Saddlemire, Vice President for Student Affairs
Lee Williams, Dean of Students
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
University of Connecticut Spring Weekend 2008

REPORT

Prepared by:

John Jackman, Director of Emergency Management

With the Assistanée of:

David Dagon, Fire Chief
Brian Kennedy, Resident Trooper Sgt

Friday, July 11, 2008
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UConn Spring Weekend 2008 Report

INTRODUCTION

We are pleased to present this draft report concerning UConn Spring Weekend 2008 to the Town
Council and the community. In this report, we have provided an overview of the weekend, as well as
observations regarding techniques, approaches and other factors that may have affected the event. We
have also listed some recommendations for the future. The report is primatily focused upon the activities
of the town’s public safety and emergency services units, and those of the Connecticut State Police. The
report also includes limited summary data regarding the activities of the Univetsity of Connecticut’s
department of Public Safety. We request that the town council review this report, and present us with any

follow-up questions or concerns that you may have. Once this report has been finalized, staff will use this
document as a planning instrument for next year.

BACKGROUND

Spring weekend at the University of Connecticut has traditionally occurred in late April prior to the final
week of classes. The event has existed in some form or another the better part of the last 35 to 40 years.
Spring weekend normally runs from Thursday night through early Sunday morning, and consists of
sanctioned university events such as the Saturday night concert at Gampel Pavilion in addition to vatious
unsanctioned events like the large partles at: C'umge House; Celeron Square Apartments; and UConn X-
Lot. Typically, these unsanctioned events have attracted large numbers of young people and have
featured behaviors such as public intoxication, underage drnking, assaults and other violence, and
propetty destruction. These unsanctioned events have also attracted non-UConn students, including
many young people who are under the age of majority. It is largely because of these unsanctioned events
that spring weekend has gained its notoriety throughout the state and the northeast region, and creates the

need for deploying 250 — 300 pubhc safety personnel dm:mg each of the three nights to provide policing,
fire and emergency medical services.

PLANNING
As in years past, 4 large number of area public safety and emergency services agencies and organizations
took patt in responding to Spring Weekend 2008. These entities included town agencies such as the
Mansfield Resident Trooper’s Office, the Mansfield Fire Department and the Office of Emergency
Management, state entities such as the Connecticut State Police, the Tolland County State Attorney’s
Office and the University of Connecticut’s Department of Public Safety; other local fire departments and
ambulance corps; and area hospitals and emergency medical setvices. Also, while not involved in a public

safety capacity, town council members and vatious town and university administrators maintained a
regular presence throughout the weekend.

Approaching spmlg weekend, the goal of these agencies and organizations was largely to ensure pubhc
safety, respond to medical emetgencies and to help prevent property destruction. To adequately prepate,
many of these organizations and entities conducted extensive operational plepl'mmng, including joint
planning sessions aid briefings. Both the Connecticut State Police and the Mansfield Fire Department,

for example, prepared written operations plans. pror to the event and trained their personnel in
accordance to those documents.

Staff from the Town Manager’s Office, Mansfield Resident State Trooper’s Office and the Office of
Emergency Management met with the owners and management of local apartment complexes to disciss
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UConn Spring Weekend 2008 Repaort

and implement various preventive measures against fires and other potential problems. The university
also engaged-in a public relations campaign to encourage students to act responsibly and to caution them
about the ramifications of inappropuiate and illegal behavior. And, the Town Manager’s Office notified
area residents of potential road closures and the EO Smith High School administration sent letters to the
parents of its students to alert them of the potential dangers inherent to spring weekend.

In addition, staff from the: Mansfield Resident Trooper’s Office; Mansfield Fire Department, Office of
the Fire Marshal; Mansfield Building Department, Housing Inspection; Mansfield Social Setvices, UCona
Department of Student Affairs; and, members of the Community Campus Partnership visited the
tesidents of Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood apartment complexes, as well as single family residences
occupied by students in the neighborhood to encourage students to act responsibly, to caution them

about the ramifications of inappropmate and illegal behavior, and to be encourage them to be good
neighbors.

Some planning and preventative measures from 2007 and previous yeats were continued qnd enhanced
this year, and all appeared to have a positive impact for example:

® The undergraduate student government, with the endorsement of the Mansfield Community-
Campus Partnership on Substance Abuse, conducted an educational campaign to encourage
students to celebrate safely and to alert them to the negative consequences of illegal behavior.
The campaign also continued to focus upon a theme to “take back spring weekend” from the
non-students that have come to frequent the event. As part of tliis effort, the students issued
wiist bracelets to identify students and their guests from non-students and uninvited visitors.

® . The Mansfield Resident Trooper’s Office; Mansfield Fire Department, Office of the Fire

- Marshal; Connecticut State Police, Troop C; Liquor Conttol conducted: evening inspections of

liquor venders (restaurant/bars and package stores) to ensure that they were being operated in
compliance with the applicable Connecu'cut statutes and regulations.

s Mansfield Fire Department, Office of the Fire Matshal conducted fire safety inspections of the
Hunting Lodge apartment complexes durmg the month of April. .

® Also, the Dean of Students Office continued its proactive approach to dealing with problem off-

campus behavior and used the University Judicial Process to review violations of the student
code of conduct in a more immediate fashion. -

e As another planning measure, the mayor and the town manager met with the commissioner of
the Connecticut Department of Public Safety to discuss spring weekend and to determine if the
department had any additional resources that it could bring to bear. The commissioner was very
supporttive, and, as a result of that meeting, the state police continued it’s expanded commitment
of officers to the event. As in 2006 and 2007, these additional officers were deployed to staff
three DWI spot-checks established at key locations in town, as well as a separate “enforcement
platoon” designed to enforce state and local liquor laws.

In a break from previous years a press conference was not held. There is antidotal evidence that this may

have helped keep the media spotlight off UConn Spring Weekend and may have helped keep “outsiders”
away from this yeat’s event.
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EVENT CHRONOLOGY |
Thursday, April 24 into Friday, April 25

Following tradition, the location for Thursday night’s event was the Carriage House Apartments located
on Carriage House Drive, off of Hunting Lodge Road, and approximately 8,000 to 10,000 people had
gathered at Carriage House Apartments by 10:00 PM. The weather was warm throughout the evening
with a high temperature of approximately 70 degrees and a low temperature of approximately 50 degrees.
Small crowds started gathering late afternoon early evening hours, with the fisst deployment of State
Police squads at approximately 4:30 p.m. and by 8:00 p.m. the state had deployed its full complement of
148 personnel. In addition, Mansfield Police Officers and Mansfield Fire Department Fire Police were
deployed at key traffic points to conttol traffic along the affected roads.

As 1 2005, 2006, and 2007 the number of additional personnel assigned by the commissioner to worlk the
event, this year’s contingent of 148 state police officers considerably exceeded the deployment of
personnel from previous years. In 2004, for example, the state had assigned approximately- 100 officers to
provide service on Thursday evening. As in 2007 some of the officers were assigned to three separate
~ spot-checks, (which were operationalized at 9:30 p.m.) in the area to conduct driving-while-intoxicated
(DWT) enforcement, and the 22 personnel formed a separate “enforcement platoon” stationed along the
- perimeter of Carriage House Apartments to enforce liquor law violations. As in past years the State Police
reported that these tactics were successful and should continued to be incorporated within the operations
plan in future years. Although the number of DWI arrests was lower than anticipated, the spot-checks
helped to control the volume of traffic and the police issued a number of motor vehicle infractions.

The state police closed the road to vehicular traffic by 9:30 p.m., and an estimated crowd of 10,000 people

gathered within the apartments and on Cartiage House Drive, with the largest group in and around
Buildings # 15 & 17. According to the state police, “the partygoers were generally well behaved, however,
many party goets whete heavily intoxicated.” There was no reported property damage. The partygoers
~ did set off occasional firewotks, and did not overturn any vehicles. Over the course of the evening, state
police made 6 custodial atrests for charges including: narcotics (1), breach of peace (5), DWI (2), seatbelt
infractions (20), and other motor vehicle infractions (61). The police started to dispetse the crowd at
midnight, and the scene was quiet by about 1:30 a.m. The Connecticut State Police reported that there

were 119 calls for service in the Town of Mansfield, of which 78 were during the hours of 4:00 pm
through midnight. :

The Mansfield Fire Départmenf established a command post and medical triage area onsite at the
intersection of -Carriage House Drive and Hunting Lodge Road with assistance from mutual aid
departiments. A total of 72 fire department and EMS personnel worked on Thursday evening and
handled 25 medical incidents, of which 16 involved transports to area hospitals. The majority of the
mjuries were classified as non-life threatening. However, the cases of alcohol poisoning were classified as
life threatening and appeared to be more severe than in past years. The fire department responded to
seven outside debris and dumpster fires during the night. In addition, fire crews reported instances of

bottle throwing W]JlCh was directed at the ﬁu: ctew when they were deployed at Carriage House
Apartments. o .

In addition, the Mansﬁeld Fire Depaﬁjnent increased staffing at the three fire stations to provide for
“town wide” coverage and to provide an operational reserve. A total of 16 personnel worked at the three
stations and handled 1 medical incident and 2 fires. The Mansfield Fire Department reported that there
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wete 33 calls for service in the Town of Mansfield, of which 29 were during the hours of 4:00 p.m.
through midnight.

Friday, April 25 into Saturday, April 26

In the past, the activities early in the evening on Friday night primasily involved smaller patties at student
housing sites around town. More recent years, however, have seen the development of large-scale parties
at Celeron Square Apartments, located directly across Hunting Lodge Road from the Cartiage House
. complex. This year was no exception to the recent trend, as approximately 10,000 people gathered on
Friday night at Celeron Square. However, it was noted that the ctowd appeared to be slightly smaller than
in recent years. Since Celeron Square is sited on property leased from the University of Connecticut,
university police have primary policing jurisdiction for that complex, while the Mansfield Fire Department
has primary fire and EMS jurisdiction. Yet, because the size of the crowd was so significant, the university
police required the assistance of the state police to adequately respond to the event. In addition, the state
police provide security for the fire crews when they are deployed in the area. By 9:00 p.m., the state police
had deployed its full complement of 148 personnel with most of its officers assigned to Celeron Squate
and a reserve dedicated to Carriage House. As in 2005, 2006, & 2007 and consistent with the previous

evening, this deployment exceeded the state police contingent from prior yens The police closed the road
to vehicular traffic by 9:00 p.m. :

Similar to Thursday night, the weather was seasonable throughout the evening but temperatures were
slightly warmer, with a high of approximately 70 degrees and a low of approximately 55 degrees. An
appatent tabble mentality was noted within portions of Celeron Square, duting the evening and as in past
years a moderate degree of non-compliance with state police instructons was encountered. The
pattygoers set off occasional fireworks, lit eleven fires, and did not overturn any vehicles. On Friday,
Connecticut State Police made seventeen arrests for charges that included, narcotics (1), interfering with
police (5), breach of peace (16), DWI (2), possession of alcohol by a minor (4), seatbelt infractions (22),
and other motor vehicle infractions (59). Despite the rowdy nature of the crowd, the officers were able to
start dispersing the crowd at-1:00 am (without incident) and the scene was quiet by about 2:00 a.m.
However, the State Police reported that “Due to the large number of people present at Celeron Squ'ue
any fewer State Police personnel could have created an unsafe environment for police and partygoers.”
The Connecticut State Police reported that there wete 139 calls for setvice in the Town of Mansfield, of
which 103 were during the hours of 4:00 pm through midnight.

The Mansfield Fire Department retained their command post and medical triage area onsite at the
intersection of Cartiage House Drve and Hunting Lodge Road with assistance from mutual aid
departments, and on Friday night, they deployed 87 personnel and treated 24 medical incidents, of which
12 were transported to area hospitals. The majornity of the injuries were classified as non-life threatening,
However, the cases of alcohol poisoning were classified as life threatening and appeared to be more severe
than in past yeats. The fire department responded to 4 outside debris and dumpster fires during the night.

In addition, the Mansfield Fire Department increased staffing at the three firé stations to provide for
“town wide” coverage and to provide an operational reserve. A total of 15 personnel worked at the three
stations and handled 4 medical incidents. The Mansfield Fire Department reported that there were 31
calls for service in the Town of Mansfield, of which 29 were dmmg the hours of 4:00 p.m. through

midnight.
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Saturday, April 26 into Sunday, April 27

In keeping with tradition, Saturday’s night’s unsanctioned event took place at-the X-lot parking lot on the
campus proper, which is under the jurisdiction of the UConn police and UConn Fire Department. Also,
the university sponsored a concert event that evening in Gampel Pavilion, which had approximately 3,500

people in attendance. UConn police handled security at the concert, and expetienced little law
enforcement problems.

Similar to Friday night, the weather was seasonable throughout the evening but temperatures were shightly
warmer with a high of approximately 75 degrees and a low of approximately 55 degrees. By 10:00 p.m.
~ the state. police had deployed its full complement of 144 personnel The crowd remained “small” untl
approximately 10:30 PM when it started growing exponentially and ultimately reached if’s maximum
attendance at midnight with an estimated of crowd 11,000, which, was noticeably smaller than previous

years. According to plan, state police “integrated” into the crowd to maintain order. On Saturday
evening, the police continued the three DWI spot-checls.

At approximately midnight, police began dispersing the crowd. As reported by the police, the crowd was
“for the most part cooperative and well behaved,” with “Limited incidents of bottle-throwing.” The state
police made fourteen arrests that evening for charges including, breach of peace (7), DWI (4) possession
of alcohol by a minor (2), sale of alcohol to a minor (4), sale of alcohol without a permit (4), interfering
with a police officer (1), possession of drug paraphemalia (1), possession of marijuana (2) seatbelt
infractions (26), and other motor vehicle infractions (72). The state police wereé able to disperse the crowd
by approximately 1:00 a.m. and then assisted the university police in patrolling the campus until about 3:30
am. The Connecticut State Police reported that there were 154 calls for service in the Town of Mansfield,

of which 101 were duting the hours of 4:00 pm through midnight. On April 27, between 1mdmght and
8:00 am there were 35 calls for service, (1) DWI and 22 other infractions.

With the location at X-lot, the umvelslty s emergency medical sennces and he’llth services personnel
treated the majority of incidents that evening.

In addition, The Mansfield Fire Departiment also established a comlnand post at Station 307 with
assistance from mutual aid departments. A total of 33 emergency services personnel worked on Saturday
evening and handled 8 medical incidents, of which 6 involved transports to area hospitals. The majority
of the injuries were classified as non-life threatening. However, the cases of alcohol. poisoning were
classified as life threatening and appeared to be more severe than in past years. In addition, the Mansfield

Fire Dequtment responded to 2 outside fires in Carriage House and Celeron Square at the close of the
evening, ‘

The Mansfield Fire Departiment reported that there were 13 calls for service in the Town of Mansfield, of

which 5 were during the hours of 4:00 p.m. through midnight. On April 27, between midnight and 8:00
a.m. there were 12 calls for setvice, 9 medical incidents, 2 outside fires, and one smoke investigation.

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL OPERATIONS

As described to some degree above, over the weekend Mansfield Fire and EMS personnel responded to a
number of calls and medical incidents ranging from acute mtoxication, to first aid and tranmatic injuries.
The Mansfield Fire Department treated 66 medical incidents, of which 43 involved ambulance transports.

These numbers are consistent with the previous years. In addition, the Mansfield Fire Department
responded to a total of 14 outside fires over the three evenings.
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Thursday, April 24, 2008: 25 patiénts Treated; 16 transported to area hospitals
Fraday, April 25, 2008: 24 patients Treated; 12 transported to area hospitals
Saturday, April 26, 2008: 17 patients Treated; 15 tmnspmted to area hospitals
(includes Apsil 27, 2008 midnight to 8:00 am)
Thursday, April 19, 2007: 29 patients Treated; 17 transported to area hospitals
- Fnday, Apnl 20, 2007 22 patients treated; 16 transported to area hospitals
Saturday, Apnl 21, 2007: 5 patents treated; 5 transported to area hospitals
Thursday, Apnl 20, 2006: 18 patients Treated; 11 transported to atea hospitals
Frday, Aprl 21, 2006: 29 patients treated; 14 transported to area hospitals
Saturday, Aprl 22, 2006: - 5 patents treated; 5 transported to area hospitals -

As in 2006 and 2007, the Mansfield Fire Department received assistance from the State Depattment
of Health and utilized the DPH Medical Mobile Command Post as a command post and for recotds
management. The command post proved to be a very practical and successful resource to use as a
command post as it provided communications equipment and a workspace to successfully manage
an incident of this size and complexity.

The Mansfield Fite Department with assistance from mutual aid fire and EMS agencies devoted
approximately 1762 hours to Spring Weekend operations. Volunteers alone conttibuted
approximately 1,455 hours over the three-day petiod, and not included in this number of volunteer
hours are the support-related activities such as planning and briefing sessions, officer meetings,

arrangements for food, and time spent procuring the light tower, generators, tents and other
incidentals.

SUPPORTING DEPARTMENTS/AGENCIES

In addition to the above listed local, regional and state departments and agencies the following
Town of Mansfield Departments contributed resources to Spring Weekend: Maintenance

Depattment; Board of Education; Department of Pubhc Wolks, and Office of Emergency
Mmagement :

TOTAL ARRESTS

Over the weekend, the Connecticut State Police and the UConn Police made 126 atrests.

STAFFING COSTS

Throughout Spring Weekend, Mansfield’s town officers and assigned resident state troopers worked 274.5
hours of overtime at a total cost of approximately $15,857. This figute does include hours worked at
straight time by part-time town officets, but does not include regular houts worked by the full-time town
officers and resident troopers during this time frame.

As reported by the Chief of the Mansfield Fire Department, the department’s full and part-time fire
personnel worked an additional 307.25 hours at a total cost of 7,824, while the volunteer staff of
the Mansfield Fire Department worked an additional 510 hours. " Also, using an houdy figure of
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$19.33, the value of the volunteer houts contributed by members of the Mansfield Fire Department
to the event can be estimated at §9,860. When the volunteer hours wotked from the surrounding
departments is included in the above calculation the value of volunteer houts can be calculated at
$28,125. Combined with the figure of $7,824 for paid petsonnel, this brings the cost for fire and
emergency services personnel to $35,949. This figure does not include the regularly scheduled houts
worlced by fire personnel or the costs of supplies or equipment costs.

Over the three days of the University Spring Weekend, additional staffing expenditures for the town
police and fire agencies total approximately $23,681. It should be noted that this cost does not include
volunteer time or costs associated with planning, training, or coordination activities. The Connecticut

State Police, the University of Connecticut and other lespondmg agencies and organizations undoubtedly
experienced significant additional staffing costs as well.

OBSERVATIONS

Every year following spring weekend, most of the primary agencies involved conduct an after-action
review to examine the weekend in detail, and to note what actions worked well and what might need
improvement. The after-action review is an essential planning tool for the future.

Following spring weekend 2008, the Connecticut State Police and the Mansfield Fire Department both
conducted a thorough after-action review. The following observations are illustrative and informative:

®  “Outsiders,” contribute dlspropomon'ltely to the number of: traumatic injuries; mechcﬂ emergencies

(alcohol intoxication and alcohol poisoning); rowdiness; and, illegal behavior. Considetation should

~ be given to limiting or denying patking for non-university vehicles by closing and or restricting public
access to university parking lots '

e As in 2007, the addition of the “Virtual Command Post” from the Connecticut Intelligence Center

was vety helpful in providing situational awateness and coordination of all of the public safety
agencies involved

- @ In general, the students appear to appreciate the setvices provided by Public Safety personnel

e The Nursmg Students from the School of Nursing were an '1dd1tlona1 asset for this year. They proved
to be a “great help” in triage services

o Although they did not result in a great number of arrests, the DWI checkpoints were successful as a
deterrent '

® The police did wiite violations for the open container ordinance ~ this should be expanded for next
year ' ‘

e Carriage House could benefit from a fence along its frontage
e The DPH Mobile Medical Command Post was a valuable addition to the organization

& UConn’s checkpoint along the path was successful in terms of providing a pubjic safety presence and
"~ in disposing of alcohol

e Carriage House Apartment’s provision against kegs seems to be having some effect — the number of
kegs is way down
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¢ Running the concert late is a good strategy to alleviate some of the numbers at X-lot

e  Opening the Student Union, Mansfield Community Center and increasing the programming activities

for students during Spring Weekend was a strategy in providing alternative activities — this effort
should be continued and broadened for next year.

® There seemed to be less broken glass and less vandalism than in previous years

s The DPH Mobile Medical Command Post was utilized for regular brefings of police, fire, and

emergency management command staff and would be a good location for a unified command next
year '

® Dedicating two town officers to serve the remainder of the town wotked well to ensure that the rest
of the town had police coverage

SUMMARY

We can attribute much of credit for the relatively limited level of violence and i m]my experienced during
Spring Weekend 2008 to the efforts of the public safety and emergency services personnel who were
assigned and responded to the event. All of these staff members (career and volunteer) — from the town,
the university, the state and the region — appeared very well prepared for the event and handled their
responsibilities in a most capable and professional manner. The town and the university were very
fortunate to have had the assistance of these dedicated staff and volunteers throughout the weekend.

‘In addition, credit must be given to staff members from the University of Connecticut and the Town of
Mansfield who have worked throughout this last year to change the nature of the event and to advocate
for responsible behavior on the part of the partygoers.
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Item #5

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council M

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager /f Vs

CGC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Gregory Padick, Director of

o Planning; Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works; Robert Miller, Director of
Health

‘Date: - October 14, 2008

Re: Community Water and Wastewater Issues

Subject MatterlBachround ‘
As previously distributed via email, attac:hed please find answers to the Town Council’s
recent questions regarding a community well system for the Pond Place development.

Attachments
1) R. Miller re: Pond Place Project/Community Well
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From: Robert L. Miller

Sent: Friday, September 26, 2008 3:06 PM

To: Gregory 1. Padick

Cc: Maria E. Capriola; Matthew W. Hart; Lon R. Hultgren
Subject: RE:~Pond Place project/Community well

Greg - The "Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessﬂy process is jointly administered by the State DPUC and State
DPH. My experience with this process is that it extensive and comprehensive. (So much so that developers have gone to
great lengths to avaid the process. } Part of the process involves evaluatlng the 'necessity' of a new water system in an

effort to avoid duphcatlon in a given service area. Additionally, one of the primary objectives of the process to evaluate the

very issues raised in the two questions detailed below. Basically, the process involves three main phases to obtaina
"Certificate™:

Phase I-A - activities involve determining if an extension from an existlng public water system is not feasible, and

if not then conducting a sanitary survey of the property to site new well location(s), and finally approving well site(s) for
development.

Phase I-B - evaluates water quality and well yield to assure that any storage, distribution and treatment needs are
met. It is during this phase that if the state felt it was warranted, that simultaneous yield tests could be conducted on
neighboring wells to assess potential influence. Additionally, the state would require a suite of water quality test
parameters to match identified UConn landfill/chem pit contaminates to  determine how "problematic” water quality will
be. Upon successful completion of this phase the developer could apply for local building permits.

Phase Il - evaluates the design and constructlon of the system infrastructure such as treatment, storege pumps,
dnstrlbutlon and-assures proper design and constructlon before final approval.

Addmonal information on the Certificate process can be obtained httn [Iwww, ct qov/dnh/cwp/wew asp'?a 3139&g=387326

Hope thls is helpful.
Regards,

leﬂn'eftl /I/ﬂ@f /P/Pﬁ/ F44

_Director of Health

Eastern Highlands Health Dlstnct
4 South Eagleville Road '
Mansfield Ct. 06268
‘www.ehhd.org
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Item #6

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council
From: Mait Hart, Town Manager//’lfﬁ///
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to the Town Manager; Lon Hultgren Director of

Public Works; Greg Padick, Director of Planning
Date: October 14, 2008

Re: Advisory Committee for the Four Corners Sewer Planning Project

Subject Matter/Background ‘
As previously communicated to the Council, work is underway to both draft a special act
for the Legislature to consider in 2009 (to allow UConn to accept the Four Corners

sewage) and to complete some preliminary fiscal impact analyses for the proposed
sewering project.

Staff is of the opinion that an ad-hoc advisory committee for this project will help to |
move this project forward, to create and review important economic data and to develop
| ‘information that will be important in informing Town voters prior to a referendum.

Attached is a two-part resolution for the Town Council to create such a committee on an
“ad-hoc” basis, at least until Council decides to restructure its adwsory
committees/commissions pursuant to the strategic plan.

Financial Impact '
Creation of this committee should have no direct financial impact, asitis an’ucrpated
that it would be staffed by the Director of Public Works and/or the Director of Planning.

The long-term impacts of sewering the Four Corners area would be lnvestlgated by this
committee and staff. :

Recommendation

With the introduction of the proposed advisory committee, there is good potential to
have greater discussion of concurrent water issues, to obtain better data for financial
estimates, and to obtain public input into the design necessary to a successful and
sustainable project In this regard the proposal appears in furtherance of the

For these reasons, Council's creation of this committee via the attached resolution is
respectfully requested.

Attachments
1) Proposed resolution dated October 14, 2008
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Town of Mahsfield
TOWN COUNCIL

Proposed Resolutions to Establish an Advisory Committee
for the Four Corners Sewer Planning Project

October 14, 2008

A. RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH AND ISSUE CHARGE TO AN ADVISORY
COMMITTEE FOR THE FOUR CORNERS SEWER PLANNING PROJECT

WHEREAS, the Town has recently completed a Facilities Plan indicating the feasibility of

sewering the area surrounding the Route 195/Route 44 “Four Corners” and defining the extent of
said sewer service area; '

WHEREAS, planning for this project is continuing and will likely result in a bond referendum
within the next year to approve funds for the design and construction of sewers;

WHEREAS, the Town Council has recently received a community based strategic plan, which

among other goals endorses the principle of sustainability with respect to planning and economic
development

WHEREAS, the input of property owners, other interested parties and the Mansfield community
is necessary for the development of a project that meets the Town’s sustainability goals,

WHEREAS, an advisory committee for the Four Corners Sewer Planning project can be
appointed and set to work while the Town Council is considering appropriate changes to its
advisory committees and commissions, and may be combined with or replaced by a permanent
committee or commission at some point in the future as determined by the Council;

WHEREAS, an advisory committee would assist the Town in planning for the sewering project,

most importantly between the present time and the bond referendum, when and if such a
referendum is scheduled; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council desires to establish an Advisory Comnnttee to assist with this
sewer planning pl oject:
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
A nine-member Four Corners Sewer Study Advisory Committee is established for the term of the

Four Corners sewer project (or until it is replaced by a permanent committee or commission by
the Council) and is authorized to perform the following charge:

1. Advise the Town Council, the Water Pollution Control Authority, the Planning and
Zoning Commission and staff in its sewer and water planning efforts for the Four Corners
by reviewing plans, proposals, studies and analyses;

2. Assist the Town staff in creating and reviewing economic development scenarios and
preliminary fiscal impact analyses for the Four Corners area;

(V8

Communicate with the Mansfield Downtown Partnership so that the proposed Storrs
Center development and any Four Corners development are coordinated;

4. Coordinate with the Town Council’s Finance Comrmttee on any recommendation for the
Town’s financial participation in the sewer project;

5. Assist with information sharing and public input for the project amongst sewer service
area property owners, other interested parties, and the Mansfield community.

6. Assist the staff and Planning and Zoning Commission in the review and expected

adoption of a Four Corners special design district (in an advisory role as the PZC is
statutorily charged with this activity).

B. RESOLUTION TO APPOINT N[EMBERS OF THE FOUR CORNERS SEWER
STUDY ADVISORY COMMITTEE '

WHEREAS, the Town Counc1l desires to appomt a Four Corners Sewer Study Adv1sory
Committee to assist with the planning for sewers in the Four Corners area:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED TO:
Appoint a Four Corners Sewer Study Advisory Committee with the following members:

Two members of the Town Council

One representative from the Planning and Zoning Commission

The Town Manager

One representative from the University of Connecticut

One representative from the Mansfield Downtown Partnership

Three citizens (preferably at least one from the Mansfield business community)

oL W
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Item #7

* Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary
- To: Town Council

From: Matthew Hart, Town Managerﬁfﬂﬁ/
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager Mary Jane Newman, Director of

Mansfield Discovery Depot
Date: October 14, 2008

Re: Child and Adult Care Food Program Application for Mansfleld Discovery
o Depot

Subject Matter/Background

Attached please find a proposed appllcatlon to the Child and Adult Care Food Program
(CACFP), to help fund the food service operation at the Mansfield Discovery Depot.
The CACFP is a Federal program that provides healthy meals and shacks to children

and adults réceiving day care. The program plays a vital role in improving the quality of
day care and making it more affordable for many low-income families.

The CACFP operates on a reimbursement-basis. At the state level, the Connecticut
Department of Education’s Office of Child Nutrition administers the program. In order
for the Discovery Depot to receive funding from the CACFP, the town must serve as the
sponsorlng municipal agency. The town has served in thls role for several years, and
there is no financial impact to the town budget.

Financial Impact
“The Discovery Depot is requestmg $32,900 to fund the food program

Recommendatlon

Because the CACFP funding is essential to the food service operation of the Discovery
Depot, staff recommends that the Council authorlze the manager to submit the
application as presented

If the Town Council concurs with this recommendatlon the followmg resolution is in
order:

Resolved, effective October 14, 2008, fo authorize the Town Manager, Matthew W.

Hart, to submit the attached application to the Connecticut Department of Education’s
Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP), to help fund the food service operation at
the Mansfield Discovery Depot, and to execute any related grant documents.

Attachments
1) Excerpts from FY 2008-09 CACFP Application Renewal




‘Agreement Number

078AIC

Child and Adult Care Food Program Sponsor Application

Sponsor Name

Mansfield Discovery Depot (Town of
Mansfield)

Federal ID

Program Revision
Year No.

2009 0

. Address

Address: |

|4 South Eagleville Road

City:

State: |
Zip: [06268-2599 |

. Mailing Address

r The mailing address is the same as the address.

Address:

ﬁ SppﬂlEagleville Road -

City:
State: . .~ |CT

Zp: [o6268-2599 |

. Out of State Mailing Address

- Address:

City:
State:

Zip:

. Payment Address

i The payment address is the same as the rﬁailing address.

Address: [4 South Eagleville Road

City: [Mansfield

CT .

State: T

. Program Information

Application Type:

I Aduit Care Center______ ¥ Child Care Center.— i~ -Day-Care Home-

_80_

e /araras rede etate of ne/rannantieittmend lnanfin /0 a afQumnnmane anaI AT 84 7

1Nt I~nnnn



Sponsor Type:

)

* Private - Non Profit " Private - Profit

= Government " Other

" Public

Ownership Code:

" Partnership

~
(" Sole Owner
¢ Out of State Corporation @ Connecticut Corporation

' Government -

Pricing Information:

[« Pricing ® Noh-Pricing

. CACFP Program Contact

Name;
(First, Middle, Last)

Phone:
e.g.,(555) 555 - 5555

Fax:
e.q.,(555) 555 - 5555

Email Address:
Title:
Address:

City:
State:
Zip:

. Claim Contact

JMs.

[Mary Jane [ [Newman

[i860) 487-0062 | Extf11

|(860) 429-0646 |

[Dlrector

[Mansfield Discovery Depot

|50DepotRoad

, The claim contact is the same as the program contact.

Name:
(First, Middle, Last)

Phone:
e.g. (555) 555 - 5555

. Fax:
e.g.,(555) 555 - 5555

Email Address:
Title:
Address:

City:
State:
Zip:

[(860) 487-0062 | Ext[111

(860) 429-0646

[ewmanmi@mansieldctorg |

|pirector

[Mansfield Discovery Depot .

[50 Depot Road

. Second Program Contact

Name:
(First, Middle, Last)

Phone: :
e.g.,(555) 555 - 5555

Fax:
e.g.,(555) 555 - 5555

1
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Email Address:
Title:
Address:

City:
State:
Zip:

Chairperson of the Board or equivalent position (Superintendent of Schools, Mayor, Selectman,

Commissioner or Pastor; Business CEO / President / Owner (For Profit Centers))

10.

I The owner, president, or CEO coniact is the same as the program contact.

Name:

. (First, Middle, Last)

Date of Birth:

Phone:
8.g.,(555) 555 - 5555

Fax:
e.g.,(555) 555 - 5555

Email Address:
Title:
Address:

City:
State:
Zip:

 {Town of Mansfield

[11/09/1964 | (mmicaryyyy

[Matthew W [Hart

J4 South Engleville Road

s

Executive Director or equivalent position (Principal, Headmaster, City or Town Manager, Deputy
Commissioner, Assistant Superintendent; Business ‘CFO | Vice President / Co-Owner (For Profit

Centers))

I The co-owner, vice- president, or CFO contact is the same as the program contact.

Name:
(First, Middle, Last)

Date of Birth:

Phone:
e.q.,(555) 555 - 5555

Fax:
e.g.,(555) 555 - 5555

Email Address:
Title:
Address:

yJane [T [Newman —

| (mmiddlyyyy)

Josr1ariesa
Btfi1

0) 487-0062 |

|(860) 429-0646 |

Jnewmanmj@mansfieldctorg

|pirector ]

[Mansfield Discovery Depot
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State:
Zip:

11.Advance Payments (does the organization want to receive advance payments?)

. Yes @& No Center programs, Shelters & After School ‘At Risk' only (for food service operation)
Yes @ No Homes only (for administrative costs)
Yes @& No Homes only (for day care providers)

Yes @ No Homes only (requesting expansion funds)

2 e BEe k!

Yes @ No Homes only (requesting start up funds)

12.Day Care Home Enroliment

Tier ll Tier Il Tier Il :
Tier | High Low Mixed Total

Number of Provider's own children
enrolled:

~ Provider's own children enrolled only includes those eligible for free or reduced price
© Yes € No meals?

‘ 13.Commodities or cash-in-lieu

(a) Commodity foods or an additlonal cash-in-lieu subsudy is available for every lunch and/or supper
served.

Check one of the options:

@ Cash in lieu of commodities ¢ Commodity foods ¢~ Not applicable

If commodity foods are chosen, the cash-in-ieu of commodities payment will be eliminated for centers or
" subtracted from day care home provider payments.

(b) Adult Day Care Centers - Does your organization currently receive USDA Donated Foods
(Commodities) for charitable institutions from the Food Distribution Program?

C Yes ® No

14.Miscellaneous Questions

~ Yes & No Has the institution or any of its principals been declared ineligible to participate in the
CACFP for violating CACFP program requirements and is on the Nationai Disqualified
List’? fyes, explain:

© Yes ® No Has the institution or any of its principals, been declared |neligibie to partimpate in any
other publicly- funded program? If yes, explain:

-83-

httn://www csde atate ot ne/ennnantistnend/anafin /M aaflan o -

Ar{_ Tt s




15.Audit

Enter the most recently completed fiscal year-end-audit report (e.g.
10/01/2004 through 09/30/2005, enter 09/30/2005) -

Enter the total amourit of federal funds expended during the most
‘recently completed fiscal year, as stated above. Include all federal funds
regardless of the source.(e.g., HHS, USDA, HUD, etc.)

mm/dd/yyyy

Federal regulations require that audits of States, local governments and non-profit organizations are to be
conducted in accordance with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133.

If in your most recently completed fiscal year, your total amount of federal funds expended is $500,000 or
more, you must submit a copy of your most recent OMB Circular A-133 audit report to:

Connecticut State Department of Education
Office of Internal Audit-Room 234
PO Box 2219

Hartford, CT 06145 )

16. Certifications

¥, By checking this box, | CERTIFY that during the last seven years, neither the institution nor any of its
principals have been declared ineligible for any publicly. funded program for violating that program's
requirements. "Publicly funded program" means any program or grant funded by federal, state or local
governments.
or, in lieu of this certification

~ By checking this box, | CERTIFY that, the institution and/or its principals previously declared ineligible
for a publicly funded Program was/were later fully reinstated in, or determined eligible for the program
and that any debt owed to the program was fuily repaid.

{vi. By checking this box, | CERTIFY that, during the Iast seven years, neither the institution nor any of its

principals have been convicted of any activity that indicated a lack of business integrity. Activities that
indicate a lack of business integrity include, but are not limited to, fraud, antitrust violations,
embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsmcation or destruction .of records making false statements,
receiving stolen property, making false claims or obstruction of justice.

iv By checking this box, | CERTIFY that all the information on this application and the attached site
information sheet(s) is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | understand that this information
-is being given in connection with the receipt of Federal funds, and that deliberate mlsrepresentatron
may subject me to prosecution under applicable State and Federal criminal statues.

Created By: D?BAiCp on: 10/01/2008 iModified By: 078AICp on: 10/02/2008
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Ghitd and Adult Care Food Program Center Budget

Agreement Federal ID Program Revision
Number Sponsor Name (FEIN) Year No.
Mansfield Discovery Depot (Town of ‘
078AIC Mansfield) 2009 0

For All Institutions

Proposed Annual CACFP Food Service Operating Budget

10. Other (specify)

Food purchases _ 13000000 B

[.soo00

| Non-Food Supplies

Postage/Printing

Food Service Labor and Taxes

Fringe Benefits

Equipment Purchases ($5,000 and over)

| .
{
[
|

Utilities charged to CACFP charged to CACFP (describe method of cost allocation)

Contracted Services charged to CACFP (describe method of cost allocation)

Equipmentﬂ_yRental / Lease (describe method of cost allocation)

|

11.

Total Projected Operating Budget ' 32,900.00

™ Yes ® No We use CACFP meal reimbursement for administrative expenses. If yes, we
understand that at least 85% of the meal reimbursement must go toward the

operating costs. Supporting documents are maintained on file for the required time
frame ’

Proposed Annual Administrative Budget

12. Administrative Labor

13. Office Supplies

14. Transportation for facility monitoring
115. Office Rent and Maintenance

16. Utilities (unléss included with rent)

17. Other (specify)

e

‘Total Projected Annual Administrative Expenses ' 0.00

htn
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Created By: 078AICp on: 10/01/2008 Modified By: 078AICp on: 10/01/2008
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Ttem #8

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council
From:  Matt Hart, Town Manager /24 /1
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Jeffrey Smith, Director of

‘ Finance; Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works
Date: October 14, 2008
Re: Aliernate Fuel Vehicle Grant Authorization

- Subject Matter/Background

The Town applied for and has been awarded a third Alternate Fuel Vehicle Grant from
the Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) to purchase a hybrid vehicle.
In this case, we will purchase a Toyota Prius for the general government fleet. The '
purchase of this vehicle is budgeted in the FY 2008/09 capital budget.

Flnanclal Impact

As the grant pays the cost difference between the hybrid and a normally fueled vehicle,
and the gas mileage for the hybrid is better, there will be a net cost savings to the Town
for every mile this vehicle is dnven

Legal Review '

The DOT agreement form is similar to other DOT agreements the Town has signed, so
a separate legal review of this agreement by the Town Attorney has not been pursued
It is identical to the last alternate fuel vehicle grant we signed.

Recommendation

Council must by resolution authorize Jeffrey H. Smith, Director of Finance, to enter into
this agreement (Agreement Between the State of CT and Town of Mansfield for a cash
grant toward the purchase of Alternative/Clean Fuel Vehicle(s), FHWA Project No.
000R(534); State Project No. 170-2778). A copy of the resolution has to accompany
.the signed agreement. Council's suggested resolution is as follows:

“Resolved that the Town Council hereby authorizes Town Director of Finance, Jeffrey H.
Smith, to enter into an Agreement between the State of CT and the Town of Mansfield
for a cash grant toward the purchase of Alternative/Clean Fuel Vehicle(s), FHWA
Project No. 000R(534); State Project No. 170-2778 for the purchase of one Toyota
Prius. Said Finance Director is further authorized and directed to execute and deliver
any and all documents on behalf of the Town of Mansfield and to do and perform all

“acts and things which he deems necessary or appropriate fo carry out the terms of such
documents, including, but not limited to, executmg and delivering all agreements and
documents contemplated by such documents.”

"Attacnments »
- 1) Excerpts from the Alternate Fuel Vehicle Grant
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Agreement No. 6.26-14(08)

CORE ID NO. 08DOT0387AA

AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
AND
THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD
FOR A CASH GRANT TOWARD THE
PURCHASE OF ALTERNATIVE/CLEAN FUEL VEHICLE(S)
AND/OR DIESEL RETROFIT TECHNOLOGIES
FHWA PROJECT NO. 000R(534)
STATE PROJECT NO. 170-2778

THIS AGREEMENT concluded at Newington, Connectlcut this day of
, 200__, by and between the State of Connecticut, Department: of
Transportation, Joseph F Mane Commissioner, acting herein by Albert A. Martin, Deputy
Commissioner, duly authorized, hereinafier referred to as the “STATE”, and the Town of
Mansfield, a public body or eligible private nonprofit or for profit corporation federally approved
pursuant to the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU), having its principal place of business at 4 South Eagleville Road, Storrs,
Connecticut 06268, acting herein by Jeffrey H. Smith, Director of Finance, hereunto duly
authorized, hereinafter referred to as the “Second Party”.

WITNESSETH, THAT:

WHEREAS the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efﬁc1ent Transportation Equlty Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), provides for federal capital improvement grants to public bodies
or eligible private nonprofit and for profit corporations for the specific purpose of assisting them in
purchasing alternative/clean fuel vehicle(s) and/or diesel retrofit technologies (DRT); and 4

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has demgnated the STATE asa
grant recipient for capital grants under SAFETEA -LU; and

WHEREAS, the Govemor of the State of Connecticut, in accordance with a request by the:
FHWA, has designated the Commissioner of the Department of Transportation to evaluate and
select projects proposed by public bodies or eligible private nonprofit and for profit corporations for
capltal funds to purchase alternative/clean fuel vehicle(s) and/or diesel retrofit technologies (DRT)
emission control device(s), hereafter referred to as DRT device(s), and

WHEREAS, the STATE and the Second Party desire to secure and utilize grant funds for
the purchase of alternative/clean fuel vehicle(s) and/or DRT device(s) as a means of i lmprovmg the
air quality within the State of Connecticut; and
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WHEREAS, the STATE, pursuant to Subsection (a) of Section 13b-34 of the Connecticut
General Statutes, as revised, is authorized to enter into an Agreement with the Second Party
providing for the distribution of Federal funds and State funds (if available) to enable the Second

f Party to purchase equipment solely for the hereinabove stated purpose, and in connection therewith,

the Deputy Commissioner, given the authority to execute Express Findings by the Commiissioner of
Transportation, has made an Express Finding as is required by Section 13b-35 of the General
Statutes of Connecticut, as revised.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, the

 STATE and the Second Party agrees as follows: :

1. Incremental Cost and Full Mate}rial Cost

a) Incremental Cost: Is defined as the purchase cost of the alternative/clean fiiel

vehicle, minus the cost of a conventionally powered vehicle of comparable make
and model.

b) Full Material Cost: Is defined as the full purchase price of DRT device(s),
excluding installation and maintenance costs.

2. Agreement of the Parties: The purpose of this Agreement is to provide funds for the
Incremental Cost of alternative/clean fuel vehicle(s) and/or DRT device(s) purchases, as described
in the attached Program Summary of the Connecticut Clean Fuel Program, (hereinafter referred. to
as the "Program Summary”) and as described in the Funding Request submitted by the Second
Party which is incorporated herein by reference (hereinafter referred to as the “Funding Request”).
This Agreement will state the terms, conditions- and mutual understanding of the parties as to the
manner in which the Project will be undertaken and continued. '

3. Term of Agreement: The STATE will maintain a fiduciary interest in the vehicles -
for a period covering 24 months of their operation, commencing on the date that each vehicle is:
(a) purchased and/or placed into active service, or (b) equipped with DRT device(s); or up to
100,000 miles of each vehicle’s operation. During this period, the Second Party will provide the
STATE or its agents with an annual certification stating whether the vehicles are still in
operation and citing the most recent odometer readings for the vehicles. The Second Party will
also participate in interviews with the STATE and its agents so that the STATE can obtain
information on the performance of the vehicles.

v The STATE reserves the right to continue this Agreement in full force and effect for a
maximum period of one (1) year beyond the expiration date of December 31, 2009, as cited in the
Express Finding. More than one (1) time extension may be exercised as long as the maximum
period of one year is not exceeded. If the Agreement is to be continued, beyond the one (1) year

period, the STATE and the Second Party shall execute a Supplemental Agreement, noting the limits
of the extension. '

4, Scope of Project: The Second Party hereby agrees to accept a Cash Grant to be used

exclusively for the reimbursement of the Incremental Cost of the following alternative/clean fuel
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Full Material Cost of the DRT device(s) at the indicated amounts. Incremental
ative/clean firel vehicle and/or Full Material Cost of the DRT device shall be
dmg One (1) Toyota, Prius HEV @ Six Thousand Five Hundred Dollars (86,500)
f?liéréinaﬁer referred to as the "Project Equipment". If the manufactures’/vendors’
Jicates a lesser mcremental Cost per vehicle, the Second Party will be reimbursed that

unt. In consideration thereof, the Second Party agrees to undertake and implement the
Project in the marmer described in the Prq gram Summary.

5 Purchase of Project Equipment: The purchase of all Project Equipment financed in
whole or in part pursuant to this Agreement shall be undertaken by the Second Party, and shall be
,ﬁﬁiclﬂaéed in accordance with applicable State law and the standards set forth in Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-102, incorporated herein by reference. Proof of .
pﬁrChase shall consist of a dated manufacturer's or vendor's invoice naming the Second Party as
recipient of the Project Equipment, fully identifying the Project Equipment, marked as "Paid in
Full" and signed by an official representative of the manufacturer or dealer. The invoice will also
contain the vehicle supplier’s statement which attests to the Incremental Cost of the
alternative/clean fuel options of each vehicle or the Full Material Cost of the DRT device.

The STATE shall not incur any liability prior to the execution of this Agreement and its
approval by the Attorney General of the State of Comnecticut. The Second Party may order and
purchase the Project Equipment in advance of receipt of a fully executed Agreement in order to
expedite the delivery of the Project Equipment. However, this action shall be taken entirely at
the risk of the Second Party. The failure of the Second Party to comply with the conditions set
forth herein relieves the STATE from any and all liability under this Agreement.

6. Payment to the Second Party: Upon full and proper execution of this Agreement and
upon receipt by the STATE of a manufacturer's or vendor's sales agreement for the Project
. Equipment stating the Incremental Cost of the vehicle(s) and/or the Full Material Cost of the DRT
device(s), along with proof of insurance in accordance with Article 9, paragraph (b), the STATE
shall make available to the Second Party a Cash Grant not to exceed Six Thousand Five Hundred
Dollars ($6,500), hercinafter referred to as the “Grant”. The Grant will be the maximum
contribution by the STATE. Additional costs for the Project Equipment will be borne by the
Second Party. Should the requested vehicle(s) and/or the DRT device(s) as indicated in Article 4 of
the Agreement become unavailable; the STATE will not allow the Second Party to substitute
project equipment. All awarded funds must be claimed and expended by December 31, 2009.

The Second ‘Party agrees that the receipt of funds under this Agreement is subject to all

controls and conditions imposed by this Agreement and the relevant Federal and/or State
regulations. : o '

. The Second Party agrees that the terms of this Agreement do not constitute a loan but rather
a grant for the specific purposes contained herein. -

The Second Party agfées it is not authorized to allow funds appropriated under this
-Agreement to be used to pay its creditors unless the creditor incurred an expense specifically
authorized by this Grant and relevant Federal and/or State regulations.

The STATE will reimburse the Second Party for the Incremental Cost of each specific
vehicle and/or Full Material Cost of each specific DRT device indicated in Article 4 of this
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termination, citing any one or more of the following reasons:
(1) the Second Party discontinues the operation of the said Project Equipment

(2)  the Second Party takes any action and/or fails to take required action

pursuant to the terms of this Agreement without the required approval(s) of
the STATE; or ‘

3 the Second Party being declared by competent authority to be incapable of
" operation under this Agreement. ‘

Upon termination of this Agreement as provided in paragraphs (a) and (b) above, the
Second Party shall forthwith return ownership and possession of the said Project Equipment to the
STATE, in as good condition as it was purchased by the Second Party, with normal wear and
depreciaﬁon expected. It is understood and agreed by the parties hereto that if this return cannot be
made by the Second Party, the Second Party may, at the discretion of the STATE, be assessed all or
a proportionate share of the then current market value of the said Project Equipment. If, however, it
is clear to the STATE that the Second Party has not made a demonstrated effort to operate the
Project Equipment as described in the application and required under this Agreement, at the
STATE's discretion, it may require the return of the full amount of the Grant. If no Project
Equipment is purchased by the Second Party prior to the termination of this Agreement, the Second
Party shall return the full dollar amount of the Cash Grant to the STATE.

23. Notices: It is mutually understood and agreed by. the parties hereto that any official

notice from one such party to the other such party (or parties), in order for such notice to be binding
thereon, shall:

(aj be in wriﬁng addressed to:
(1) when the STATE is to receive such notice -

Commissioner of Transportation
Connecticut Department of Transportation
P. O. Box 317546 '

2800 Berlin Turnpike _
Newington, Connecticut 06131-7546;

(2)  when the Second Party is to receive such notice -

Mr. Jeffrey H. Smith
Director of Finance

Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Storrsy Connecticut 06268

(b)  be delivered in person or be mailed United States Postal Service - "Certified Mail"

to the address recited herein as being the address of the party(ies) to receive such
notice; and
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Agreement No. 6.26-14(08)

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have set their hands and seals on n the day and

yeaI indicated. _
WITNES SES: | STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Joseph F. Marie, Commissioner
By: | (Seal)
Name: : Albert A. Martin
. Deputy Commissioner
: Date:
Name:
WITNESSES: | TOWN OF MANSFIELD. -
MM (”m/)u ofa_ By % H. ﬂé?i;k:
Name . , Ja_ Je 1
ZW(U a Cpafr 0 _ Directof of Finance -

Ex Date: q-1%~¢ g

; o
ne. Nebard
| {
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Attorney General

State of Connecticut

Date:
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Item #9

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary
To: Town Council
From: Matit Hart, Town Manager/ { W / 7
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Gregory Padick, Director of
: Planning; Lon Hultgren, Director-of Public Works
Date: October 14, 2008

Re: Acceptance of New Town Road: Extension of Adeline Place

Subject Matter/Background :

. Following the receipt of staff reports, the Planning and Zoning Commission has
-determined that the extension of Adeline Place is ready for Town acceptance. This
roadway was constructed in accordance with the Planning and Zoning approved Pine
Grove Estates subdivision. There are existing occupied homes on the subject road.

Financial Impact ‘ '

The extension of Adeline Place will be added to the inventory of town roads malntamed
by the Public Works Department. Other than routine maintenance (sanding and snow
plowing during the winter season, etc.), no special costs are anticipated.

Legal Review

All road deeds and easements have been rewewed and approved by the Town
Attorney.

Recommendation

Subject to condition noted below, the extension of Adeline Place is considered ready for
Town acceptance. The following motion is recommended:

Move, effective October 14, 2008, to authorize Town Manager Matthew W. Hart, subject

to the condition cited below, to accepf as a Town road the extension of Adeline Place as

constructed in association with the Pine Grove Estates subdivision. Town acceptance

shall be subject to execution by the Planning and Zoning Commission Chairman, '

Mansfield Controller, and the developer of a one-year maintenance bond agreement
that addresses all requlatory requirements and approval conditions.

Attachments .

1) 10/06/08 letter from Planning and Zoning Commission

2) 10/02/08 memo from Director of Planning

3) 10/02/08 memo from Assistant Town Engineer

4) 09/23/08 letter requesting acceptance from Atty. Dennis Poitras
5) Portion of approved subdivision map depicting the subject road
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"TOWN OF MANSFIELD
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILL ROAD
STORRS, CT 06268

(860) 429-3330

Tuesday, October 07, 2008

To: Town Council
From: Planning and Zoning Commission
Re: 8-24 Referral for road acceptance: Adeline Place Extensmn

At a meeting held on 10/6/08, the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission édopted the following motion:

“That the Planning and Zoning Commission report to the Town Council that the extension of Adeline Place

constructed in association with Pine Grove Estates Subdivision is now ready to be accepted as a Town road. Upon
Town Council acceptance of this road extension, the PZC Chairman, with staff a551stance, is authorized to execute
a one-year maintenance bond pursuant to regulatory requirements.”

Please contact Mr. Gregory J. Padick, Director of Planning if you have any questions regarding either of these
motions.
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TOWN OF MANSFIrLD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to: Planning and Zorﬁng Comumission

From: Gregory Padick, Director of Planning

Date: October 2, 2008

Re: Acceptance of Adeline Place Extension, Pine Grove Estates Subdivision File #1187-2-

" The attached memo from the Assistant Town Engineer relates that all public works requirements for accepting the

extension of Adeline Place as a Town road have been addressed. This extension was approved in association with
the Pine Grove Estates Subdivision and was constructed yeas ago. Acceptance as a Town Road has been delayed
for a number of reasons including landscaping and street lighting issues. These issues have now been resolved and
accordingly, it is now appropriate to recommend to the Town Council acceptarce of this new segment of road. The:
following draft motion has been prepared for the PZC’s consideration:

“That the Planning and Zoning Commission report to the Town Council that the extension of Adeline Place
constructed in association with Pine Grove Estates Subdivision is now ready to be accepted as a Town road.
Upon Town Council acceptance of this road extension, the PZC Chairman, with staff assistance, is
authorized to execute a one-vear maintenance bond pursuant to regulatory requirements.”
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Memo randum: October 2, 2005

To: Planning & Zoning Commission
From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Engineer
Re: Pine Grove Subdivision - Adeline Place Acceptance

reference: CL&P Communication re: streetlight billing to homeowners

This road has been waiting for sometime to be accepted due to some
small items that needed attention.

These have now all be taken care of with the final item being the
operating expense for the streetlights placed along the new road
section of Adeline Place. Tom Goodwin, representing CL&P, has given us

a letter indicating the owner adjacent to each pole will be the
responsible party.

The road 1s now ready for Acceptance and conversion of the bonding to a
10% maintenance bond running for one year.
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Dennis R. Poitras
Attorney At Law
1733 Storrs Road
P.O. Box 534
Storrs, Connecticut 06268

* Telephone (860) 487-0350

Fax (860) 487-0030 or (860) 429-4694
Email: drpoitras@yahoo.com

September 23, 2008
- Via Fax & mail 429-6863 (2 page sent)

Mansfield Pfalmiﬁg and Zoning Commission . |

-¢/o Greg Paddick, Town Planner '

4 South Eagleville Road
Storrs, CT 06278

RE:  Pine Grove Estates,_ LLC — Adeline Place

Dear Greg: -

1 am writing at the request of the developers of Pine Grove Estates to request the following action:

1. Acceptance of the road “Adeline Place” by the Town of Mansfield
2. Reduction of the road bond to the minimum required

I have also been requested to inform the commission that Connecticut Light and Power has issued a letter
holding the Town harmless for maintenance and cost of operation of the light poles in place atAdeline
Place. CL& P has agreed to take down poles adjacent to any lot should a property owner not wish to pay
the monthly electric bill associated with the pole. A copy of that letter is attached for your reference.

_ Dennig/%»g:ras

Copy: Jean Beaudoin
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Z)  Light & Power

Town of Mansfield

Attn: Lon Hultgren
Director of Public Works
4 South Eagleville Road
Storrs, CT 06268

Subject: Post top lights on Michelle Lane

The Connecliewi Light and Power Company
1270 Main Street
Willimmantic, CT 06226 -

Irene DuBernnrdu New Bervice Supervisnr
(B60)456-5027

December 12, 2007

In regards to the above hghts CL&P intends to either remove these 11ghts or make contracts with

the various residents who wish to keep them.

We have no intention of billing the town now or in the future for any of the post top lights.

If there are questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

KQWMWW@&

Irene DeBernardo
New Service Supervisor Wllhmantu;

ce.  Thomas Goodwin o ‘
Beaudoin Brothers Construction
C. Hirsch-Zoning Commission Officer
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Ttem #10

Town of Mansfield

: Agenda ltem Summary
To: Town Council

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager‘///{‘/ﬂf -
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Jeffrey Smith, Director of

Finance; Cherie Trahan, Controller/Treasurer
Date:  October 14, 2008

Re: Capital Improvement Program Closeouts

Subject Matter/Background

Attached please find correspondence from the Director of Finance recommending a
number of adjustments to the capital projects fund. Throughout the fiscal year, we do
periodically recommend such adjustments, and the Director will be available at
Monday's meeting to address any questions you may have.

Recommendation

" The Finance Committee will review the proposed adjustments at their meeting prior to
‘the Council meeting. If recommended by the Finance Committee, it is respectfully
‘requested that the Town Council move the following:

Move, effective October 14, 2008, to approve the adjusi‘ments to the capital projects

fund, as recommended by the Director of Finance in his correspondence dated October
14, 2008.

Attachments
1) J. Smith re: Capital Projects Fund
2) Proposed Capital Fund Budget Changes
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INTER

MEMO

OFFIGE o

FINANCE DEPARTMENT, TOWN OF MANSFIELD
To: Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager

From: Jeffrey H. Smith, Director of Finance

Subject:  Capital Projects Fund
Date: October 14, 2008

Attached is an analysis of current and Proposed Revenue and Expenditure Budgets for specific Capital.

Projects. If adopted as presented, it will accomplish the following.

1. Officially close out completed projects:

" 81203 Comm Ctr Architect Study

86279 Maintenance Building Addition

81609 Pool Car 2006/07 86281 MMS Lavatory Fixtures
83630 Pickup Truck 2006/07 86821 Technology Upgrade -

84901 Senior Center Study- - 86823 Schoal Cleaning Equipment
86274 MMS Gym Partition Repair o 4

2. Increase/(Decrease) funding for the following completed Overspent/(Under spent) Projects.

81609 Pool Car 2006/07 - ($3,005)
83630 Pickup Truck ( 715)
84901 Senior Center Study : 498
86274 MMS Gym Partition Repair (20,639)
86279 Maintenance Bldg Addition ( 1,965)
86281 MMS Lavatory Fixtures : 67

3. Fund the salary and fringe benefits of the Capital Projects Coordinator for Fiscal Year 2007/08 in the

amount of $77,700.
4. Reduce funding for the following projécts:

86260 Deferred Maintenance Projects ’ ($25,000) A
86290 Roof Repairs/Replacement ( 25,000)

JHS:cat

\\mansﬂcIdscrver‘tnwnhnll\Finmcc\_SmiﬂxJH_\Memos\CIP Closeouts | = 1 02 “3.doc



-€01 -

86823

80101
81203
81669
83630
84901
86274

86279

86260
|
86281
H
86280

8682

Finance/

DESCRIPTION
Capital Projects Coordinator
Community Center Architects Study
Pool Cars 2006/07
Pickup Truck. 2006/07
Senior Center Study
MMS Gym Partition Repair
Maintenance Building Addition
Deferred .Maintenance Projects
MMS Lavatory Fixtures
Roof Repairs/Replacement
Technology Upgrade

School Cleaning Equipment

Grand Total

Recap of Funding Changes:
* Projects to be closed

PROPOSED CAPITAL FUND BUDGET CHANGES

EXPENDITURE BUDGET

Capital Projecis/June 2008 closeouts-PRELIMINARY .xls

REVENUEBUDGET
OVER/ ) . BALANCE
FUNDING CURRENT PROPOSED = AMENDED . ACTUAL (UNDER) CURRENT PROPOSED AMENDED = ACTUAL  TO SPEND
SOURCE ~ BUDGET CHANGE  BUDGET - REVENUES PROPOSED BUDGET  CHANGE  BUDGET  EXPEND. (OVERSPENT)
CNR $ 535371 § 71,700 e13,of1 $ 535,371 (77,700 § 535371 $ 77,700 § 613,071 3 613,071
CNRIRec} 21,800 - .21,800 21,800 - - 21,800 - 21,800 21,800 -
CNR 40,000 ' (3,005) . 36,995 40,000 3,005 40,000 (3,005) 36,995 36,995
CNR 25,000 - (715) 24,285 ' 25,000 715 25,000 (715) 24,285 ° 24,285
CNR 8,750 498 9,248 8,750 (498) 8,750 498 9,248 9,248 -
CNR 30,000 (20,639) 9;351 30,000 20,639 30,000 {20,639) 9,361 9,361 -
CNR 5,000 (1,965) 3,035 5,000 1,965 5,000 {1,965) 3,035 3,035 -
CNR 25,000 (25,00‘0). - 25,000 25,000 25,000 (25,000) - - -
‘CNR 5,000 67 5,067 - '5,000‘ (67) - 5,000 67 5,067 5,067 -
CNR 25,000 (25,000) - 25,000 25,000 25,000 (25,000) - - -
"CNR 71,570 - 71,570 71,570 - 71,570 - 71,570 71,570 -
CNR 36,000 - 36,000 36,000 - 3é,ooo - 36,000 36,000 :
] 828491 § : 1,941 $ 830432 § 828491 (1,941) '$ 828,491 & 1,;341 3 830.;132 $ 830432 % -
CNR 3 1,941

Ctrahan 10/9/2008
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Item #11

Town of Mansfield

Agenda ltem Summary
To: Town Council

From: = Matt Hart, Town Managerf’%x/f/
Date: October 14, 2008

Re: Fiscal Year 2008/09 Wage Adjustment for Nonunion Personnel

Subject Matter/Background

The Town Council establishes compensation for town employees on a fiscal year basis
(July 1 through June 30). With respect to salary, the town pays regular nonunion

personnel according to the Town Administrators Pay Plan, Wthh is organized on a pay
grade and step system.

| would like to present the Town Council with the following recommendations for
changes to the compensatlon for regular, nonunion employees:

e Wages — increase the pay rates in the Town Administrators Pay Plan by 3. 5% thus
providing a 3.5% general wage increase retroactive to July 1, 2008.

A 3.5% wage increase is oon‘sistent with wage increases awarded to members of the
Fire, Public Works, and Professional and Technical bargaining units.

| 3.5% is less than the current CPl for the Northeast region, which was 4.1% for 2007,

e Health insurance cost share — increase from 13% to 14% of premium for the Century
Preferred PPO Plan. The PPO cost share is consistent with that paid by members
of the Fire and Professional and Technical bargaining units.

Increase from 9% to 10% of premium for the Bluecare POS Plan. The POS cost
share is consistent with that paid by members of the Fire, Public Works, and
Professional and Technical bargaining units.

° Contribution to retiree health insurance — increase from $190 per month to $205 per
month for employees who retire during the current fiscal year. This is consistent with
contributions received by members of the professional and technical bargaining unit.

The Personnel Committee reviewed and endorsed the recommended wage and
beneﬂts changes at their September 10, 2008 meeting.

Financial Impact '
. Funds were budgeted in Fiscal 2008/09 in anticipation of a wage increase for nonunion
regular personnel. As a result, approval of the wage increase will not negatively impact
____orincrease the adopted budget._Fiscal 2007/08 nonunion wages were $2,021,460
(including steps). Fiscal 2008/09 nonunion wages were budgeted at a cost of

$2,145,386 (including steps and a 3.5% an}mISDated wage |ncrease) The difference
- 0 -




between Fiscal 2007/08 and Fiscal 2008/09 budgeted costs is $123,926 or a 6.13%
impact. We have a number of junior non-union employees that have not reached the
top step for their salary grade. In addition to the 3.5% wage increase, we have also

budgeted step increases in the event that these employees perform satisfactorily and |
continue to move along the step system.

The total cost of health insurance for regular nomjnion employees will be $224,032 with
the Town share at $198,709 and the employee share at $25,323. This is an overall
decrease of $1,991 or .88% below Fiscal 2007/08 costs (employer and employee

share) for nonunion health insurance; this decrease is due to fewer employees selecting
family coverage.

The total package (wages, health insurance [employer share], retirement, social
security, Medicare, life insurance, and workers compensation) for regular nonunion

personnel will be $2,740,977 in Fiscal Year 2008/09, a $153,580 or 5.94% increase
over Fiscal Year 2007/08.

Recommendation

1n light of the compensation paid to other Town employees, | belleve that the proposed
adjustments for nonunion staff are fair and reasonable. | therefore recommend that -
Council endorse the recommended changes to the compensation for regular nonunion
employees, as | have described above.

If the Town Council concurs with this recommendation, the following motion is in order: -

Move, to endorse the Town Manager’s recommendation to: 1) increase the pay rates in
the Town Administrators Pay Plan by 3.5 percent; 2) authorize the Town Manager fo
~ award those non-exempt employees in the pay plan with a 3.5 percent wage increase;
3) authorize the Town Manager to award those exempt employees in the pay plan W/th
a 3.5 percent wage increase; and 4) authorize the Town Manager to make the
additional changes to the compensation for nonunion employees as recommended by
the Town Manager in his memorandum dated October 14, 2008. Said adjustments to
compensation paid to nonunion employees shall be effective July 1, 2008.

Attachments

1) Summary Table of Wage & Beneﬁt Costs - FY 2008 & FY 2009
2) Health Insurance Costs — FY 2008 & FY 2009
3) Positions Impacted by Changes to Nonunion Compensation
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NonUnion Wages and Benefits: FY 2008 & FY 2009

: $ %

Fiscal Year 2008 | Fiscal Year 2009 | 'Increase Increase

Salaries (inc.steps) $2,021,460 $2,145,386 | $123,926 6.13%
Longevity $10,150 $10,875 $725 7.14%
Health Insurance (town share) $201,299 |- $198,709 -$2,590 -1.29%
Retirement (MERS) $134,352 $142,939 $8,588 |- 6.39%
Social Security $125,330 $133,014 $7,683 6.13%
Medicare $29,311 $31,108 $1,797 6.13%
Life Insurance $374 $399 $25 6.64%
Workers Comp $65,120.81 $78,547.30 $13,426 20.62%
TOTAL $2,587,397 $2,740,977 $153,580 5.94%

C: \Documents and Settmgs\chmnesa\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Flles\OLKGO\FY 08-09
-107 -
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NonUnion Health Insurance Costs: FY 2008 v. FY 2009

2009 NonUnion Summary Cost

2008 NonUnion Summary Cost

l-person 2-person Family Total Il-person | 2-person Total $ Increase/ |% Increase/
. . ‘ Decrease
148 &151 [Employee Share $2,705.12 $12,460.74| $10,157.58] $25,323.44| $2,744.29| $8,632.24| $13,347.88] $24,724.4] $599.03(: . -
148 &151 Town Share 1818.085.841 $95.295.28)  $85.327.74) $198.708.86 $23.110.55| $67.828.37 $110.360.41} $201.299.32) -$2.590.46 S
i GRAND TOTAL| $20,790.96] $107,756.02| $95,485.32| $224,032.30] $25,854.84 $76,460.60 $123,708.29] $226,023.73] -$1,991.43

-80T-
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Positions Impacted by Non-Union Wage Changes

Exempt/
Classification - Non- # of
- Exempt eople
Status

Accountant : NE 2
Assistant Fire Marshal/Asst. Emer. (PT) NE 1
Capital Projects & Personnel Asst - NE 1,
Code Enforcement Officer (PT) . NE 1
Executive Assistant to Town Manager - NE 1.
Information Specialist - : NE 1
Kitchen Aide (PT) o NE 1
Maintainer NE 2
Network Administrator , NE 1
Parks Coordinator (PT) - 4 NE 1
Assistant Director of Parks & Rec E 1
Assistant to Town Manager = E 1
Controller/Treasurer , E 1
Director of Building and Housing Inspection E 1
Director of Facilties Maintenance E |
Director of Finance E 1
Director of Human Services E A1
Director of Parks and Recreation E 1
Director of Planning : E 1
Director of Public Works/Town Eng. E 1
Fire Chief B E 1
Fire Marshal/Emerg. Mgmt. Director E 1
Information Technology Manager E 1
Librarian . E 3
Library Director E 1
Public Works Superintendent E 1
Town Clerk E 1

' ’ 31

C:\Documents and Settings\chainesa\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK60\FY 08-09
Nonunion Memo for Council.doc -109-



- -110-



LUWIL UL IVIAIISLISIU - AUVISOTY Lominitiee on PPersons with Disabilities - 05/27/2008

MINUTES
Mansfield Advisory Committee
On Persons with Disabilities

Regular Meeting — Tuesday, May 27, 2008
2:30 PM - Conference Room B- Audrey P. Beck Building

. Recordlng Attendance J. Sidney, J. Tanner, J Blanshard W. Gibbs, K. A. Easley
(staff)

Il.  Approval of the Minutes for the Meetlng, May 27, 2008: the minutes were approved as
written.

Ill. New Business (discussion)

a. What is the role of the Committee Chair? Does the chair run the meeting only?
Who takes the minutes? Who writes the letters?

b. Whatis K. Grunwald’s role in the Committee?

¢. Who is this committee advising?

d. Are the'minutes from the previous meeting on the website yet?

e. The committee needs the mlnutes no later than the Friday before the Tuesday
- meeting.

f. How do we change the Federal use of “handicap” on modified parking spaces?
Tom Miller, from Allied Health told of the root/meaning of the word ‘handicap’

g W. Glbb will send an e-mail to the group about the links from UCONN, in

. conjunction with the article (provided today) as a reference on the committee’s
website. '

h. ltwas suggested that those with disabilities on the committee, when (s) he
notices places where access is a problem, to bring that information to the
committee.

I.  Request was made to have available information and resources in the
community, to include contact persons who are willing to work with the
commitiee. Could we explore the possibility of a social work student for the
committee?

IV. For the next meeting: explore a web page for the committee, focusing on the content
and design.

V. Old Business

J.Tanner-provided-am-article-about-a-wheelchair simulation-exercise.
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LUWIL UL VIADS[IELd - Aavisory Lommmttee on Persons with Disabilities - 05/27/2008

VI. Adjourhment
The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 pm

Respectfully submitted,
Kathy Ann Easley
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"MINUTES

~ Mansfield Advisory Committee
* on Persons with Disabilities
Regular Meeting - Tuesday June 24, 2008
2:30 PM - Conference Room B - Audrey P. Beck Building

. Recording Attendance: K. Grunwald (staff), Bill

Hammon (guest), W. Gibbs, J. Blanshard, C. Colon-
Semenza, J. Tanner.

Regrets: J. Sidney, Jacqui Kelleher

Il.  Approval of the Minutes for the Meeting, May 27,
2008: noted that there should be clarification re: who
is respohsible for writing any letters on behalf of the
commlttee (K. Grunwald) correct spelling of Wade

Gibbs name in Sectlon lll.g. Minutes approved with
those corrections.

HIl. New Business
a.  Welcome new member: Jacqui Kelleher was
unable to attend this meeting. |

b. Follow-up to questlons raised at the May 27
meeting:
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d.

It was suggested that J. Blanshard and J. Sidney
will serve as Co-Chairs of the committee.

K. Grunwald stated that his role is to provide staff
support to the committee and serve as a liaison
to other departments. The role of the committee
is to look at issues that may have an impact on
Town policy, and to advise Department Heads,
the Town Council and the Town Manager. The
committee can also encourage dialogue around
these issues.

Minutes are posted on the website only after they
have been approved. -

Update on accessibility issues: Bill Hammon,
Director of Facilities Management, talked about

~ the fact that there is a difference between

‘compliance with the ADA and meeting peoples’

needs. He reported that the entrance door to the
Town Hall by the Tax Collector’s office will have
an automatic opener added, and a bench will be
placed there as well. A ramp is being built to
provide access to the playground at the Goodwin
School. Automatic door openers have been
installed to the bathrooms in the Town Hall, and
the “lip” on the entrances will be removed. Bill
will check with Louise Bailey on the concern

‘about accessibility to the library. We have also

explored instaliing assistive listening technology
in the Town Council Chambers, with input from
resident Mark Ross. Bill will keep this committee
informed of any changes.

Plans for “Know Your Towns Fair”. Sept. 6:

Discussion regarding facilitating a “wheelchair
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simulation” exercise at the fair. Handouts will be
provided on the committee and “People First’

~ language. K. Grunwald will send an outline of the
activity to committee members.

e. "Other”: on July 1 the Disability Advocates
Coalition will be sponsoring a forumon
transportation.

V. Old Business

a. Approval of draft Mission Statement: approved as
written. -

b. Election of Committee Chair: J. Blanshard and J.
Sidney were discussed as co-chairs. There was
no formal action, given that Joan was not present.

c. “Disability Etiquette” and People First Language:
K. Grunwald provided handouts on these issues.

“d. Funding opportunities for accessibility

- improvements: K. Grunwald explained that he is
looking for funding to add an additional accessible
changing room in the family changing area at the
Community Center. All funding sources appear to
require some level of matching funding. He will
pursue this with Curt Vincente. |

V. Adjournment: meeting adjourned at 3:45 PM. Next
meeting will be on Tuesday, September 23 at 2:30
PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Grunwald
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- MINUTES

MANSFIELD ADVOCATES FOR CHILDREN
Wednesday, May 14, 2008
Southeast School
6:30-8:00 PM

PRESENT: K. Grunwald (staff), N. Hovorka S. Baxter (staff), J. ngham A.
Bladen, L. Dahn, C. Guerreri, N. Hovorka, R. Leclerc
REGRETS: J. Goldman, M.J. Newman S. Daley, K. Paulhus, J. Stoughton, K.
Russo, B. Lehmann, L. Oransoff

ltem Discussion Outcome

Open -Welcome Chair A. Bladen called the meetmg to Minutes

order at 6:35 PM ‘ approved as

-Vote to adopt 4/2/08 MAC Minutes written. -
Announce- Updates on: S. Baxter distributed copies of None

| ments | legislative actions concerning children and youth.

There is no additional funding for the competitive -

school readiness communities, as was hoped.

Infant Toddler Group will be meeting next week.

Parent Group will meet on June 6. :
Leadership | Brainstorm activity re: specific individuals Members will be
Work Group | representing key groups to be represented on the given a copy of
from LWG. the Mayor’s
Stakeholders recruitment
List for Local letter and a
Planning write-up on the
Grant blueprint for

potential
recruits.
potential
members to the
informational
meeting on June
11. Contacts
should be made

Invite

 |ASAP. N.’

Hovorka will
create a flyer for
this event. '
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Blueprint
Local
Planning
Grant

Review Blueprint of Local Planning Grant: A.Bladen

provided background on the work currently being

done on the application for the community planning
grant. She pointed out that the intent is to enter
this process with an open mind to identify what the
priority issues are for young children in Mansfield.
The goal is that over the course of the year we will
have identified those issues and determine how the

‘community plan will actually be implemented. This

process will be driven by the Leadership Work
Group. This will involve data collection by looking
at key indicators, conducting focus groups,
interviewing key informants and possibly
conducting a targeted survey. We have received

permission to use a portion of the TA grant for

activities that will start us on the community
planning process. J. Higham asked how this

| initiative will be linked to “Mansfield 2020”, and K.

Grunwald provided his understanding of the
connection between the two. ,
C. Guerreri provided a summary of the plan that has
been created by Norwalk as a possible model for
Mansfield to use. Steps include: '
-Articulate vision: this is something that needs to
be articulated by the Leadership Work Group,
identifying results to be achieved.

-Identify data needed to achieve above vision:
There will be a continuous cycle of collecting data,
reviewing data, refining the plan and getting the
information out to the community.

Contact Laura
Downs from
Graustein
tomorrow to
clarify whether
or not there is

-{ any reporting

required around
the TA funds.

Meeting
Evaluation

Plus and Delta +Positives and i‘_Negatives about
this meeting

+ We covered all items on the agenda.

+ We have a better understanding of the Local
Planning Grant..

2 Low attendance- Concern that MAC is not well
represented at this meeting for the Local Planning
Grant process. '

Meeting Adjourned at 8:00 PM

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Grunwald
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ARTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Meeting of Tuesday, 02 September 2008
Mansfield Commumty Center (MCC) Conference Room

MINUTES

1. The meeting was called to order at 7:07p by Acting Chair Jay Ames. Members present: Jay Ames, Anita Bacon,

Leon Bailey, Kim Bova, Scott Lehmann, Blanche Serban. Members absent: Joan Prugh,. Others present: Jay
O’Keefe (staff).

2. The draft minutes of the 01 July 08 meeting were approved as written; the August meeting was cancelled.

3. Correspondence

a. The annual report is due. Scott will write it up ASAP. Accompllshments for FY 07-08 include Council
adoption of an art display policy for municipal buildings, display and removal procedures for the MCC, online MCC
exhibit calendar with artist bios, installation of a rod for hanging flat art in the double-sided case.

b. The Town Manager informed Jay O’K that someone at the Benton had expressed interest in AAC
membership; there was also an earlier inquiry from a resident who works at Hartford Stage. Jay A. suggested

- inviting these residents to attend a meeting (there are currently no openings, but some old timers might be willing to

make room for them by retiring).

¢. The Mansfield Library recently displayed photos and cultural artifacts from Taiwan and wondered if the
AAC needed to approve the exhibit. The AAC took no action, as the display appeared not to be art and theinquiry
was made after the July meeting. To handle future displays there, the Library should either get the Town Manager
to set up an exhibit committee for the Library (on the model of the Senior Center’s committee) or submit
applications to the AAC in a more timely manner.

d. A juried art show will be held at this year’s Festival on the Green. The Festival organizers had wanted to
display prize-winning works at the Town Hall, but has backed off: pursuant to the new art display policy, the AAC
would have to see and approve the works, and it did not meet in August. The AAC thought it still might be possible
to do this, especially as some members will be involved as judges. 1t was agreed that the AAC should offer to
display prize-winning works in the MCC display cases following the Festival until 15 October, in this and

subseq uent years, assuming they meet our suitability guldelmes Kim will communicate this proposal to the Festival
organizers. :

4. Store 24 space. Leon contacted Cynthia Van Zelm about the Partnership’s plans the Store 24 space (see item 4,
July minutes). She thought it was intended mostly for promotional purposes and that any proposal to use it for art
displays would have to go to a committee headed by Dean Woods. In view of the facts that the Store 24 complex is

not long for this world and that the AAC has enough trouble arranging exhibits for the MCC, 1t was decxded not to
pursue such a proposal.

5. Art Show event. At present, nobody on the AAC is willing to take on organizing such an event. Planning would
have to start soon for an event in the spring, similar to the Arts 300 Festival at Holiday Hill in May 2003.

6. Qutreach to artists.

a. Scott suggested having a table at Know Your Towns Fair or the Festival on the Green to advertise
display opportunities at the MCC and elsewhere, as well promoting the arts more generally by making information
on local theatre, dance, and music groups available. The AAC agreed that this would be a good idea for next year (it
is too late to pull this information together for this year’s events).

b. Blanche suggested sohcmn0 displays at the MCC from NE Connecticut artists on Peggy Church’s Open
Studio list; she will draft a notice and e-mail it to AAC members for comment before sending it to Peggy.

¢. Other suggestions were to add the MCC display application to the Parks and Recreation website, and to
advertise display opportunities on WHUS radio and in the Horizons publication. 4

d. Jay A. observed that we have not done much to promote theatre or music; Leon suggested we might begin
to move beyond art displays by organizing a modest series of readings by local authors. Afier some discussion, it
was agreed that we should think in terms of quarterly presentations by local authors willing to do this for no fee;

Leon will approach someone he knows well enough to ask to see if he wou]d be interested in doing this in the fall or
winter.

7. MCC art displays.
a. As Scott reported by e~-mail, Sylvia Smith has asked that her exhibit of water media be deferred for a year,

~as she-is having back surgery. So we have all the space to fill for the fall quarter.

b. Martin Bloom has applied to show collage works drawn from his current exhibit in the Jor gensen Gallery.
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Some members have seen this show, and everyone was enthusiastic, though some works may not be suitable for the
MCC venue. Mr. Bloom indicates that he would prefer to show collages of one type, e.g., portraits, or landscapes.
Some works are delicate and should go in the display cases. Blanche will contact him about exhibiting in the fall
quarter, asking what he would like to show and indicating that the AAC would have to see everything (or photos
thereof); she will offer as much space as he needs.

¢. Taylor Lee Anderson, a student at E.O. Smith, has applied to show nature photos. Kim will call and ask

how big they are. Assuming the Bloom exhibit goes up in October, this one would probably have to wait until
January. ' B

d. Francis Raiola has asked if the display cases are available for a display during Fire Prevention Week (10/5
to 10/11). The AAC is OK with this only if Festival on the Green art isn’t going in there; Kim will let Jay O’K.

know
Entry cases Sitting room Hallway
Exhibit Period - ' ‘ ’
Double-sided - Shelves Upper (5) Lower (3) Long (5) Short(2)
Spring ‘ E.O.Smith Judith Meyers John Manfied
15 Apr— 15 Jul (ceramics, etc.) : (oils) (photos)
4/21 - 5/30 .
Summer Art Camp art Eric Roy Faith Montaperto
15 Jul =15 Aug ' (jewelry) (various media)
6/3-8/15
15 Aug— 15 Sep Festival, KYTF advertising
Fall Martin Bloom? Martin Bloom?
15 Oct— 15 Jan (collage) (collage)

7. Adjourned at 8:39p. Next meeting: Tuesday, 07 October 08, 7:00p.

Scott Lehmann, Acting Secretary, 03 September 08; approved 07 October 08.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
' COMMUNICATIONS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Monday, September 15, 2008
Audrey Beck Municipal Building, Conference Room C
| Minutes

Members Present: Toni Moran, Aline Booth, Joyce Crepeau, Patrick McGlamery,
Richard Pellegrine, and Bill Powers

Absent: Leila Fecho

Staff Present: Jaime Russell

L Meeting called to order at 7:02pm by chair Moran.
I ‘Minutes for last meeting (September 8, 2008) were approved.

III.  Public Comment: No members of the public were present.
IV.  Old Business

A. Jaime Russell presented a report on the Town of Mansfield’s current methods
“of communication (excluding the Board of Education). His presentation also
included several examples of reports.

V. New Business: There was a briéf discussion about the upcoming Board of
Education Building Committee’s workshop on Sept. 17",

VI.  Toni Moran expects Leigh Duffy to attend the Oct. 6™ meeting

VII.  There were no communications

VIII. Meeting adjourned at 9:04pm

Submitted by Bill Powers




MANSFIELD HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
- BOARD MEETING, Sept. 9,2008

Members pl;esent: Atwood, Bacon, Spencer, Newmyer
The minutes of the May 13 meeting were approved.

Ted Drinkuth, builder, and Dove Kugelmass, owner of the property at 100 Mansfield Hollow
Road, appeared before the Commission to obtain a certificate of appropriateness for interior

- remodeling, re-roofing with asphalt architectural shingles which imitate cedar shingles, and
repairing existing doors and windows by removing existing storms, repainting, and replacing the
storms. They also wish to replace the deck steps at the rear and change a window and two doors

at some time in the future, perhaps using Brosco windows which would look similar to the
original windows.

The application for a certificate of appropriateness was apaproved.

David Little appeared to request a certificate of appropriateness to re-roof the porch of the
parsonage at the First Church of Christ in Mansfield Center. The certificate was approved.

Respectfully submitted,

J ody Newmyer
Clerk
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Sara-Ann Chainé

From: webmaster@mansfieldct.org

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2008 9:21 AM
To: Sara-Ann Chainé

Subject: 9/2/08 IWA approved minutes

MINUTES
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY
~ Tuesday, September 2, 2008
Council'Chaﬁbérs, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

Members present: R. Favretti (Chairman), J. Goodwin, K. Holt, P. Kochenburger,
B. Pociask, B. Ryan

Members absent: R. Hall, B. Gardner, P. Plante

Alternates present: M. Beal, G. Lewis, L. Lombard

Staff present: G. Meitzler (Wetlands Agent)'

Chairman Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. Alternates Beal, Lewis and Lombard
were appointed to act in place of absent members Hall, Gardner and Plante.

Minutes:

8/4/08-L ombard MOVED, Holt seconded, to approve the minutes as written. MOTION

PASSED with all in favor except Kochenburger who disqualified himself. Pomask noted he

listened to the tapes.

8/26/08-Holt MOVED Lombard seconded, to approve the field trip minutes as written.
MOTION PASSED with Favretti, Beal, Lombard and Holt in favor, and all others disqualified.

Communications:

The Wetlands Agent's Monthly Business report and the mlnn’ree of the 8-20 0-08 Conservation
Commission meetmg were hoth noted. '

Outstandmg Enforcement Actions:
W1400 - Glode - Stafford Road
ltem was tabled.

Old Business:

W1410 - St. Marks Episcopal - N. Eagleville Rd., parking addmon and reconstruction
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Paul Magyar submitted an 8-27-08 revised plan depicting a change in driveway location. Holt
MOVED, Pociask seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License under Section 5 of the
Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to St. Mark's Episcopal ,
Chapel (File # W1410), for reconstruction and repair of the parking area, on property owned by
the Missionary Society of Episcopal Diocese of Connecticut, located at 42 North Eagleville

o Road, as shown on plans dated 7/25/08, revised through 8/27/08, and as described in other
application submissions.

This action is based on a finding of no S|gn|f|cant impact on-the wetlands, and is condltloned
on the following prowsmns being met:

1. Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls (as shown on the plans) shall be in place

prior to construction, maintained during construction and removed when disturbed areas are
completely stabilized.

2. The contractor shall notify the Wetlands Agent (tel. 429-3334) with the name and phone
number of the appropriate contact person; ,

3. Any change to the plans shall come back to the IWA Ofﬂcers and staff for further review and
approval.

This approval is valid for a period of five years (until September 2, 2013), unless additional
time is requested by the applicant and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant
shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any work begins, and all work shall be completed within
one year. Any extension of the activity penod shall come before this Agency for further review

and comment. MOTION PASSED with aII in favor except Kochenburger who disqualified -
himself. :

W1411 - Chovnlck Stafford & Cider Mill Rd., showroom addltlon
ltem tabled awaiting applicant.

W1412 - Bagwell - Chaffeewlle Rd.. garage restoration & addition

Favretti noted that the applicant was not present. Holt MOVED, Lombard seconded, to grant
an Inland Wetlands License under Section 5 of the Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of
the Town of Mansfield to Mallory and Michelle Bagwell (File # W1412), for a 10' x 10' addition
and restoration of an existing 15' x 18' structure (formerly a garage) on property owned by the
applicant located at 504 Chaffeville Road, as shown on plans dated 1/1/01, revised through
6/27/08, and as desc:nbed in other application submissions.

This action is based on a finding of no significant impact on the wetlands, and is conditioned
on the following provisions being met:

1. Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls (as shown on the plans) shall be in place

prior to construction, maintained during construction and removed when dlsturbed areas are
completely stablhzed

2. Silt fence shall be placed along the top of the stone retaining wall to protect the adjacent
wetlands, down gradient of the wall and garage foundation.

| This‘approval is validnrfor a period of five years (until September 2, 2013), unless additional
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time is requested by the applicant and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant
shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any work begins, and all work shall be completed within
one year. Any extension of the activity perlod shall come before this Agency for further review

and comment. MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Kochenburger who disquahfled
himself.

W1413 - BT Partners LLQ - Storrs Rd, Parkinq lot addition

Norvil Smith of BT Partners was present and noted John lanni's report. Holt MOVED, Ryan
seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License under Section 5 of the VWetlands and
Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to BT Partners, Inc. (file no. W1413), for
the addition of 10 parking spaces within the regulated area on property owned by the applicant
known as 1768 Storrs Road located on the north side of Route 195, as shown on plans dated
7/14/2008, and as described in other application submissions. This action is based on the
application submissions, all evidence presented in a public meeting held on September 2,

2008, observations made on a field trip to the site on August 26, 2008, and consideration of'
. appllcable regulations., :

This action is based on a finding of no significant impact on the wetlands, and is conditioned
on the following provisions being met:-

1. Approprlate erosion and sedimentation controls (as shown on the plans) shall be in place

prior to construction, maintained during constructlon and removed when disturbed areas are
completely stabilized.

This approval is valid for a period of five years (until September 2, 2013), unless additional
time is requested.by the applicant and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant
shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any work begins, and all work shall be completed within
one year. Any extension of the activity period shall come before this Agency for further review

and comment.- MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Kochenburger who dlsquallf" ied
himself.

W1411 - Chovnick - Stafford & Cider Mill Rd., showroom addition

Wetlands Agent Meitzler summarized his memo and noted he is concerned that the driveway
entrance width is less than 16 feet. The applicant indicated that he will revise the plans to .
widen the driveway and revise the parking. Members requested the applicant submit a revised-
plan prior to the next meeting, showing proposed grading for the driveway widening and
relocated parking. Holt MOVED, Pociask seconded, to table action on this appllcatlon until the
next meeting. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

" Public Hearing:

W1409 - Unistar Properﬁes LLC - Browns/Stafford Rds.. 3 lof subdivision

Chairman Favretti opened the continued Public Hearing at 7:35. Member present were R.
Favretti, J. Goodwin, K. Holt, B. Pociask, B. Ryan, and alternates Beal, Lewis and Lombard

~ who were appointed to act. Kochenburger disqualified himself. Wetlands Agent Meitzler noted
the following communications received and distributed to all members: an 8-20-08 memo from
G. Meitzler, Wetland Agent; an 8-19-08 letter from Paul Magyar, Lenard Engineering; an 8-18-_

08 copy of a letter from Magyar to the EHHD; an 8-7-08 Ietter from CT. DEP; and an 8-15-08
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set of revised plans.

Attorney Samuel Schrager noted that the previous Public Hearing was tabled pending a
response from the DEP. The DEP responded that they have no further questions or
comments. Favretti noted no further comments from the pubilic or the agency. Holt MOVED,

Pociask seconded, to close the Public Hearing at 7:40 p.m. MOTION PASSED with all in favor
- except Kochenburger who disqualified himself.

 Old Business:
Consideration of Actlon

W1409 - Unistar Properties LLC - Browns/Stafford Rds., 3 lot subdivision

Holt MOVED, Pociask seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License under Section 5 of the
Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to Unistar Properties, LLC
(File # W14009), for construction of driveways, home sites and septic systems within the
regulated area, on property owned by the applicant, located on Stafford and Browns Roads, as
" shown on plans dated 8/15/08, and as described in other application submissions, and as
heard at Public Hearings on August 4, 2008 and September 2, 2008.

This action is based on a finding of no significant impact on the wetlands, and is conditioned
on the following provisions being met:

1. ‘Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls (asv shown on the plans) shall be in place

prior fo construction, maintained during construction and removed when disturbed areas are
completely stablllzed

Thls approval is valid for a period of five years (until September 2, 2013), unless additional
time is requested by the applicant and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant
shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any work begins, and all work shall be completed within
one year. Any extension of the activity perlod shall come before this Agency for further review -

and comment. MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Kochenburger who dlsquallf ied
hlmself

Public Hearing:

W1414 -R.F. Crossen'Contr. LLC - Storrs Rd., 6 lot subdivision

Chairman Favretti opened the Public Heanng at 7:41 p.m. Member present were R. Favrettl J.
Goodwin,

K. Holt, P. Kor‘hnnbl irger, B. Pocla':k B. Ryan, and alternafes Beal, Lewis and Lombard whn
were appointed to act. Wetland Agent Meltzler read the legal notice as it appeared in the
Chronicle on 8-19-08 and 8-27-08. Meitzler indicated that abutter notification has been
received and noted the following communications received and distributed to all members: an

8-28-08 memo from G. Meitzler, Wetlands Agent; and an 8-19-08 report from J. lanni,
Professional Soil Scientist.

Mark Peterson, P.E., of Gardner and Peterson Associates, LLC, reviewed the proposal, noting
the only significant change from the previously denied proposal is the wetland crossing. In
place of the former closed culvert crossings, Peterson is proposing a bottomless arch culvert
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which rests on footings on each side of the stream.

John lanni, Soil Scientist, reviewed the site with particular attention to the three significant
fingers of wetlands. He noted the first wetlands crossing is a conveyance wetland. He
reviewed how the arch culvert works, noting it preserves the stream bed and reduces wetland
impact, but does take longer to construct and is more expensive.

Holt questioned how far the vernal pool is from Lot #14. lanni indicated there is a distance of
160 feet from the house to the vernal pool. She also questioned the location and method of
installation of the arch culvert footings, and asked about the separating distances for Lots #12
and #13 between the wetlands and their reserve and septlc systems,

Favretti noted no further questions or comments from the public, applicant or Agency. Pociask

MOVED, Beal seconded, to close the Public Hearing at 8:11 p.m. MOTION PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.

- New Business:

W1415 - Madrid Corporation - Crane Hill Rd., 1 lot resubdivision '
Goodwin MOVED, Holt seconded, to receive the application submitted by Madrid Corporation
(File W1415) under Section 5 of the Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of
Mansfield for approval of a building lot at Crane Hill Road, on property owned by the applicant,
as shown on a map dated 8/8/08 and-as described in other application submissions, and to

refer said application to the staff and Conservation Commission for review and comment
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

W1416 - Quimette - Woodlend Rd sinqle family house in buffer

Goodwin MOVED, Lombard seconded to receive the application submltted by Dan Ouimetie
Builders, LLC, (File W1416) under Section 5 of the Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of
the Town of Mansfield for the construction of a single family residence with on-site septic and
well, at Woodland Road, on property owned by Michael Sikoski, as shown on a map dated
8/26/08 and as described in other application submissions, and to refer said application to the

staff and Conservation Commission for review and comment. MOTION PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.

Field Trip Date:
September 10, 2008 at 1: 30 P.M.

Reports of Officers and Commlttees:
Noted. '

Other Communications and Bills:
Noted. :

Adiournment:
The meeting was adjourned at 8:14 p.m.

Respectfully submiﬁed,
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Katherine K. Holt, Secretary

Click here to unsubscribe | Powered by QNotify a product of QScend Technologies, Inc.
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| Sara-Ann Chainé

From: webmaster@mansfieldct.org

Sent:  Tuesday, October 07, 2008 9:20 AM
To: Sara-Ann Chainé

Subject: 9/10/08 IWA Approved field trip minutes

MINUTES
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLAND AGENCY/PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
| FIELD TRIP |
Special Meeting
Wednesday, September 10, 2008
Members present: R. Favretti, M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall, K. Holt, L. Lombard, B. Ryan

Staff present: G. Meitzlér, Wetlands Agent, Assistant Town Engineer;
S. Lehman (Conservation Commission), G. Padick, Director of Planning;

1. GHIAEI PROPERTY, 1620 STORRS RD., proposed conversion to a two-famllv dwelling.
PZC file #1276
Members were met by Mr. Ghlael who noted that approval is being sought for existing units

and that no new work has been proposed. Site and nelghborhood characteristics were
observed. No decisions were made.

2. GRAND UNION PLAZA, 591 MIDDLE TPK., proposed arcade use. PZC file #1277

Padick briefly described the proposed change in use which does not include any site work. Site
and neighborhood characteristics were observed No 'decisions were made.

3. QUIMETTE SITE WOODLAND RD., (about 1,000 feet south of Gurlevvnle Rd.) Proposed
house lot. IWA file W1416 '

Participants observed proposed house and septic system locations with respect to site
_characteristics. Particular attention was given to the location and nature of wetlands and site
topography. No decisions were made.

4. MADRID CORPORATION PROPERTY, CRANE HILL RD. (about 500 feet south of Browns
Rd.), proposed 1 lot subdivision. IWA file W1415, PZC file #548-2

Members were met by project engineer M. Peterson and 5 neighboring property owners. Site
and neighborhood characteristics were observed. Particular attention was given to the location

and character of wetland areas, site topography, specimen trees and proposed house and
driveway locations. No decisions were made.
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The field trip ended at approximately 3:05 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

K. Holt, Secretary

Click here to unsubscribe | Powered by QNotify a product of QScend Technoldgies, Inc.
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Sara-Ann Chainé

From: webmaster@mansfieldct.org

Sent:  Tuesday, October 07, 2008 9:22 AM
To: Sara-Ann Chainé

Subject: 9/15/08 IWA approved minutes

MINUTES
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY
| Special Meeting
Monday, Septémber 15, 2008
| Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

- Members present: J. Goodwin (Acting Chairmén), B. Gardner, R. Hall, K. Holt, P.
Kochenburger, P. Plante, B. Pociask, B. Ryan,

Members absent: R. Favretti
Alternates present: M. Beal, G. Léwis, L. Lombard
Staff present: G. Meitzler (Wetlands Agent)

Acting Chairman Goodwin called the special meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Alternate Lombard
was appomted to act in Favretti's absence.

Outstandg Enforcement Action:

~ W1400 - Glode - Stafford Rd near Mansfield City Rd

Meitzler noted that no clean up has occurred at this time, adding that the Glodes have hired a
surveyor as they are disputing that the dumping is on their property. Plante requested that
action be postponed for two weeks, as he is asking the Lions Club to clean up the property as

a community service. The consensus of the Agency was to wait until the next meeting to see if
the Lions Club will agree to assist with the cleanup.

QOld Business:

W1414 - R.F. Crossen Constr. LLC - Storrs Rd. -6 Ipt subdivision

Holt MOVED, Ryan seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License under Section 5 of the
Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to R.F. Crossen
Contractors LLC (file no. W1414), for a 6-lot subdivision on property owned by the applicant,
located on the north side of Storrs Road, as shown on plans dated 3/31/2008 revised through
7/29/2008, and as described in other application submissions. This action is based on the

application submissions, all evidence and testimony presented in a public hearing held on
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September 2, 2008, observations made on a field trip to the site on August 26,2008, and
consideration of applicable regulations.

The Agency hereby finds:

1. C.red'ibility in the testimony from the applicant's engineer, supported by testimony from John

lanni, soil scientist, concluding that the locations chosen for the two driveway wetland
crossings are “conve‘yance" wetland areas rather than "containment" areas. The driveway
crossings being placed in the "conveyance" wetland sections should minimize impact on the
flood storage function of this portion of the Nelson's Brook wetland system. The long term
water storage function of the site's wetlands will be preserved by the avoidance of construction
activity in the wetland containment areas on the site.

2. The revision changing the,two brook crossings from piped flow to open bottom arch pipes is
an acceptable alteration to the previously submitted design for the brook flow at these two
crossings that will preserve the existing wetland function of these wetlands. The design is
considered consistent with the 2008 DEP Guidelines for Stream Crossings booklet.

3. The sediment and erosion plan treatment of the two driveway crossings is considered
consistent with the CT. DEP Water Quality Guidelines. The drainage design submitted
indicates the open bottom arched pipe installation has been proposed to limit flooding and
maintain wetland function. In addition, the drlveway crossing nearest Storrs Road has a down-
slope approaching the actual wetland crossing that has been provided with a stormwater
retentlon basin to contain sedimentation and moderate run-off.

4. The project offers a long term commitment of resources in the preservatlon of more than 26
acres of open space dedication to the Town.

5. Although proposed development area envelopes are close to wetland areas, slopées are not

significant in these areas and undeveloped buffer areas near wetlands can be preserved.

6. Afeasible and prudent alternative does not exist based on evidence presented at the public
hearing. There will be some loss of wetlands at each crossing but the appropriate Iocatlons

-and protective treatments have been proposed.

Based on the above conS|derat|ons the Agency hereby finds this project will not cause
significant impact, provided the following conditions are met:

A. The proposed wetland crossings shall be constructed during low flow periods, typically
during the late summer period. The Inland Wetlands Agent shall be contacted prior to the start
of this work and the Agent shall determine the appropriateness of the proposed construction
period. Once started the crossing work and associated dralnage improvements shall be

completed expeditiously, and disturbed areas stabilized in accordance with the approved
plans.

B. To help ensure prompt completion of the wetland crossings, and driveway drainage outlet
areas and all other storm water management improvements, a $5,000 cash site-development
bond, with a bonding agreement to be approved by the Inland Wetlands Agency Chairman with

~«wstaﬁ—aes~is-t»a-neefs-h-aI»I~be~pes‘ted-‘beferewcem-mon“drivewaywork begins:
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C. No construction permits shall be issued until all required state and federal permits have
been obtained. Any revisions to the Storm Water Management Plan shall be reviewed and
approved by the Inland Wetlands Agency before installation work begins. Any changes to the
plans may require additional review by the Agency.

D. Best Development Practices, as outlined on the Erosion Control Nofes and Detail sheet of
the plans, shall be followed.

E. All erosion and sedimentation controls (as shown on the plans) shall be in place prior to

construction and maintained during construction and removed when disturbed areas are
completely stabilized.

F. No construction permits shall be issued until legal documents are filed on the land records
for the open space dedication area and until this area is delineated with surveying pins and
open space tags placed every 50' to 100' along the open space boundaries.

G. To help reduce the potential for impacts on wetland areas proximate to the subdivision's
development area envelopes, the final maps shall be revised as follows:

1. The area west of proposed development on Lots 13, 16 and 17 (in general, west of depicted

development area envelopes) shall be added to the open space area to be deeded to the
town. .

2. ConServation Easement areas shall be placed on Lots 12, 13, 14, 16 and 17. These
easements shall include wetland areas and areas between wetlands and development area
envelopes. As considered appropriate, the easement areas may be made larger to facilitate
delineation.  On those lots that abut open space areas to be deeded to the town, the easement
or buffer areas may be added to the open space parcel. As appropriate, the easements shall

~ authorize the construction and maintenance of driveway and drainage improvements. Any

questions regarding open space or conservation easement delineations shall be resolved by
the IWA Chairman WIth staff assistance.

This'approval is valid for a period of five years (until September 15, 2013), unless additional
time is requested by the applicant and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant
shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any work begins, and all work shall be completed within
one year. Any extension of the activity period shall come before this Agency for further review
and comment. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Adjournment:

The meeting was adjourned at 7:17 p.n‘L
Respectfully submitted,

Katheriné K. Holt, Secretary

Click here to unsubscribe | Powered by QNotify a product of QScend Technologies, Inc.
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MANSFIELD PUBLIC LIBRARY
ADVISORY BOARD
April 22, 2008

6:00 P.M.
Mansfield Public Library
Minutes

Present: E. BarShalom, L. Bailey, ex offmlo S.Q. Clark, presiding, W. Hare,
C.Rees, E. Chibeau

Absent: H. Hand, B. Katz, D. Truman
The meeting was called to order.

MINUTES: Minutes of the January 24, 2008 meeting were accepted.
‘COMMUNICATIONS: None.

LIBRARIAN REPORT:
1. 2009 Budget Proposal

Using statistics from Mansfield Public Library, the “library value use calculator”
was used to determine that it costs the Town of Mansfield about $613,200 to
provide $3,125, 864 worth of library services if people-had to purchase the
materials and services the library provides.

¢ .45% of the adult nonfiction books have copyrights dating back more than 15
years. The State Library recommends weeding 10 — 15% of the collection each
year. Mansfield Public Library does not have enough staff time to implement the
weeding or & budget large enough to supply current, accurate replacements.

"+ Books and other items are not fixed assets, but rather consumed goods:

circulating items become damaged/wom/outdated/surpassed W|th newer
information.

Il. Web Page Update

' «  The Board members present reviewed the changes made to the
Library's web site. The right side of the screen now delineates
what services and/or commercial databases are available only to
Mansfield residents through remote access. All databases are
available to anyone who comes into the Library.

NEW BUSINESS

» The Library's policies and mission statement are due for a review.
*  The Minimum Standards for CT Principal Public Libraries should be reviewed
and compared to Mansfield Public Library.

OLD BUSINESS

None.

ADJOURNMENT

Submitted by Louise Bailey, temporary secretary
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD/MANSFIELD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE
Wednesday, August 20, 2008
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
Town Manager’s Office

MINUTES
Present: Mary Feathers, Chair, Elizabeth Paterson, Anne Willenborg

- Absent: Cherie Trahan, Norma Fisher-Doiron, Fred Baruzzi, Mark Boyer, Anne
‘ Rash, Jaime Russell, Jim Palmer ‘

Staff: William Hammon, Jeff Smith, Matt Hart, Jeff Cryan, Eric Ohlund, Candace |
Morrell, Debra Adamczyk, Fred Baruzzi

Guest: Rick Lawrence, Rick Lawrence Aséociates, Tom DiMauro, Newfield
CQnstruction, Jim Barrett, DRA, Mike Callahan, Fuss & O’'Neill

1. Call to Order/Roll Call

Ms. Paterson called the meeting to order at 5:05 p.m.

2. Meeting Minutes

The minutes of June 11, 2008 were moved, seconded and approved unanimously.

3. Opportunity for the public to address the Committee

No one came forward.
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4. Fuss & O'Neil re: MMS Fossil Fuel Project

Mr. Callahan reported that the invitation has been published with the bid opening on
‘September 23, 2008. Gas main design has been started. The Town will do the Davis
Road portion of the gas main. The other two sections will be bid out to a contractor.
Design for those bids will be mid-September with the bid results due back one or two
weeks after the bid is due. Goal for completion is the fall of 2009.

4. Architect’s Report

Mr. Lawrence reported he and Mr. Barrett had compared notes and that there were two
major topics to be taken care of. The first topic was the slide presentation with the
tweaking of the numbers and the different options. The second major topic is the

schedule with bringing it to the Town and what is needed from the architect for
information and distribution.

~ To review Option A is repairs and maintenance at the schools as they are needed. Mr.
Barrett pointed out that Option C numbers should have been $51 million as the cost to
the Town of Mansfield, not $44 million as stated in the minutes of June 11, 2008.

Option B was one new elementary school, middle school renovations and removable of
the relocatables and reconstruction of the office would be a part of that. This option

would be the lowest cost to the Town of Mansfield takmg into account the
reimbursement from the State.

Option C would include the middle school to stay the same as the handout showed, with
the elementary schools would each have media center and computer room additions,

roof and window replacements, solar panels and the addition would replace the
modulars.

Option D would completely renovate two schools and close one with additions to those
two schools. The middle school would stay the same as previous options.

A detailed discussion followed as to what or if to title each Option.

5. Construction Manager Services

Mr. DiMauro stated that he will be confirming the costs with the Architects prior‘ to the
publication of the notice for the informational meeting. All costs will be predicated on

the fact that the referendum will occur and that the grant application will be to the State
prior to June 30, 2009.
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6. Other

The next}School Building Committee meeting will be held September 10, 2008 in the
Council Chambers at 5:00, with the MMS Fuel Conversion being held on the same date
and location. The informational meeting will be held on September 17, 2008 at the

Mansfield Middle School at 7:00 p.m. The location at the school will be on the
informational meeting notice.

7. Adjournment .
Ms. Paterson adjourned the meeting at 6:25 p.m.
Respectiully submitted,

Linda Patenaude
Capital Projects and Personnel Assistant .
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
Solid Waste Advisory Committee
Minutes of the Meeting
May 22, 2008

. Present: Smith, Knox, Ames, Hultgren (staff), Walton (staff)
The meeting was called to order at 7:35 p.m.

The minutes of the J anuary 24, 2008 were approved.

Walton reported that the Mansfield Earth Day celebration on April 26, 2008 brought together a
hundred or more people with an environmental interest. The bulb vendor sold out of compact

* fluorescent bulbs and the EO Smith green teens exchanged incandescent bulbs for fluorescent

~ bulbs. The incandescent bulbs are going to be recycled by Northeast Lamp Recyclers. In
preparation for the exchange, Walton learned that the base of the bulbs contain lead. Some
brands have higher lead concentrations than others. Walton was asked to find out which brands
have a higher lead content. The day could be seen as a success, although for the amount of time it
takes to arrange an event, Walton recommended that the Clean Energy Team focus their energies
on other programs, such as facilitating home energy audits. Hultgren talked about getting a grant
for the housing inspectors to be trained to do home energy audits. Walton added that the clean

energy team discussed offering home energy audits, like CL&P, where certain energy efficiency
changes are made during the audit.

‘Walton stated that the compbst bins for Vinton and Goodwin are being built and should be in
place sometime next year. Southeast School and the Middle School are both functioning
independently, without help from Walton. '

The Connecticut legislative seésion ended with the bottle bill becoming completely changedvand

the single-stream bill being used by the anti-bottle bill lobby as the alternative to the bottle bill.
Both bills died.

Hultgren reported that the Bergen Correctional Facility crew did some litter collection along the
Hunting Lodge Road corridor. Although they have not been able to provide many days of service
to the Town, they should help for another day or two. Public works summer help was hired three
weeks earlier to do litter collection along the coliector roads. Several residents came in for trash
bags for Rid Litter Day (more than the usual 3 residents). ' ’

Walton reported that there were 50 people who signed up for and attended the composting
workshop. This was the first workshop where there were no discounted compost bins available
for residents, yet it was also one of the larger attended workshops.

Walton looked into the cost for unsorted alkaline batteries, which is $0.10 extra per pound. It was
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decided to continue sorting the batteries in order to avoid the extra cost.

The next Festival on the Green is September 14, 2008. Walton is working with the festival

committee to make some improvements in the trash sort — including early communication and

guidance for interested exhibitors. This year environmental groups from UConn, the public

schools and community will be asked to be in charge of one of the six waste stations. Help will
"be needed to set-up and take down the waste stations.

There is interest in the Town hosting the sale of rain barrels. It was suggest that staff look mto
arranging a group order.

Hultgren stated that the contract with SCRRRA to deliver municipal solid waste (MSW) to the
Preston incinerator ends June 30, 2008. Willimantic Waste Paper, Covanta Energy, CRRA and
Wheelabrator Technologies submitted proposals. Willimantic Waste Paper’s proposal is the best
at $67.25 per ton of MSW. This will save the Town $4.75 per ton, or $11,400 per year, and also

about $3,000 per year in hauling costs. A contract with Wllhmantlc Waste Paper is being .
negotiated.

Walton reported that Cynthia Boyle, who works as maintenance staff for UConn’s Hilltop and
Charter Oak Apartments, is interested in piloting a collection of unopened, non-perishable food
for Food Share at the time of May move-outs. According to Cynthia, food from the pantry
accounts for about one third of the waste at this time of the year. She has already worked out
most of the arrangements, designing it to be simple and maintenance staff-friendly. Walton

would like to work with Cynthia by offering this at one or more of the off-campus apartments for
next year’s move-out.

Hultgren reported that the public works mechanics are unable to get parts to repair the 15-year
old tub grinder. The options that are being looked into are getting used parts to fix it, which is
estimated to cost about $15,000, hiring in a grinding service once a year which costs between

$5,000 to $10,000, or replacing the tub grinder with a lend/lease arrangement for $11,000 per
vyear.

The next meeting is scheduled for July 24, 2008. The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,

Virginia Walton'
Recycling/Refuse Coordinator

Cc: Lon R. Hultgren, Director of Public Works, Members, file, Town Manager,. Town Clerk
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To

: %@?ﬁlaﬂning& 0
From: Cu ﬂ,

irsCh, Zoning Agery
Date: October 7, 2008

'(%Gb"mmission

Re: Monthly Report of Zoning Enforcement Activi'ty
For the month of September, 2008

Activity

T his Same m onth

Last This fiscal Last fiscal
m anth month last year yearto date . yearto date
Zoning Permits- 12 18 19 51 72
issued .
C ertificates of - 10 18 20 47 54
Compliance issued ]
Site inspections 71 42 57 161 204
Com plaints received _
from the Public’ 13 3 5 L 25 10
Complaints requiring ‘ »
inspection 8 1 4 14 8
Potential/Actual
violations found 4 2 3 11 7
Enforcement letters 16 8 6 - 31 54
Notices to issue
ZBA farms 1 1 3 2 6
Notices of Zoning . .
Vialations issued 11 K| ' 8 13 15
Zoning Citations
issued 2 0 0 2 0

Zoning permits issued this month for single family homes = 0 multi-fm = 0
- 2007/08 fiscal year total: s-fm = 20, multi-fm = 11
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VOL 4, PG 197
'MANSFIELD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS — REGULAR MEETING

MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 10, 2008

Chairman Pellegrine called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber of
the Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building.
Present: Members — Fraenkel, Pellegrine, Singer-Bansal, Wright

Alternates — Accorsi, Clauson, Gotch

Absent: Member - Katz

MALLORY BAGWELL & MICHELE FEME-BAGWELL - 7:00 PM

To hear comments on the application of Mallory Bagwell & Michele Feme-Bagwell, :
Chaffeeville Rd (east side, about 800" south from Wildwood Rd), for a Special Exception
of Art IX, Sec C.2.b to construct a 10” x 10" addition to existing non-conforming
structure, 52’ from front property line where minimum setback is 60°.

Mallory Bagwell said that the existing structure is an old garage that has greatly
deteriorated, although the foundation is still in good shape. He would like to use this

structure, with the addition, for storage. Eventually he plans to put a house on the
property to use-as his residence.

Neighborhood Opinion Sheets were received, showing no objections from abuiters.

Business Meeting

Fraenkel made a motion to approve the application of Mallory Bagwell & Michele Feme-
Bagwell, Chaffeeville Rd (east side, about 800° south from Wildwood Rd), for a Special
Exception of Art IX, Sec C.2.b to constructa 10° x 10° addition to existing non-
conforming structure, 52° from front property line where minimum setback is 60°, as

shown on submitted plan.

Clauson acted as regular voting member for this hearing.

In favbr: Clauson, Fraenkel, Pellegrine, Singer-Bansal, Wright
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Reasons for approval:

- Will not be detriment to neighborhood
- Asset to neighborhood
- No opposition from neighbors

STACIA BATES-STORRS - 7:30 PM
To hear comments on the application of Stacia Bates-Storrs, 584 Ash St, for a Special

Exception of Art X, Sec C.2.b to construct a deck that would encroach an additional 7’
mto the required front yard of a non-conforming house.

Michael Storrs said that the plan is to replace the deteriorating front and side stairs with a
deck which will include stairs and landings leading to both entrances of the house.

A Neighborhood Opinion Sheet was received, showing no objections from abutters.

Business Meeting

Wright made a motion to approVe ihe application of Stacia Bates-Storrs, 584 Ash St, for a
Special Exception of Art IX, Sec C.2.b to construct a deck that would encroach an

additional 7* into the required front yard of a non-conforming house, as shown on
submltted plan.

Accorsi acted as regular voﬁhg member for this hearing.
In favor: Accorsi, Fraenkel, Pellegrine, Singer-Bansal, Wright
Reasons for approval: |

- Assetto vneighborhood

- Harmonious with setting
- Safety

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM AUGUST 13, 2008

Wright moved to approve the minutes of August 13, 2008 as presented.
In favor: Pellegrine, Singer-Bansal, Wright, Accorsi, Gotch

Clauson and Fraenkel abstained from the vote.
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CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (626 STORRS RD) —
CONTINUANCE - 8:00 PM

Derrick Ireland, representing the Connecticut Departmentof Transportation, submitted a
pamphlet entitled “Property Acquisition for Transportation Projects™ prior to the meeting.

Susan Libatique, Project Engineer for the DOT, discussed the history of the project,
which began in 1995. The Town was included in the plan design, public information
meetings were held and the Town Council approved the plan in 2006. A study based on
volume was conducted and showed there was no need for a traffic signal.

There was a discussion on the septic system for this property and whether or not it may _
be affected by the construction. The DOT checked with the town’s health department for -
information on the location of the septic, but no records were found.

Shrubs will be planted as-a buffer and the hi gh embankment will be removed, to improve
the site line. :

A Nelghbo1hood Opinion Sheet was received w1th the 51g11ature of abutter, Shirley Olsen,
showing no objections.

Property owner, Mlchael Wong, asked questions pertaining to the study conducted
regarding a traffic light. He also questioned the process the State uses to compensate
property owners for acqulsltlons

Abutter, Jeanne Victor, had questions pertaining to the traffic light study and expressed
concerns regarding Mr. Wong'’s septic system and how a replacement system, if
necessary, could affect her property.

It was decided that the DOT should obtain the health department’s determination on the

use of the remaining land for a new septic system for a 3-family house. The hearing was
~ continued until October 7, 2008.

CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (636 STORRS
ROAD) - 8:50 PM .

Questions were raised regarding the possible impact on the well. Derrick Ireland
maintained that there would be no affect on the well and Susan Libatique said the
existing slope will be raised 4-6 inches, which should not have any affect on the well.

-142-



VOL 4, PG 200

Business Meeting

Wright moved to approve the application of Connecticut Department of Transportation,
636 Storrs Rd, for a Variance of Art VIII, Sec A, Schedule of Dimensional Requirements
— minimum lot area, for a variance of 724 sq ft to reduce the area of an existing non-

conforming lot to make intersection improvements on Storrs Rd at Chaffeeville Rd, as
shown on submitted plan.

Accorsi and Gotch acted as regular voting members for this hearing.

In favor: Accorsi, Gotch, Pellegrine, Singer-Bansal, Wright -

Reasons for approval:

- - Hardship — no other land available

ROSS LJ&G PROPERTTES LLC APPEAL

A Motion to Amend Process, dated September 5, 2008 was sent by Attorney Samuel
Schrager to amend the return date of August 19, 2008. The Zoning Board of Appeals
decided to ask the town attorney to file a motion to dismiss.

In favor: - Fraenkel, Pellegrine,. Wright, Accorsi, Clauson, Gotch

Singer-Bansal recused herse;lf.

ADJOURNMENT

Meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m.’
Respectﬁllly Submitted,

Julie Wright
Secretary
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September 17, 2008, Number 08-08

AT&T Must Receive Consent, Notify Municipalities of
Large Cable Boxes

On September 5th, the Department of Public Utility Control issued a draft ruling ordering AT&T to (a) obtain
consent from property owners before installing large cable utility boxes associated with its new “u-verse” tele-
vision service (“V-RAD boxes™) and (b) notify municipalities on the proposed locations. AT&T initially

installed over 2,000 V-RAD boxes without asking for consent from property owners or local public works de-

partments. Due to complaints from property owners, Bridgeport, Danbury and Stamford formally requested
that the DPUC investigate the procedure that AT&T had followed.

The draft ruling orders AT&T to receive approval from the adjoining property owner to install V-RAD boxes
and notify the municipality of the exact location of the box including the utility pole number, street address
and intersecting streets. The ruling also orders AT&T to file quarterly reports to the DPUC outlining the rates

of approval and rgjection made by V-RAD property owners. A final ruling i is expected to be issued September
29,

Please mail all wriﬁ:n comments by Friday, September 26th to:

Nicholas E. Neeley
Acting Executive Secretary
Department of Public Utility Control
10 Franklin Square
New Britain, CT 06051

All comments should refer to docket # 07-03-34. For more information on filing comments, please call Lisa
Lewis of the DPUC at (360) 827-2870.

HiH

For more information or a copy of the ruling, please contact Mike Johnson, CCM Legxslatxve Analyst, at (203)
498-3000 or via email at mjohnson@ccm-ct.org.

- Thisbulletin has been-sent to- CCM-member mayors, first selectmen, town/city managers and public works directors,
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. Item #13
PUBLIC ACT 08-167

CONFIDENTIALITY OF
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

M unicipalities Exempt

This Municipal Management Bulletin was drafted in response to concerns local
officials have had about whether or not Public Act 08-167 applies to municipalities.

This act requires (1) anyone possessing personal information about another
person to safeguard it and the computer files and documents that contain it
(“personal information” is information that can be associated with an individual
through an identifier like a Social Security number); and, (2) businesses that collect
Social Security numbers to create a privacy protection policy that must ensure
confidentiality of Social Security numbers. However, the act specifically exempts
agencies and political subdivisions of the state from such requirements.

Ty

If you have any questions, please contact Kachina Walsh-Weaver, Senior Legislative Assoéiate
for CCM, kweaver@ccm-ct.org, at (203) 498-3026 or Derrik M. Kennedy, Labor and Member
Relations Analyst, dkennedy@ccm-ct.org, at (203) 498-3071.

—Your-Source for Local Government- Management Information on the-Web isat www.cem-ctorg—

Py

: YR . : .
This bulletin has been sent to all CCM-member mayors, fiist selecssicr, wwn/city managers, personnel directors and town/city attorneys.
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October 2, 2008, No.08-10

CT to RECEIVE $25 MILLION i in FORECLOSURE ASSISTANCE

FUNDS AVAILABLE TO TOWNS & CITIES

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), through the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of
2008, will create a new Community Development Block Grant Program —The Neighborhood Stabilization
Program (NSP). This $3.9 billion grant program provides state and local governments with a source of funding

to help them respond to rising foreclosures and declmmg property values. Connecticut will receive $25 million
under the formula.

State and local governments which are NSP Grantees can use this funding to acquire and redevelop foreclosed

properties that might otherwise become sources of abandonment and blight. State and local governments can use
these grants: : - :

s To buy foreclosed homes;
¢ To buyland and property;
* To demolish or rehabilitate abandoned propertxes or

¢ To offer down-payment and close-cost assistance to low— moderate income homebuyers (those earning less
than 120 % of their area’s median income). ‘

» To create “land banks” to assemble, temporarily manage and dispose of vacant land to encourage re-useor
redevelopment of property. :

State and local governments must'obligate these funds within 18 months.

The State of Connecticut will be responsible for determining the process by which the money is distributed to
towns and cities. It has not been decided which agency will administer the program, whether it be the

Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD), the Connecticut Housing Finance Authority
(CHFA) or a combination of them both.

The State must have a plan of action for these monies by December 1, 2008. This program should estatlish a

- formula for how the money will be distributed across the state. The program will also describe the process by
which towns and cities w111 receive a portion of the funds.

& #

If you have any questions concerning this bulletin you may contact, Donna Hamzy,
Legislative Analyst, CCM at (203) 498-3000.

. T -149- ' :
This bulletin has been sent to all CCM-membe. ....,.. s, first selectmen, and town/city managers.
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CCM's Election 2008 Campalgn

, September 23, 2008
To: CCM-Member Mayors, First Selectmen, Town/City Managers

From: Jim Finley, Executive Director & CEO v Itelﬁ 415
Gian-Carl Casa, Director of Public Policy and Advocacy :

Re: CCM’s Candidate Bulletins, the election, and You

We need yeur help.

Enclosed is the first in a series of Candidate Bulletins CCM has sent to all candidates for state and federal

office in Connecticut.” These Candidate Bulletins are an important element of CCM's “Election 2008
Campaign.” ' ' L

This series of bulletins will discuss a wide range of public policy issues of concern to cities and towns. CCM

is sendmg these bulletms to candidates, the CCM membership; the media, and others throughout the election
campaign.

The bulletins are intended to assist candidates = incumbents and challengers alike -- in developing public
policy positions favorable to the interests of cities and towns.

In order for CCM's Candidate Bulletins to have maximum impact, municipal offi czals need to echo the
bulletins' themes back home.

CCM suggests the following ways for you to underscore the message of these Candidate Bulletins:

1. Schedule a meeting or meetings with the.various candidates. (Consider involving your local
legislative body if you can achieve consensus positions on issues.) Take this opportunity to educate the

candidates on the intergovernmental issues’ critical to your mumc1pa11ty, seek their posztzons on these
issues -- don't let them waffle! :

2. Use the print and electronic media in your area to get the municipal message out, to inform the
general public and specialized audiences such as business and service groups.

|78}

Develop a process now to maximize the accoimtability of your state (and federal) legislative
‘delegation to your community. This process should involve face-to-face meetings at least twice a

year. Ask the state (and federal) legislative candidates seeking to represent your municipality to agree
to part1c1pate in this process if elected.

4. Create and exploit oppor tunities to highlight the important relationship between state (and

federal) leglslatlve actions and their 1mpacts on your municipality's tax rate and ability to deliver
needed services.

If you have-any questions on these Candidate Bulletins, or need additional information on state-local issues,
call either one of us at (203) 498-3000.

Enclosure

C:\Documents and Settmus\ryan c\Local Settmgs\Tempomry Internet File "‘]j"S‘“‘l‘ ’mtlook\RJES36U9\Electlon Campaign Candidate Bulletin memo 2008
(2)doc
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OVERVIEW

The state of Connecticut’s towns and cities is
precarious.

Shackled to an 18th century property tax system
that is insensitive to income, and an incoherent and
fractious land use system that fosters intermunici-
pal competition and sprawl development, towns
and cities in our state face a host of challenges.

Whether it's growing school enrollments, deteri-
orating infrastructure, rising energy and health
insurance costs or new state mandates, local gov-
ernments in Connecticut face a daunting series of
challenges and problems.

Municipal officials face such problems every day
- the decisions they make affect businesses, home-
owners and children and it becomes ever more dif-
ficult as costs and problems increase and state

financial and technical assistance fail to keep pace. -

Some call it whining. But to view local officials
as another constituent group crying out for more
money is to severely misunderstand the function of
local government in delivering the majority of public
services that make a difference in our lives.

Investments in the quality-of-life of Connecticut’s
hometowns matter to the people who live here and
the businesses that work here. State actions to help
Hometown Connecticut shouldn’t be viewed as
being to the benefit of the elected leaders of those

towns and cities, but as helping all the residentsand
businesses who call Connecticut home.

Local governments in Connecticut have a longand
proud history. Towns existed before the Colony or
State of Connecticut was established. Certainly, all
is not bleak at the local level — the state-local part-
nership has helped facilitate hundreds of millions
of dollars in school construction projects all over the
state, towns have successfully joined with their
neighbors in cooperative ventures and projects,
state-local purchases of open space and recreational
land have improved the quality of life in many com-
munities, Connecticut typically ranks among the
leaders nationally in SAT scores and college atten-
dance, new state spending on transportation and

" clean water projects will help economic develop-

ment and the environment. .
But the question is whether local governments

- will retain the capacity to raise the revenues necessary

to pay for the public services that people and busi-
nesses need, or whether they will continue to be
financially squeezed by state government actions or
inactions that drive up local costs, limit their abil-
ity to raise revenue, and fail to maintain financial
assistance at levels that keep up with the need and
reduce the crunching burden of the property tax.
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PROPERTY TAX DEPENDENCE

%] Where Connecticut Ranks

Connecticut remains one of the most property
tax dependent states in America. .

The per capita property tax burden in Connecticut
is $2,042, an amount that-is almost twice the
national average of $1,123, and second highest in the
nation.! It doesn’t get much better when Connecti-
cut’s wealth is taken into account; Connecticut ranks
4th in property taxes as a percentage of personal
income ($6.10 per $100 of income, compared with
the national average of $5.10).2

Connecticut is more dependent on property taxes
to fund local government than any other state in
the nation. It also is the second most dependent on
property taxes to fund education.? That means that
the educational opportunity a child has is directly
tied to the property tax wealth of the community in
which he or she lives.

The Property Tax

e Connecticut’s biggest state-local tax

e Connecticut is more dependent on it
than any other state

e Biggest tax on Connecticut businesses

e 69% of all municipal revenue:

The property tax in Connecticut is the largest single
state-local tax on residents and businesses in our

state. Overall, property taxes account for 37% of all .

state and local taxes paid in our state.
Property taxes are the biggest tax on businesses. In
FY 06-07, Connecticut businesses paid over $700

million in corporate income taxes — but over $9OO .

nulhon in property taxes.

1 US Census: State and Local Government Finance, 2005; 2006
America Community Survey; 2006 State and County Quick Facts

2 US Census Bureau: States Ranked by Total State Taxes and Per
Capita Amount, 2005

3 US Census Bureau: Public Elementary-Secondary Education
Finances, 2005

4 Municipal Fiscal Indicators, Office of Policy and Management
December 2007

> " Municipal Budget Adoption Ex Expenences, FY 2007-08,Con-

necticut Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relatlons
November 2007.

- referenda held [this]

Statewide, 69% of municipal reveriue comes from
property taxes. Most of the rest, 23%, comes from
state aid. Some Connecticut municipalities are
almost totally dependent on property taxes to fund
local government. Nine towns depend on property
taxes for at least 90% of all their revenue. Another
48 municipalities rely on property taxes for at least
80% of their revenue.*

When state aid doesn't go up; property taxes rise
and services are cut. There is no other option.

i Unhappy Property Taxpayers:
Referenda Rejected,
Incumbents Ousted

Rising property tax pressures, and their impacts
on taxpayers, are easily seen by looking at munic-
ipal budget-adoption experiences, and the fate of
incumbents in local elections.

Property taxpayers aren’t happy. The Connecticut

~ Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-

tions (CACIR) found that of 73 municipalities that
held budget referenda last year, only 45 budgets were
approved on the first vote, “Considering multiple
budget referenda in numerous towns, there has been
a total of 160 budget

Connecticut
year, fifteen more Property Taxes
than [2006] and | Significantly Exceed
thirty-three ~ more National Average
than in 2005.” The .
report also found that '042
17 - municipalities -
adopted their budgets

after the start of the
fiscal year, compared
to 12 in 2006 and 14 -
in 20055 Information
for the 2008-2009 FY
is not yet available, but
anecdotal information shows similar trends.

Most municipalities hold elections for local
leaders every two years. In each of the last two
election cycles, there was massive turnover. In 2005,

U.S, Average Connecticut

1 & Property Taxes Per Person

‘53 municipalities had new individuals in charge,

or new parties in control of their councils. In

"‘th'e"m'OI'E'TECEI‘ltME'l'C'Cti"Gl’IS“OfAZ007;'CUﬁtT§l"D'f‘”4-’ .

municipalities changed hands.

. -155-
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Certainly many things can affect the outcorne of
local elections — including the personality of the
candidates. But such widespread and repeated change

.j.'.;érﬁsfi@;

-y Gr'!snna e

7l Recent Trends

Five years ago — during the 2002-2003 fiscal year
— the then-Governor called the General Assembly
into special session to make large cuts to balance the
state budget, which was running a huge deficit.

Many municipal grant programs were among the
programs cut in mid-year, and several have never
recovered.

Since then the Governor and General Assembly
have increased aid in many areas, in 2007 there was
significant investment in local public education. But
too often and in too many areas state aid fails to
keep pace with rising costs... and local officials find
themselves struggling mightily to provide quality
services to their citizens without breaking their
financial backs with high property taxes.

In 2008, the General Assembly and Governor

agreed not to make changes in the second year of
the state’s biennial budget (FY 08-09). This was the
first time this has happened since the advent of the
biennial state budget in 1991. They made the agree-

clearly shows a restive population unhappy with
high property taxes.

Observers can write off these referenda and
election results as politicians getting their due
— or as problems with which local officials
must deal. Or they can see them as evidence of
a public unhappy with Connecticut’s status
quo, and the need for the State and municipal-
ities to work together in partnership rather
than at odds with one another. :

" STATE AID FOR TOWNS AND CITIES

ment because of concern about plunging state rev-

~ enues. But the second year of the budget was bad -

news for most towns and cities — overall aid increased
by just 3.6% — but non-education aid decreased, as
did the State's share of the costs of Pre K-12 public
education (from 43% to 41%).

Uinn‘et Promises: Education Aid,
PILOTs, TAR, and Pequot—Mohegan

) Educatlon Aid

It's true that in dollar terms state a1d has grown
in several areas — and local officials appreciate that.
But state aid increases have not kept pace with local
cost drivers: energy, health i 1nsurance, personnel and
other areas.

Moreover, hlstorlc‘.ally, the Education Cost Sharing
(ECS) grant for the public schools has failed to keep
pace with the rising costs of education. It has never
met the goal of funding 50 percent of total statewide
education costs. When all types of state aid are

Source: Connecticiit Coalition for Justice in Education Funding.

Total Aid for Local Pﬁblic Education (State Share of Total Statewide Cost)

FY 2001-02 FY 2006-07
Regular programs $1,315 million (31%) $1,476 million (28%)
Special education $357 million (35%) $430 million (31%)
Pupil transportation $55 million (30%) - $62 million (25%)
Total of above $1,727 million (31.8%) $1,968 million (28.4%)
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included (for operating expenses, payments to the

teachers’ retirement fuind, school construction, and

more) the State will be paying 41% of all statewide
costs in FY 08-09.- '

The FY 06-07 ECS grant (the last year for which
data have been reledsed) represented a 3.4% decline
in the State’s share of schools’ net operating costs
(shown in the chart at the bottom of page 3 in
parentheses), failing to even keep pace with infla-
tion over the previous four years.

It must also be noted that the State made a sub-
stantial increase in the FY 07-08 ECS allocations,
followed by a 4.4% increase in FY 08-09 and promises
of additional increases over the following three years
(to fully phase in changes to the ECS formula enacted
this past legislative year, an increased 5-year invest-
ment by the State of some $1.1 billion). However,
the Connecticut Coalition for Justice in Education

.Funding points out that even if/when the revised
formula is “fully funded” according to the new
changes, the State will only then be investing what
it should already have been investing in the public

6 Connecticut State Department of Education, Bureau of Grants
Management, Connecticut Public School Expenditures Report,
Table 2, “Current Expenditures for Regular Education, Special

Municipal Spending for K-12 Education
Consumes Growing Proportion
of Local Property Taxes

' 0
65% J 63% 64%

50% —

45% -]

FY1994  FY 1998

FY 2006

" FY 2002

Sources; Connecticut Office of Policy and Management: Municipal Fiscal
Indicators 2006 and Connecticut Department of Education, 2006

schools as of 2007 according to the old, broken ECS
formula. Moreover, no legislative provision was
made to index state funding to inflation or overall
rising school dlStI‘lCt expenditures.

) Non-Education Aid

As noted above, several grant programs never
recovered from the massive mid-year cuts of 2003.
In particular, grants to municipalities from the
Pequot-Mohegan Fund and Town Aid Roads pro-
grams have riever gotten back to their pre-2003 lev-
els. Programs to reimburse municipalities for lost
revenue due to state-mandated property tax exemp-
tions for state property and for colleges and hospi-
tals (payments in lieu of taxes or “PILOTs") have
increased in dollar terms — but the rambursement
levels have dropped.

GRANT PROGRAM FY 2001-02 FY 2008-09
Town Aid $35 $30
Roads

million mﬂ!lon‘

PILOT - colleges |  73% 58%

Education and Pupil Transportation by Source,” available at
htip:/ /www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.aspra=2635&g=320576

and hospitals—|-reimbursement—;-reimbirserment
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UNFUNDED AND UNDERFUNDED MANDATES ON MUNICIPALITIES

Each year towns and cities fight off hundreds of

proposed unfunded state mandates. Many of the
proposals have very good policy goals — but they are
goals that would be paid for with property tax — not
- state — dollars.

i Cumulative Impact Daunting

In 2007, the General Assembly and Governor
enacted over 30 new unfunded mandates. In 2008
another seven became law. Many were “small”
mandates — and the proponents were able to say
that they wouldn't really cost local governments
much, or any, additional money.

But take them in the context of all state
mandates on municipalities. There are 1,203
of them, according to the CACIR. Some impose
major costs, others require forms and reports that
will sit ol a shelf, still others are evidence of micro-
management of the way towns and cities conduct

- the business of governrnent

State Mandates on Municipalities

s 1,203 total unfunded mandates
o 37 passed in 2007 & 2008

" e 65 mandated property tax exemptions on
the books

e 13% ($41 billion) of the statewide mun1c1pal
grand list is tax exempt by state law

Perhaps most alarming is that statutes presently
provide for 65 exemptions from the property tax for
various entities. Again, some may well serve good
public policy goals — but most are not even partially
funded by the State, even though the mandates
limit the ability of towns "énd cities to raise their
own revenue. '

Think about that: the State dlctates that munici-
palities have only one major source of revenue, the
property tax. Then it chips away at their ability to
utilize even that.

7 Associated Builders and Contractors

7 The Big Ones:

Prevailing Wage, Binding Arbitration,
Property Tax Exemptions

When municipal officials speak of costly state
mandates, they often mean the handful of big ones
that have been shown to have significant impacts
on their budgets,

» Prevailing Wage

The federal Davis-Bacon law (which kicks in on
any public works project that receives at least §2,000
in federal funding), and “little Davis-Bacon” acts
passed by states like Connecticut, were enacted dur-
ing the Depression to protect construction workers
from cut-throat competition.

At that time, it was common for unscrupulous

-contractors to set up shop and compete for federal

construction projects. These contractors would often
hire unskilled, low-paid workers and underbid local
contractors who employed skilled journeymen.
Now, these laws serve mainly to promote union
wage scales in the construction industry, at the
expense of state and local taxpayers. Since 1979,
eight states have repealed their prevailing wage laws,
and nine other states have no such law. .
-The term “prevailing wage rate” is a misnomer.
It connotes “average wage rate,” which sounds rea-
sonable. However, in fact, prevailing wage rates are

‘markedly higher than average wages. For example,

the entry-level rate for electricians is about the same
statewide as it is in the City of Hartford ($18.50and -
$18.60, respectively). However, the prevailing wage
rate, set by the State is $29.30, or 58% higher.’
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A 1995 Connecticut Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations study concluded that
prevailing wage rates increase construction costs to
towns and cities upwards of 21% annually; a 1996
Legislative Program Review and Investigations report
pegged the increase in costs caused by the prevailing
wage mandate at around 4 to 7%; and the Wharton
School of Business has reported the figure to be
upwards to 30%. In December 2001, the Kentucky
Legislative Research Commission determined that
the prevailing wage mandate resulted in a 24%

increase in the wage cost of state and local projects.

Regardless of the specific percentage cost increase,
there is no dispute that the prevailing wage mandate
forces municipalities and the State to pay millions of
extra dollars every year for public works projects.

» Binding Arbitration
Connecticut's compulsory binding. arbitration
laws have been successful in bringing labor negoti-

ations or disputes to a conclusion without public

employee strikes and service disruptions. However,
the cost of this labor peace to residential and business
property taxpayers is seen by many as excessive.
Municipalities are at times pressed into agreeing to
higher contract agreements during regular negotia-
tions out of fear of being burdened with even larger
and ‘more costly awards through the binding arbi-
tration mandate.

The current process does not pay adequate atten-
tion to the fiscal health of municipalities, that is,
whether its residents and businesses can afford these
arbitration awards. Arbitrators now consider munic-
ipal fund balances as indicators of the ability to pay
when the preservation of such funds is key to main-
taining good bond ratings.

>» Mandated Property Tax Exemptions

As discussed above, state-mandated property tax
exemptions deplete local resources to the benefit of
the specific group that gets the break. There are sev-
eral large ones, but there is at least partial funding
available for the biggest — state property, the prop-

8 Connectictit’s Local Tax System, Legislative Program Review and

Investigations Committee, Connecticut General Assembly,

January 2006, Most recent data available.

? Asis customary when a compromise is reached on such a big
issue, CCM expects the issue of presumptions to be off the table
for at least the next two years,

erty of private, non-profit colleges and hospitals,
and manufacturing machinery and equipment.
Statutes provide for partial reimbursement for some
of these mandated exemptions, but reimbursements
often fall short of the promised amounts. Statutes
call for the State to reimburse towns for 45% of the
cost of mandated exemptions for state real property,
but the present state budget provides just 37%.
Statutes say towns should be reimbursed for 77% of
the lost tax revenue for the real property of private
colleges and hospitals but they currently get 58%.
Municipalities get nothing whatsoever for the per-
sonal property of these entities. The State does better
with the recently passed exemption for certain
manufacturing machinery and equipment, presently
providing full reimbursement for the exemptions
expanded in the past few years, but after FY 2012-13

" reimbursement is frozen and municipalities will not

gain any revenue even if new property comes on the
books after that date. '
State mandated property tax exemptions
totaled about $41 billion in FY 2002-03 — about
13% of the total value of grand lists, statewide.?

Proposals for New Ones Each Year

Each year local officials must fight off not just a
hornet's nest of small mandates, but proposals that
would cost them millions of dollars each year.

The past several years has seen the legislature

_consider imposing new rules that would grant pre-

sumptions under workers' compensation laws to
public safety employees for certain kinds of illnesses
(cancers and infectious diseases). CCM has agreed

- that public safety personnel who suffer heart attacks

on the job or in training should get such a presump-
tion (in a compromise bill that was passed in 2008),
but dny presumptior;s beyond that are unwarranted
and very expensive for property taxpayers.’

-159- .
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Such illnesses are eligible for compensation now,
if the applicant can show they are job related. Pro-
posed mandates would shift the burden of proof on

to the town to show the illnesses are not job related. -

These proposals would turn the workers’ compen-
sation system on its head.

Several times over the past few years the General
Assembly has also considered enacting a property
tax break for privately-owned golf courses made
available to the public. The proponents claim it is to
relieve financial hardship and make it less 11kely

MUNICIPAL COST DRIVERS UNABATED

Several large factors conspire to drive up municr
ipal budgets. Most are not unique to local govern-
ments - they're things with which homeowners and
businesses must contend. Regardless, they increase
the size of municipal budgets, putting more pressure
on property taxes and on service delivery.

Health Insurance

Municipalities provide health insurance coverage
for their employees, usually very good benefit pack-
ages that are subject to collective bargaining and
binding arbitration. But in recent years, the cost of
providing this coverage has been gomg up prec1p1-
tously by 6.3%, on aver-
age, in FY 06-07, 8.3% in
FY 05-06 and 13.1% in
FY 04-05.10

Municipal health insur-
ance costs are 46% higher
than private sector norms.
Many municipalities are
reporting cost increases of: -
between 10% and 20%
over last year.!-

10 Connecticut Public Sector Healthcare Cost & Benefit Survey,
2006 Edition, Ovation Benefits (survey of 57 municipal govern-
ments and board of education contracts). The previous (04-05)
edition found that “the average cost increase for FY 2005 was
13.5%, with 37% of survey participants expenencmg an increase
of 15% or more...

1 cem survey, 1/08, partial results. Survey is ongoing.

the courses will be sold for development — yet the
bills have never required any proof of financial need.
It would be just another state-mandated local rev-
enue loss for the benefit of a special interest.

To its credit, the General Assernbly has generally
rejected these proposals, sometimes despite great
pressure to pass them. But the fact that these hills
make it to the House or Senate floor means that
local officials must spend time fighting them
instead of pushing positive legislation to beneflt-
their residents and businesses.

_Energy Costs: Gas, Oil, Electricity

Municipalities across the state — big, small and in
between, urban, rural and suburban — are faced with
rising costs of all forms of energy — oil, natural gas,
gasoline, diesel, and electricity. Some examples:

e Despite the practice of locking in rates, towns
are reporting increases in oil costs for this coming
season compared to last, with a range for such
increases of 27% to 99%. For example; Tolland will
incur a 99% increase in oil costs this year, Meriden
a 84% increase, Prospect a 75% increase, New Milford
a 61.9%, Putnam a 36% increase, and Fairfield a
30% increase..

e The range of increased costs for gasoline for
this year compared to last is between 18% and 87%.
- with Meriden reporting a 68% increase. Diesel.
costs have risen too — with Tolland reporting a 97%

increase in the cost of diesel this year from $2.11

per gallon to $4.17.

¢ Natural gas costs are also skyrocketing. Plain-
field reports a 26% increase in costs this year com-
pared to last, while New Milford will incur a 66.2%
cost increase this year. Even the price of propane has
increased, as Tolland has reported a 14% increase in
per unit costs ($3.49 last year to $3.99 this year).

s Electric rates for towns have ranged between
a 7% to 30% increase compared to last year. Larger
municipal facilities (those with demands that equal
or exceed 500 kW in a billing period), such as schools,
default to what is called the “standard offer last
tesort.” These municipalities with facilities in that
category incurred an increase for on-peak rates of
21.6% and for off-peak rates at 27.1%. Prospect is
reporting a 30% increase in electric costs for the
upcoming season.
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Muniéipal Spending By Major Function
57%

¢ Education ¢ Police -7%
e Public Works -8% o Fringe -6%
s Debt -7% ¢ General Govt -4%

Source: Legislative Program Review and Inveshgahuns Commiltiee,
January 2006

! Employee Saiary Trends

The US Census analyzes local government salary
data each March. It recently reported that salaries
in Connecticut local governments rose 6.3% from
2002-03, another 7.6% in 2004, 8.5% in 2005 and

another 2% in 2006. The total increase over that

time was 26.6%.

Public Safety and Crime

Towns and cities continue to struggle in their fight
against crime. There have been many innovations,
for example a shift to “community based” policing,
that have brought about successes in some areas.

But there was an increase in overall violent crimes
within Connecticut’s metropolitan areas — 9,203
violent crimes were committed in 2006, compared
to 8,823 violent crimes in 2005. Statistics show spe-
cific increases in rape and aggravated assaults in
cities during this 2-year period.

Murders also increased in these metropolitan
areas, from 90 reported in 2005 to 104 recorded the
following year. »

Murder rates statewide continue to increase. The
murder rate per 100,000 residents rose 1.7% from
2004 to 2005. The overall statewide ratio between
2005-2006 for murders in Connecticut rose to over
3 per 100,000 residents.®

Public Health Responsibilities

In-post-9/ 11 America, local health departments
are inundated with increasing health-preparedness
demands above and beyond the traditional concerns.

12 L5cal Public Employment Data For Connecticut, US Census
(local governments only), March 2007

13 Al statistics from US Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform

Crime Reports, 2006

From smallpox to anthrax to pandemic prepared-
ness — planning for and responding to nationwide
(or potentially global) issues inevitably falls on the
shoulders of local health officials.

This burden is most evident in the federally-
issued State and Local Pandemic Influenza Planning
Checklist (fall 2005), where the U.S. government
has clearly placed the bulk of planning for a pan-
demic on local governments. ‘
~ In addition to the 400-page federal flu plan, this
checklist outlines an overwhelming amount of

Federal Flu Planning Falls on Municipalities

According to the federal government’s plan-
ning checklist, among other things, local gov-
ernments should: .

® Establish Pandemic Preparedness Coordi-
nating Committees to develop local pandemic
operational plans.

e Formalize agreements with neighboring
jurisdictions and address communication, mutual
aid, and other cross-jurisdictional needs.

e Establish and maintain demographic pro-
files of the community (including special needs
populations and language minorities) and
ensure that the needs of these populations are |
addressed in the operational plan.

e [dentify the legal authorities responsible for
executing the operational plan — particularly, iso-
lation, quarantine, movement restriction issues.

¢ Create an Incident Command System for
the pandemic plan based on the National Inci-
dent Management Systermn. ‘

e Conduct year-round traditional surveil-
lance for seasonal influenza, including elec-
tronic reporting — link and routinely share
influenza data from animal and human health
surveillance systems.

» Coordinate plans with the State and region
for vaccine distribution, use, storage, security,
and monitoring; and for communication of vac-
cine status.

o Inform citizens in advance about where
they will be vaccinated.

~e Plan and coordinate emergency communi-
cation activities with private industry, education,
and non-profit partners (e.g., local Red Cross
chapters).

o Develop up-to-date communications con-
tacts of key stakeholders and maintain commu-
nity resources, such as hotlines and Website, to
respond to local questions from the public and

- professional groups.
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detailed planning for towns to conduct in order to
adequately prepare for a pandemic. The checklist
fails to identify the costs associated with planning
for a pandemic.

State funding for local and district departments
of health is provided on a per-capita basis. Despite
the increasingly important roles these departments

have, funding for them was slashed in 2003, dur-

ing a time of state budget difficulties.

The 08-09 biennial state budget contained the
most significant increase in funding for these depart-
ments in several years, $1 million (24%). Local gov-
ernments appreciate this increase and hope the
Governor and legislature continue to recognize the
important role played by these ground troops 1n the
war to protect public health.

7] Homeland Security

- It wasn't long ago that governments. paid scant
~ attention to homeland security issues — no more.
Local governmenits are the front lines of the battle to
protect the public from natural and man-made disas-
- ters. These responsibilities are not cheap — and they

range from training and equipment to planning and

inspections. And the costs continue from year to year.

But local costs for maintaining “hometown secu-
rity” will go up as a result of decreasing and inade-
quate federal homeland security grant money to
municipalities. In 2005, Connecticut’s. per capita
funding average was 22 percent lower than the
national per capita average; by 2007, the difference
was 47 percent. In 2007, Connecticut's Homeland
Security Grant Program funding ranked 43rd in the
natiori on a per capita basis. Despite a recent
announcement that Connecticut will be awarded
3.7% more this year in statewide federal aid (§10.6
million) than last year, the demands on towns and
cities to protect their residents and critical infra-
structure continues to climb at a rate that exceeds
the federal government's financial assistance.

1 Legislative Program Review & Investigations, Homeland
. Security in Connecticut: Key Points, 2007.

15 Despite the grants, municipalities still pay almost the entire
cost for most projects. For example, for a $10 million project
that receives a 20% grant (the most common) a municipality
would receive a grant for $2 million and a loan for $8 million.
At the state-subsidized 2% interest rate, the municipality wiil
pay $9,785,000 after all the loan repayments are made — about
98% of the $10 million cost.
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| Infrastructure Needs

Local governments are responsible for a wide
range of infrastructure — roads, bridges, sewers,
treatment plants, schools and more Costs for con-
struction have been rising, and are up over 20% over
the past ten years.

» Clean Water Projects

There is a need for over $3 billion in clean water
projects in Connecticut including sewer extensions,
wastewater treatment plants, etc. Towns and cities
bear the lion's share of the costs for these projects,
although the State has one of the best programs in
the nation to help municipalities with those costs.

Under the state Clean Water Fund, municipalities
can get grants for 20%, 30% or 50% of the cost,
depending on the type of project. A loan is available
for the rest of the cost, ata state—submchzed interest
rate of 2%.1% :

But for many years the program was terribly under-
funded. General obligation (g.0.) bonds are used to
provide the grants, but between 2003 and 2007, gen-
eral obligation bonding for CWF averaged a negative
number (-$7.6 million). This average includes rescis-
sions of $18 million in FY 03 and $60 million in FY04
— available grant funding was actually reduced. And,
there was no GO bonding for the CWF in FY 05.

" Towns had to wait and wait to undertake projects —

as the costs rose and the water remained polluted.
The 2007 General Assembly and Governor agreed

on a state bond package that included $180 million in

general obligation bonding for the biennium (FYs 07-

09). Municipal leaders appreciate this as being

Net State Contribution to
Connecticut Clean Water Fund
(in millions)

$90 $90

520 $20

-560

I8 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
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(in millions of dollars)

Town Aid Road Grant — No Change from Previous Year

FY09
Adopted greater than 20 feetin length are deficient
B

Fy02  FY03  FYo4~ FY05 FY06  FY07  FY08

2 Portion of Town Aid Road Grant financed with FY 08 Surplus Revenue

Portion of Town Aid Road Grant financed with ongoingrevenues.

increased pressure on local budget and
deferred maintenarice. Deferring work
on roads only increases the eventual
cost of repair. So, while TAR grants fell
behind, local costs rose.

Last year’s tragic bridge collapse in
Minnesota brought a new focus to the
conditions of bridges in our own state.
Connecticut’s local bridges need help —
about 37% of locally owned bridges

and present safety dangers to the public
and result in liability risks to municipal-
ities. About 25% of the shorter bridges
(6' - 20) are deficient.s '

important to moving long-stalled projects forward.
But this is only the beginning — a concerted, long-
term commitment to clean water bonding is needed
to make sure that every project that's ready to go is
able to get the funding needed to do so.

» Local Roads and Bridges

Connecticut’s municipal governments own over
17,000 miles of local roads (more than four times as
many as the State’s 4,079). They are responsible for
the construction and maintenance of over 1,200
local bridges greater than 20 feet in length, and
another 2,100 between 6' and 20'. Those roads and
bridges — an important part of the state transporta-
tion network — need help. State fuinding for these
programs has fallen woefully behind. As recently as
~ FY 2002 the State provided $35 million to local gov-
ernments through the primary grant program for
local infrastructure, the Town Aid Roads (TAR) grant.
That program was cut to just $12 million in FY
2004. While it has been climbing slowly back (it is
- presently at $30 million) it has never returned to
the $35 million level.

The condition of municipal roads and bridges has
deterxorated over the last decade. Traffic congestion
on state highways, and increased use of the local road
and bridge network, has accelerated their decline.
The local transportation network has had to bearan
increasing traffic load, and maintenance and repair
costs have increased dramatically. That has meant

16 Source: Connecticut Department of Transportation; 209
local bridges are rated “structurally deficient,” 414 are rated
“functionally obsolete” and 495 are rated “totally deficient”.

The state Local Bridge Program has not
received any new state bond authoriza-
tions since FY 1991. In the intervening years, projects
that received funding from the State were financed
using repayments from loans for earlier projects or
available federal funds. That is insufficient.

A renewed commitment to the state Local Bridge
Program is crucial — there needs to be significant new
funding and a reorganization of the program to make
it more functional and useful to municipalities. The

safety of the traveling public déemands it.

Pension and Retirement Obligations

Municipalities face huge costs for pension and
other post-retirement benefits for retired municipal
employees. Municipalities now face strict new rules -
for accounting for non-pension post-employment
benefits under GASB 45. These rules mean that

- municipalities must record liabilities for retiree

health coverage on an accrued basis — i.e., they
must be recorded and counted as they are earned
rather than as they are collected. ‘
Credit-rating agencies will rate local governments
according to the size of this liability and their plans
to address it. Unless costs for retirees are brought
under conirol, the size of this liability will drive up
the cost of borrowing, hurting other sections of
local budgets. : '

Education in Connecticut

Education is the single biggest cost for local gov-

emments — on average it's 67% of mumc1pal budgets

statew1de and is much higher in some places.
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»> Disparities
. Despite years of litigation and millions of state

and local dollars, disparities in the ability to pro-

vide educational opportunities continue to exist. In
1973, the grand list-per pupil of the state’s wealth-
iest town was 8.5 times that of the poorest town.
Now it is 23.1 times.

These disparities are also found in educational
outcomes. Students in inner cities continue to lag
those in more affluent communities. For example,
SAT scores in one urban high school last year were
a combined average of 1121, while those in a sub-
urb two towns away were a combined 1799.7
About 100 towns and regional school districts have
graduation rates of at least 90% (the statewide
average was 92%), with seven at 100%. On the
other end of the spectrum six districts had gradua-
tion rates between 60 and 70%, one at 70.4%.% ., ,

Nobody would claim that money alone would

solve all the educational disparities in' Connecticut.
But it's clear that where a child is born affects his or
her odds of getting good educational opportunities.

This is not an issue that matters only to urban
areas, it is key to Connecticut's continuing ability
to attract and retain businesses. By 2020 an esti-
mated 40% of the state workforce will come from
Connecticut’s five central cities.””

» Population Shift, .
School Population Growth
The size of Connecticut's population has remained
fairly stable over the last few decades. But where those
people live has shifted dramatically. Between 1970 and
2000 the amount of land that was settled at “urban

17 . Conmnecticut Department of Education Connecticut Public
Schools SAT Results 2006-2007, for students graduating June
2007. Comparison of Bassick High School, Bridgeport and
Wilton High School.

18 Connecticut Depariment of Education, 2006 graduahon rates.
The towns with 100% scores were Avon, East Granby, New
Canaan, Old Saybrook, Portland, Weston, and Westport. New
Britain is the other described.

19 Connecticut Coalition for Justice in Education Funding

20 Conmecticut Metropatterns: A Regional Agenda jor Community
and Prosperity in Connecticut, Myron Orfield and Thomas Luce,
Ameregis Metropolitan Area Research Corporation, March 2003

21 Developing Connecticut’s Economic Future, 1000 Friends of
Connecticut, 2007

22 2006-2007 End of Year School Report Connecticut Depart-
ment of Education, Bureau of Grants Management

23 Connecticut Departrﬁent of Education Year End Reports,I FY
2006-2007.
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densities” went up by 102%; during the same thirty-
year period total population growth went up just 12%.%

In 1950, 55% of Connecticut’s population lived
in “non-urban” towns. In 2004, 75% did.?

This means added costs for infrastructure for
roads and sewers to take people and businesses to
the newly developed areas. And it means that towns
that used to have small school-age populations have
to build new classrooms and schools and pay each
year to educate the children who move there..

> Special Education Costs
Special Education costs continue to be vexing for

towns and cities. Nobody questions the need or impor-.

tance of special education. While the program is a
national and state mandate governed by national and -
state rules — municipalities pick up most of the tab.
Special Education expenditures continue to rise.
In 2002 total special education expenditures totaled
$1.04 billion statewide. In 2007 it was $1.4 billion.?

" The State's contribution to statevwde educatlon cost

is roughly 30%.

Special Education costs are, on average, almost
20% of all education expenditures (19.88%). Butin
some municipalities they are much higher: Theyare
over 24% of all expenditures in five municipalities,
they are between 26-28% in another six districts,
and in one municipality they are over 28%.%

Special Education costs can fluctuate wildly from
year to year and itis difficult to budget for it — even
one student moving into a town can throw off a
local budget. Further, towns known for particularly
good special education programs draw students from
around the state — the result being that municipal-
ities with “good” programs get financially punished.

If there's ever a program where state takeover of
administration and funding is called for, it's Special
Educatlon ‘
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OTHER ISSUES

Home Ownership

Housing in Connecticut is unaffordable to many
and is helping to drive young adults out of the state.
In the meantime, the sub-prime mortgage crisis has

- compounded the problem by making it difficult for
some to stay in their homes, particularly those at
the financial margins.

Unlike other states across the country, housing
prices in Connecticut did not fall as significantly
leaving Connecticut increasingly uncompetitive
pricewise for workers seeking housing. According
to a HomeConnecticut report in 2007, a town by
town review indicates the median household income
in 142 of 169 Connecticut municipalities cannot
qualify for a mortgage to buy the median sales price
home in those towns.?

24 June 2008 Status Report, HomeConnecticut web site, home-
connecticut.org.

25 Connecticut Family Asset Scorecard, 2007-2008, Connectlcut
Voices for Children, December 2007

26 US Census Bureau, 2006 American Fact Finder
27 ys Census Bureau, 2006 American Fact Finder
28 Connecticut, Ecanomic Digest, September 2008

2% Connecticut Department of Social Services; HUSKY Enroll-
ment as of January 1, 2008

30 Connecticut Department of Social Serviceé; Food Stamps
Program enrollment as of June 1, 2007

—31 Connecticut Department-of Social Services; Temporary Family-

A551stance Program enrollment as of June 1, 2007

and the other struggling.

High property taxes have been cited as one factor
that keeps homeownership down in Connecticut. A
recent study found that “the added burden of high
property taxes falls disproportionately on low-income

~ families and moves the goal of owning a home even

further out of their reach."?

The economic viability and future of the state
depends greatly on the affordability of housing.
More needs to be done in Connecticut to begin to
make housing attainable for all residents.

Concentrations of Poverty

It's not news that some Connecticut municipalities
bear the heaviest burden for serving residents living
in poverty. It's a “tale of two states” — one affluent

e Overall, Connecticut has a poverty rate of
5.9% for families and 8.3% for individuals — rank-
ing 48th nationally. But the rates in Hartford are
25.1% for families and 30.3% for individuals. In
New Haven they're 20.4% and 21% respectively,
and in Bridgeport they're 17.8% and 20.6.26

¢ Per capita income in Connecticut is the high-
est in the nation, $34,048. But in New Haven it is
$19,715, Bridgeport $18,404 and Hartford $17,856.7

o Connecticut's overall unemployment rate was
4.6% ini 2007, but it was much higher in several
municipalities — in Hartford it was just under 9%
(8.9%), Waterbury 7.3%, New Haven, 7.2% and in
Bridgeport and New Britain it was 7%.28

¢ Five municipalities are home to between
10,000 and 34,951 parents and children enrolled -
in the state's HUSKY program, which provides
health insurance to low-income families. Another
44 municipalities host between 1,000 and 10,000
HUSKY recipients.?’

¢ Connecticut has nearly 200,000 recipients
of Food Stamps — and almost half (96,006) live
in four cities — Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven
and Waterbury. The ‘top ten' towns have 67% of
all recipients (130,000), while twenty municipali-
ties are home to 80% of food stamp recipients
(157,640).%

e Similarly, the state's caseload of Temporary
Family Assistance shows that the lion's share of

_the caseload is in 24 municipalities (85%). Thé top
. five cities represent 56% of the entire caseload, the

top 10 represent 69%.3!
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%l Ethnic and Racial Isolation

Economic segregation is mirrored by racial
and ethnic segregation. Conmecticut’s minority
residents are primarily found in a handful of
places. There are 308,000 black residents in our
state; Bridgeport, New Haven and Hartford are home
to 135,000 of them. There are 316,000 Latino resi-
dents in Connecticut, and 120,000 of those live in
the same three cities.

This type of isolation hurts Connecticut, as people
fail to see or have social and economic connections

between one another. Racial isolation and economic
segregation often go hand-in-hand in Connecticut.

Urban school districts also have a dispropor-
tionate number of children who do not speak
English as a first language. Of the almost 30,000
students in Connecticut that don't speak English as
their first language 66% are educated by just 10
school districts, 44% by just the top five.?? These
school systems must bear the brunt of the high costs
associated with education programs for these stu-
dents who need special attention.

SUMMARY: IS THIS “WHINING”? |

There are some state-level officials who say that
all municipal officials do is whine and complain.
They disparagingly call CCM the “Conference of
Crying Mayors”.

Municipal government is the government
closest to the people and the most accountable.

When members .of the public think about the
public services that affect their lives, they are generally
thinking of services provided by local governments:
public safety (police and fire, code enforcement),
health, education, roads, solid waste and recycling
collections, senior services, and more. When polled
they say that they trust and appreciate local govern-
ment more than the State and federal governments.

That's not surprising. In addition to providing the
services with which the public comes in contact on

-a daily basis, citizens feel a stronger sense of control

over local government — it's understandable; their
councilmembers, mayor or selectmen are people they
may know. If there’s a problem, they call or drive
down the street to town hall. Further, they under-
stand the smaller numbers of a municipal govern-
ment budget much better than they do those of the
larger levels of government. They often vote directly
on their town budgets, which reflect the priorities
of the electorate (an overwhelming number of towns,
at least 134, have referenda either automatically or

by petition or a vote of the legislative body).

32 srate Department of Edication. The top ten in order are

NeWBrltam, Norwalk Menden, and Windham,
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That is not to disparage the difficult jobs of state

' and federal leaders. They deserve respect and appre-

ciation for the jobs they do. But when town and
city leaders go to Hartford to point out local
needs, it isn’t to get someone else to bail them
out — it’s because the needs are real and have a
direct impact on the people of the state and the
quality of life in Connecticut’s hometowns.
The state of Connecticut’s towns and cities hang
in the balance. They face an array of problems and
growing expenses, with a limited ability to pay for

" them. The way in which the State responds is crucial

to determining how well local leaders can respond
to what their citizens and businesses want and need.

Remember: Hometown Connecticut must operate
under the rules set down by state government, The
State tells towns and cities how they must raise rev-
enue, interact with their employees, what they must
teach in local schools, and a host of other directives.
Municipal leaders have the toughest ]ob in American
government.

Mayors, first selectmen, town/ c1ty managers and
other local officials view themselves as partners in
the governance of our state. It isn't whining when
they point out they need help. It's pointing the way

- to a better Connecticut;

For more information, please contact Jim Finley,

Gian-Carl Casa, Ron Thomas or other membersof =~ .

" CCM's advocacy team at (203) 498-3000.
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§ APPENDIX A:
CONNECTICUT'S TOWN-BY-TOWN PROPERTY TAX REVENUE
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL REVENUE

1 OLDLYME ......oovverriinen. 92.1% 45 COLEBROOK ......0vvvvvrnnns 82.3%
2 EASTON........ . ...91.8% 46 NORWALK ........oovvvenn..h 82.1%
3  BRIDGEWATER ............ +..90.9% " 47  WETHERSFIELD ............... 82.0%
4 GOSHEN ....cvvvvevnnnnn. ...90.5% 48 LITCHFIELD .......0ovvveevin.s 81.7%
5 LYME ...... e v e .90.4% 49 CANAAN .....ccviiriiennnnn. 81.7%
6 SOUTHBURY ...:..ovnvvvvunne. 90.4% 50 STONINGTON I S 81.6%
7 WOODBURY ..vov e 90.3% 51 CROMWELL “.:....ovvvviv... 81.5%
8 ROXBURY......'vevrinninenns 90.1% 52 CHESTER ......oovvvennennnn. 81.5%
9  MIDDLEBURY .......evvvuenn. 90.0% 53 NORFOLK ......c'vveevvnnnnn. 81.1%
10 WESTON . .vvviirveinnnnnnes 89.7% 54 GLASTONBURY .......c0ovienn. 81.0%
11 WARREN ....viiieiinnenens 89.7% 55 FARMINGION ....... ees...80.8%
12 HADDAM .......ovvvvnvninnn 89.2% 56 BLOOMEFIELD ......covvnvnnns 80.2%
13 REDDING ..vvivvvenernnnnne. 89.0% 57 EASTGRANBY ....... e 80.0%
14 WOODBRIDGE .......ccovvvtn 89.0% 58 DURHAM ......oo'vvvnvenennns 79.9%
15 CORNWALL.........couv.n. ..88.5% 59 CANTON ...vvvvrnrinnnnnnnn. 79.8%
16 WASHINGTON .......co0vvnun. 88.4% 60 BETHANY ........0ooivvininnns 79.7%
17 ORANGE ....vvveeerrenrnnns 88.4% 61 KENT ivvrinetriiinnnneenns 79.5%
18 ESSEX ........ et eeeinene..:88.2% 62 BURLINGTON ................ 79.2%
19 WILTON ......vvnnnn. e 87.6% 63 MILFORD.....oovvvnennnnns 79.0%
20 SIMSBURY :'vvvevvnneeannnns 87.5% 64 BARKHAMSTED ........covvu.. 79.0%
21 NEWCANAAN ........cevnnn. 87.4% 65 BETHLEHEM .........ovvvnnns 78.7%
22 AVON .ottt incinarennenes 87.4% 66 SOUTHWINDSOR ........ ... 78.6%
23 SALISBURY ..vvvvennevrvnrenn. 87.0% - 67 NEWFAIRFIELD ........ P 78.6%
24 BROOKFIELD ...vvvvnnrvnenens 87.0% 68 MIDDLEFIELD . ..ov0vvvvennnns. 78.3%
25 MADISON .....ovvnnennn. .. .86.7% 69 MONROE ....c.vvvvnvvnenins 78.2%
26 RIDGEFIELD ..... e 86.0% 70 BETHEL ..ovvrienvnivnennns 78.0%
27 FAIRFIEID ...evvvvneneennenns 85.9% 71 DEEPRIVER ......ovvvnneinnn. 77.9%
28 MORRIS ........... e e 85.9% 72  PORTLAND .......... er o T7.4%
29 TRUMBULL .....ovvveivernnns 85.7% 73 HARWINTON ................ 77.1%:
30 DARIEN ...0vviinnrinerannnns 85.7% " 74 PROSPECT .......oeenn... ... 76.6%
31 OLDSAYBROOK ........cvv.n. 85.7% 75 NEWINGTON ......cvvvvvnnn. 76.3%
31 OLDSAYBROOK .............. 85.7% 76 BERLIN ..v'v'ivvnrenennnnnans, 76.2%
32 SHARON ..... e aareeeeaan 85.6% 77 " STRATFORD ........ovvvvnvnns 76.2%
33 SHERMAN ......coivvnivennnns 85.5% 78 WINDSOR ........... e 76.0%
34 WESTPORT ....ovvevennnnnsn 85.0% 79 GREENWICH..........ov..... 76.0%
35 NEWTOWN ...........coen.s 83.7% 80 MARLBOROUGH ......... W74 T7%
36 NORTHHAVEN .............. 83.5% 81 CHESHIRE ...........v... e 74.5%
37 BRANFORD ............ e .83.4% 82 GRANBY........ovvnevreennn. 74.2%
38 STAMFORD ..................83.3% 83 UNION ..oivvirivrinrennnnes 74.0%
39 KILLINGWORTH .............. 83.3% 84 CLINTON .......covvvnviens. 73.6%
40 WESTHARTFORD .......... . .831% 85 SOUTHINGTON ............. .72.8%
41 WESTBROOK .....ovvvenrrnn.. 83.0% 86 NORTHBRANFORD........... 72.4%
42 GUILFORD ...t evervnenranss 83.0% 87 WATERFORD .......ccovvvn... 72.0%
43 ROCKYHILL ...:.evvvnnrnnnn. 827% . 88 HAMDEN ......oevevnenneenss 71.9%
44  SHELTON ..vvvvvnenncarnne. 82.3% 89  NEW HARTFORD ..... e 71.8%
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90 BEACONFALLS ............... 71.6%
91 BOLTON ....vvvviennrinnnnns 71.4%
92 COLUMBIA .......... e 71.2%
93 DANBURY ......oovvvvnivnnns. 71.0%
94 FRANKLIN ...........c0evn... 70.9%
95  OXFORD ..vevvvvivennnneenn. 70.6%
96 TOLLAND .......ovveninenns. 70.3%
97  EASTWINDSOR .............. 70.2%
98 NEWMILFORD ............... 69.9%
99 EASTHADDAM ............... 69.8% -
100 MANCHESTER........ e 69.4%
101 ANDOVER ......coovevvnenn., 69.0%
102 HEBRON .....ovvviivrennnnn. 68.7%
103 PLAINVILLE ........iv0vunnnn. 68.2%
104 SALEM ....... e 67.6%
105 WALLINGFORD ............... 67.4%
106 NORTHCANAAN ............. 67.4%
107 WILLINGTON ............ .o 67.3%, .
108 EASTHAMPTON .............. 67.3%
109 EASTLYME ......cocvvvnnnnnn. 67.0%
110 MIDDLETOWN ............... 67.0%
111 EASTFORD ........0ovvvvnnnns 66.4%

112 HARTLAND ....c.vvvnvvnnen.. 66.3%
113 SEYMOUR ...vvvvninnnnnnn. .66.1%
114 NORTH STONINGION ........ 65.5%
115 ELLINGTON . .......cevvvnnn.. 65.4%
116 WATERTOWN ................ 64.9%
117 WINCHESTER .......... e 64.8%
118 COVENTRY ....ovvernrnnnnnn. 64.4%
119 ENFIELD ...vvvvenvrnrnennnn. 64.2%
120 VERNON ..... S .. 64.1%
121 EASTHARTFORD.............. 63.9%
122 PLYMOUTH ......c0vvvnvnnnn. 63.9%
123 BOZRAH .......ovovvvevnnnns 63.7%
124 THOMASTON ............. .. .634%
125 WINDSORLOCKS .......... ..63.4%
126 HAMPTON ..........ccvuv.nn. 63.1%
127 BRISTOL +@v'vvnvrernenrnnnnnns 62.9%
128 SUFFIELD . ..e'vvvviinrnenns. 62.2%
129 WOODSTOCK .........0uenns. 61.8%
130 TORRINGTON ...:.....vvenn.. 61.8%
131 SCOTLAND ........cevvnennn. 61.3%
132 CHAPLIN .......c.ovvivvennn. 61.3%
133 WOLCOTT ...ovvivvnnnenenns. 61.0%
134 LEDYARD...... e 60.6% -
135 ASHFORD .....evvvvnvvnnnnn. 59.7%
136 COLCHESTER ........covvuvnn. 59.5%
137 EASTHAVEN ................. 58.8%
138 DERBY +tvvrerienennninnnnnn. 58.7%
139 WESTHAVEN ..........cc.uns 58.1%
140 MONTVILLE ........ovvvnnnn. 58.1%

1417 MERIDEN.......... UL T573%

142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153

- 154

155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169

POMEFRET ..\ vvvvinenneennnns 57.3%
STAFFORD ...ovvvveinnennnnn. 57.1%
SPRAGUE ......ovvvnnvnnnnn. 56.3%
STERLING .....'vvvvvvvnnnnnns 56.2%
GROTON . ..ovvvviiiiiineenns, 55.7%
LEBANON .....vvvvvrinnnnne, 55.6%
NAUGATUCK .....ovvevnennn. 55.6%
SOMERS ..\ veveviienenennes 55.0%
PRESTON ...vvvvrnnreneunnss 54.5%
WATERBURY ....vvvvevnnnnnns 53.8%
VOLUNTOWN.. . ..vvvvinennnns 53.1%
CANTERBURY .......o0vvnvnn .52.6%
BROOKLYN ...vvvirvneennnens 51.8%
THOMPSON ........... el 517%
MANSFIELD .....oovvvvnnn. ...50.2%
KILLINGLY .. vevvviiiieeeneens 49.4%
LISBON ........... eeiaeia 48.5%
NORWICH.........oocvn.....48.4%
BRIDGEPORT ......oovvvvnnn. 48.0%
ANSONIA ...........c0nes. ..46.8%
NEW LONDON .............. 46.5%
PLAINFIELD .....ovvevnennnns 44.9%
NEW BRITAIN .....cvvvnennnn, 44.7%
GRISWOLD ....... e 44.6%
HARTFORD ......covvevenenn. 43.1%
NEWHAVEN .........cvvnen. 41.6%
WINDHAM .....ovvvvvavnnen. 40.9%
PUTNAM ..ivvvinrineennnnns 34.1%
Average: ...........000nas . .68.6%
Median: ....................72.8% .

Source: Connecticut Office of Policy and Management:

Municipal Fiscal Indicators, 2006
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~ APPENDIX B:
STATE-BY-STATE PROPERTY TAX DEPENDENCY RATES

& ?roperty_ Tax as a Percentage of Total Local Taxes Collected

1  New Hampshire ............. 98.35% 26 Oregon .........0vnen e 76.08%
2 Mane............ PRI 98.29% 27 Wyoming .......ccvivennen 75.66%
3 Connecticut...v.cccccuees 97.75% 28 NorthCarolina.............. 74.23%
4  New]Jersey ....... P 97.64% 29 SouthDakota ............... 72.95%
5 Rhodelsland ................97.32% 30 Virgimia ...l 71.60%
6 Montana........occvenerenes 96.76% 31 Pennsylvania............. +..70.73%
7  Massachusetts .............. 96.34% 32 Delaware ....... ceveiene.:.70.05%
8 Vermont ........cceoonevsees 93.54% 33 Ohio ...covvvvnrirnnnnnnses 67.14%
9 Wisconsin...oooneevionennns 93.01% 34 California .................. 66.72%
10  Mississippi +vevvnverneeenans 92.72% 35 Utah ....covienieniiinianes 66.52%
11 Michigan .................. 91.73% 36 Nevada ........covvninnenns 64.96%
12 Minnesota .......cccneuvnnn 91.21% 37 Arizoma ............o0i000n 63.70%
13 Idaho ........v.vevvnnn....91.09% 38 Georgid .....iciiiiiinenennn 63.40%
14 Indiana ............... feeen 90.08% 39 TENNeSSEE ........ic.vvenens 62.61%
15 NorthDakota............. . .84.85% . 40 Missouri ...vviriiiiiiinnan. 60.99%
16 South Carolina ..... e 84.33% 41 Colorado.........eovvvvenn. 60.56%
17 Texas .......... PR P 83.00% 42 Washington ................ 60.30%
18 JOWE t'ovirvrennnnnneenianns 81.98% 43 NewYork ........... e 54.99%
19 Ilnois cvvveevereeennnrnann. 81.16% 44 Kentucky.......... e 53.13%
20 West Virginia ............... 79.68% 45 Oklahoma ................. 52.40%
21 FHorida.......... i 77.50% " 46 Maryland ...... et 48.24%
22 Alaska ......... e v 77.50% - 47 NewMexico ............... 48.22%
23 Kansas.......ovecvennnnonns 76.82% 48 Arkansas .............000.0 43.04%
24 Hawaii ......... P 76.72% 49 Louisiana .................. 39.92%
25

Nebraska .......ovv... e 76.59% 50 Alabama .......... S 39.58%

. Source: U.S. Census Bureau: State & Local Government Finance, 2006 .
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APPEN DIX C:
TOWN-BY-TOWN TOTAL REAL ESTATE EXEMPTIONS
AS A PERCENTAGE OF NET TOTAI. REAL ESTATE
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2005 2005 Net Total 2005 Total
: Total 2005 Total .Real Estate Exemptions
Tovm Real Estate Exemptions Assessments and as a Percentage of
- Assessments Exemptions Net Total Real Estate
-1 Andover 152,971,420 $8,940,850 $161,912,270 6% -
2 Ansonia 686,752,720 $93,932,000 $780,684,720 12%
3 Ashford 205,611,030 $26,149,100 $231,760,130 11%
4 Avor  1,956,868,190 $148,811,550 $2,105,679,740 7% -
5  Barkhamsted 258,861,440 - $11,425,100 $270,286,540 4%
6 Beacon Falls 270,313,200 . $29,729,730 $300,042,930 . 10%
7 Berlin 1,372,409,720 $66,932,570 $1,439,342,290 5%
8  Bethany - 467,895,008 - $32,936,920 $500,831,928 7%
9  Bethel 1,421,840,302 $73,209,640 $1,495,049,942 5%
10 Bethiechem 317,169,660 $16,752,620 $333,922,280 5%
11 Bloomfield 1,404,699,888 $154,386,300 $1,559,086,188 10%
12 Bolton 348,079,780 $21,860,550 $369,940,330 6%
13 Bozrah 141,197,540 $10,437,640 $151,635,180 7%
14 Branford 2,959,939,570 $229,443,500 $3,189,383,070 7%
15 Bridgeport 4,468,905,544 $2,456,909,261 $6,925,814,805 35%
16 Bridgewater - 295,938,000 $30,718,000 $326,656,000 9%
17  Bristol 2,451,104,680 $290,689,300 $2,741,793,980 11%
18  Brookfield 1,617,306,070 $84,091,440 $1,701,397,510 5% -
19 Brooklyn 420,221,390 $41,545,460 $461,766,850 9%
20 Burlington 672,192,040 $32,537,260 - $704,729,300 5%
21 Canaan 103,500,850 -+ $31,239,100 $134,739,950 23%
22 Canterbury 296,631,576 $12,687,400 $309,318,976 4%
23 Canton 776,777,220 - $52,792,800 $829,570,020 6%
24 Chaplin 103,398,900 $12,524,400 $115,923,300 11%
25 Cheshire 2,188,442,470 $304,070,060 $2,492,512,530 12%
26 Chester 373,839,150 $18,760,050 $392,599,200 5%
27 Clinton - 1,489,583,070 $93,788,800 $1,583,371,870 6%
28 Colchester 726,882,890 $69,806,400 $796,689,290 9%
29  Colebrook 169,019,870 $14,017,200 $183,037,070 8%
30 Columbia +303,208,590 $26,744,820 $329,953,410 8%
31 Cornwall 220,547,000 $19,854,290 $240,401,290 8%
32 Coventry 729,301,430 $29,872,850 $759,174,280 4%
33 Cromwell 878,211,215 $80,094,680 $958,305,895- 8%
3¢ Danbury 5,330,975,200 $828,201,900 $6,159,177,100 13%
35 Darien - 6,125,770,522 $401,884,130 $6,527,654,652 6%
36 Deep River 457,292,090 $91,513,360 $548,805,450 17%
37 Derby 800,164,670 $187,650,130 $987,814,800 19%
38 Durham 673,511,461 $27,812,890 $701,324,351 4%
39 Eastford 83,815,380 $9,385,930 $93,201,310 10%
40 East Granby 396,917,200 $106,421,300 $503,338,500 21%



2005 Net Total

2005 Total

1,854,904,878

%‘gi?j 2005 Total Real Estate Exemptions
Tovm Real Estate Extemptions Assessments and as a Percentage of
Assessments Exemptions Net Totzl Real Estate

41 East Haddam 601,617,540 $38,284,940 $639,902,480 6%
42  East Hampton 965,891,230 $83,479,870 $1,049,371,100 8%
43 East Hartford 1,728,261,890 $295,819,100 $2,024,080,990 15%
44  East Haven 1,078,215,450 $145,641,520 $1,223,856,970 12%
45 East Lyme 1,273,053,766 $153,132,821 $1,426,186,587 11%
46 Easton 1,153,872,390 -$67,885,950 $1,221,758,340 6%
47 East Windsor 614,589,854 $57,958,905 $672,548,759 9%
48 Ellington 1,013,377,036 $58,804,180 $1,072,181,216 5%
49 Enfield 1,704,389,734 $204,137,380 $1,908,527114 11%.
50 Essex 921,895,300 © $26,545,100 $948,440,400 3%
51 Fairfield 11,104,439,970 $1,166,661,988 $12,271,101,958 10%
52 Farmington 2,311,354,308 '$600,034,580 $2,911,388,888 21%
53 Franklin 144,274,575 $10,710,050 $154,984,625 7%
54  Glastonbury 2,673,071,410 -$180,205,600 $2,853,277,010 6%
55 Goshen 354,399,140 $14,317,380 $368,716,520 4%
56 Granby - 730,198,490 $48,971,520  $779,170,010 . 6%
57 Greenwich 31,631,541,620  $2,455,552,440 $34,087,094,060 7%
58 Griswold 412,582,664 $60,675,200 $473,257,864 13%
59 Groton 2,258,683,116 $593,531,400 $2,852,214,516 21%
60 Guilford 2,297,538,302 $92,477,730 $2,390,016,032 4%
61 Haddam 732,131,010 $75,779,340 $807,910,350 9%
62 Hamden 3,842,412,813 $501,838,410 $4,344,251,223 12%
63 Hampton 103,254,420 $8,846,700 $112,101,120 - 8%
64 Hartford 2,614,403,943  $2,082,495,072 $4,696,899,015 44%
65 Hartland 171,709,650 $29,104,410 $200,814,060 14% -
66 Harwinton 406,881,960 $22,364,770 $429,246,730 5%
67 Hebron 528,282,080 $39,883,830 $568,165,910 7%
68 Kent 431,380,510 $94,226,200 $525,606,710 18%
69 Killingly 735,593,873 $166,771,530 $902,365,403 18%
70 Killingworth 521,356,320 $32,992,010 $554,348,330 6%
71 Lebanon 417,325,930 $34,987,410 $452,313,340 8%
72 ledyard 993,694,706 $139,462,360 $1,133,157,066 12% -
73. Lisbon 215,962,090 $21,497,620" $237,459,710 9%
74 Litchfield 784,631,318 $132,283,068 $916,914,386 14%
75 Lyme 484,287,856 '$34,401,054 $518,688,910 7%
76 Madison 2,251,621,520 $207,500,860 - $2,459,122,380 8%
77 Manchester 2,395,721,880 $306,671,930 $2,702,393,810 1%
78 -Mansfield - 785,731,940  $1,085,869,963 $1,871,601,903 58%
79 Marlborough 552,296,010 $28,869,950 $581,165,960 5%
80 Meriden 1,998,019,870 $338,031,910 $2,336,051,780 14%
81 Middlebury 629,412,058, $51,187,597 $680,599,655 8%
82 Middlefield 262,549,190 $21,252,400: $283,801,590 7%
83 Middletown  2,009,471,923 $709,982,047 $2,719,453,970 26%
84 Milford 3,299,806,107 $367,967,210 $3,667,773,317 10%
85 Monroe $244,175,435 $2,099,080,313 12%
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2005 ‘ 2005 Net Total 2005 Total
Total 2005 Total Real Estate Exemptions
Town Real Estate Exemptions Assessments and as a Percentage of
Assessments ' Exemptions Net Total Real Estate
86 Montville 786,087,451 $137,217,610 $923,305,061 15%
87 Morris 312,028,740 $16,378,7720 .  $328,407,510 5%
88 Naugatuck 1,195,484,560 $80,302,900 $1,275,787,460 6%
89. New Britain 1,704,914,510 $788,137,581 $2,493,052,091 32%
90 New Canaan 6,533,845,400 $492,536,300 $7,026,381,700 7%
91  New Fairfield 1,692,444,360 $76,858,900 $1,769,303,260 4%
92  New Hartford 494,854,240 $31,377,410 $526,231,650 6%
93 New Haven 3,417,252,520 $2,986,277,152 $6,403,529,672 47%
94 Newington 2,252,500,120 $304,063,130 $2,556,563,250 12%
95 New London 1,184,060,611 $596,475,719 $1,780,536,330 33%
96 New Milford 2,678,325,100 " $226,162,910 $2,904,488,010 8%
97 Newtown 2,707,961,330 $296,662,630 $3,004,623,960 10%
98 Norfolk 185,642,230 $22,259,770 $207,902,000 11%
99 .NorthBranford ~ 1,130,371,900 $113,710,370 $1,244,082,270 9%
100 North Canaan 188,141,860 $36,974,380 $225,116,240 16%
101 North Haven 2,517,191,953 $189,520,990 $2,706,712,943 7%
102 North Stonington 532,569,710 $33,105,230 $565,674,940 6%
103 Norwalk 9,474,053,597 $838,691,953 $10,312,745,550 " 8%
104 Norwich 1,540,558,970 $382,842,000 $1,923,400,970 20%
105 Old Lyme 1,392,591,820 - $70,465,930 $1,463,057,750 5%
106 Old Saybrook’ 1,772,208,200 $97,907,200 $1,870,115,400 5%
107 Orange 1,274,223,800 $81,043,670 $1,355,267,470 6%
108 Oxford 1,155,605,130 $81,043,670 $1,236,648,800 7%
109 Plainfield 588,493,940 $51,635,200 $640,129,140 8%
110 Plainville 766,659,880 $80,995,780 $847,655,660 10%
111 Plymouth 457,062,752 $34,746,250 © $491,809,002 7%
112 Pomfret- 295,980,550 . $60,988,420 $356,968,970 17%
113 Portland 479,906,380 $35,830,320 $515,736,700 7%
114 Preston 243,491,800 $93,526,600 $337,018,400 28%
115 Prospect 696,686,407 $25,550,350 $722,236,757 4%
116 Putnam 405,272,100 $92,061,200 $497,333,300 19%
117 Redding 1,400,438,430 $141,911,610 $1,542,350,040 9%
118 Ridgefield 3,819,932,664 $291,055,102 $4,110,987,766 7%
119 Rocky Hill - 1,382,111,403 $213,857,890 $1,595,969,293 13%
120 Roxbury "463,668,380 $37,781,700 $501,450,080 8%
121 Salem 238.175,366 $15,578,680 $253,754,040 6%
122 Salisbury 1,092,624,980 $160,975,900 $1,253,600,880 13%
123 Scotland 82,193,250 $9,118,420 $91,311,670 10%
124 Seymour 1,183,260,550 $86,625,360 $1,269,885,910 7%
125 Sharon ' 492,581,750 $49,628,460 $542,210,210 9%
126 Shelton 2,879,094,620 $159,649,180 $3,038,743,800 5%
127 Sherman 614,975,827 $14,861,950 $629,837,777 2%
128 Simsbury 1,712,922,321 $203,658,490. $1,916,580,811 11%
129 Somers 658,027,735 $155,819,400 $813,847,135 19%
“130—Southbury —1,767,721,200 ~$120,275,450 ~ $1,887,996,650 6%



2005 Net Total

2005 2005 Total
Total 2005 Total Real Estate Exemptions
Town Real Estate Exemptions Assessments and - as a Percentage of
Assessments : Exemptions Net Total Real Estate
131 Southington 3,426,096,314 $241,842,650 $3,667,938,964 7%
132 South Windsor  1,786,028,821 $218,591,750 $2,004,620,571 11%
133 Sprague 152,054,752 $14,266,000 $166,320,752 9%
134 Stafford 663,068,600 $70,651,780 $733,720,380 10%
135 Stamford 9,712,195,760 $1,755,488,050 - $11,467,683,810 15%
136 Sterling 136,356,910 $7,079,280 $143,436,190 5%
137 Stonington 1,920,862,620 $171,910,920 $2,092,773,540 8%
138 Stratford 4,024,962,460 $323,833,160 $4,348,795,620 7%
139 Suffield 944,044,180 $296,626,050 $1,240,670,230 - 24%
140 Thomaston 310,765,720 $33,395,160 $344,160,880 10%
141 Thompson 571,954,900 $43,073,780 $615,028,680 7%
142 Tolland 1,047,121,020 $101,620,480 $1,148,741,500 9%
143 Torrington 1,590,014,682 $171,696,700 $1,761,711,382 10%
144 Trumbull 4,522,674,950 - $328,411,012 $4,851,085,962 7%
145 Union 61,046,560 $6,693,840 $67,740,400 10%
146 Vernon 1,092,166,887 $208,038,107 $1,300,204,994 16%
147 Voluntown 197,808,450 - $18,102,790 $215,911,240 8%
148 Wallingford 3,558,250,138 $472,987,850 $4,031,237,988 12%
149 Warren 188,400,180 $16,872,880 $205,273,060 8%
150 Washington 898,039,220 $106,686,190 $1,004,725,410 11%
151 Waterbury - 2,886,470,099 $1,380,297,858 $4,266,767,957 32%
152 Waterford 1,984,833,110 $186,670,470 $2,171,503,580 9%
153 Watertown 1,392,269,880 $95,171,500 $1,487,441,380 6%
154 Westbrook 719,452,110 $47,542,120 $766,994,230 6%
155 West Hartford 3,219,614,000 $603,583,390 $3,823,197,890 16%
156 West Haven 2,754,062,381 $378,278,330 $3,132,340,711 12%
157 Weston 2,328,075,130 $92,640,130 $2,420,715,260 4%
158 Westport 9,909,657,527 $1,748,551,800 $11,658,209,327 15%
159 Wethersfield 1,773,462,100 $129,550,600 $1,903,012,700 7%
160 Willington 337,886,526 - $17,675,690 - $355,562,216 5%
161 Wilton 3,453,431,650 $275,683,940 $3,729,115,590 7%
162 Winchester 493,405,890 $70,672,000 $564,077,890 13%
163 Windham 772,606,035 $447,763,025 $1,220,369,060 37%
164 Windsor 1,849,832,330 $175,438,790 $2,025,271,120 9%
165 Windsor Locks /790,196,860 $544,272,300 $1,334,469,660 41%
166 Wolcott | 772,446,880 $50,341,690 $822,788,570 6%
167 Woodbridge 1,092,721,070 $108,895,690 $1,201,616,760 9%
168 Woodbury 918,366,820. $33,801,570 $952,168,390 4%
169 Woodstock 688,644,350 $72,928,170 $761,572,520 10%
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CCM — CONNECTICUT’S STATEWIDE ASSOCIATION
OF TOWNS AND CITIES

CONNECTICUT
CONFERENCE OF
i B MUNICIPALITIES

The Connecticut Conference of Municipalities (CCM) is Connecticut's statewide association of towns
and cities. CCM represents municipalities at the General Assembly, before the state executive branch and

. regulatory agencies, and in the courts. CCM provides member towns and cities with a wide array of other

services, including management assistance, individualized inquiry service, assistance in municipal labor
relations, technical assistance and training, policy development, research and analysis, publications, infor-
mation programs, and service programs such as workers’ compensation and liability-automobile-
property insurance, risk management, and energy cost-containment. Federal represenitation is provided by
CCM in conjunction with the National League of Cities. CCM was founded in 1966.

CCM is governed by a Board of Directors, elected by the member municipalities, with due consideration
given to geographical representation, municipalities of different sizes, and a balance of political parties.
Numerous committees of municipal officials participate in the development of CCM policy and programs.

- CCM has offices in New Haven (the headquarters) and in Hartford.

900 Chapel Street, 9th Floor, New Haven, Connecticut 06510-2807
' Phone: (203) 498-3000 « Fax: (203) 562-6314
E-mail: ccm@ccm-ct.org « Web site: www.ccm-ct.org

THE VOICE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
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Marie Brennan photos E

Festive Festival
on the Green

There were activities for all this weekend
— a bicycle parade, marching band and fire-
works — when Mansfield celebrated its annual
Festival on the Green. TOP: Jason Altieri of
Mansfield, playing the jester, performs with his
fellow members of the Kidsville Kuckoo Revue.
RIGHT: Zach Pittman, 13, of Mansfield digs in
at the pie-eating contest Sunday afternoon.

1.
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Edltor 9 / & "/

i1 hve on Browns Road in Mansfleld and Just i
completed a building project in my back' yard
The necqssary procedure. requued meeting ,

: w1th several ageu especmlly since I apphed :
for. a 0 ’

' ing me th rough the projectin a txmely manner ]
: My Inghest regards go to ! m. : ’
. - Scott Rhoades

|
Stous j
) il

Ttem #18
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Mansfleld that the last town ‘council meéting
~held on Sept. 22 ‘was taped for- telewsmg by.
'~ Some residents nd w1ll be shown on Chaniie]
© 14 oa Thursday at ‘1{

50, please try o view it There
. mterestmg discussi
-mcrease m the COS

. your councﬂ members to; let them knos

_Album sectlon 80, check the schedule there;

Betty Wassmundr. :
© 7 Stor rs -

“prm This’ Wln be your
first’ opportumty to see your councﬂ in actlon c

c The -
Chronicle pubhshes the publlc access channel -
Channel 14, ischedule ‘each-. Saturday in’ the -

Item #19
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- #itsgoing to really be'hard to do -
this without Mayo/* Smith'added.
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I\Ilansfleld welghs options for schools

(Contmued from Page 1)

o i

‘of:'reunbursement had o
_lookmg toward two other plans
;for cost—savmgs and space effr-
. ciency..

Ifthe town closed one elementa—
ry school, renovated and expanded

“the other two and completed the
same mprovements to.the Imddle‘
“school, it could do an'$84 million

project for, $45 million.

,However, if the town closed  rex
all 0 1ts schools and burlt one -

- school ;for about- $74 mllhon

against the idea of moving away

"from netghborhood schools and

ials 3t

"Qumii' “Mldd e-size péople can
-have middle-sized schools.”

. Many in the audience spoke out

toward one school for all 700 pre-
i Phé<high: cost dnd low. level eindén

Barrett an experrenced school—

des1gner, ‘said the fourth optlon :

would “cause the ‘most dtscorn-
fort.”.

' . Lawrence- sald Some commu-

nity 1 members who participated in

the workshops last winter thoughit
the L] ools would be better oﬁ'

ns' and suggested look-'
one-school optl n.' :

Qurnn sard the rnost he would

schogl;and sthat, ,the arigEs

recommend is ‘300 students to a
sch,qol

idea’was “the. worst thing 1 ever -

looked at iri Mansfield” gttt
' He encouraged ‘the audience

ing up to the “monstrous” school
and saymg, “Mama 1 want to 20

‘home.” .
Lawrence said the school could -
‘ be de51gnedw1th“houses o “pods _

or “learmng communities.”

“The theory from the state is if
- you can build it a little bit larger,
~ you can get economies of scale, L

he explained.

,S_ome residents. spoke out

" against. change, saying a town

with one elementary school *will

not be the:same.” Other residents

sald it would be dlﬂ"lcult to make’
a decision without aimiidéa of what:

the ‘single, larger school Would‘
‘look'like! '
: Barrett said. ‘he' could pro-
to imagine’ a small child walk- -

vide™ sample des1gns from' other
schools ‘ 4
“We’re *school des1gners We
love, children,” he -said. “We're
chomping at the bit to share désign
because it’s what we do best”
“Seven ‘hundred students on a
campus can be desrgned so that it

isnot overwhelming.”

Accordmg to Lawrence, the cost .
estimates are based on the project’
moving forward by June 30,2009. .
He said- the numbers would need
revisions if the town did not hold
a referendum by theu .
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“New rules for council meetmgs

By ZACHARY yANowski 32

" The counc11 will contmue to nm :

Cits meetmgs accordmg to- Robert’s
Rules of Order on issues not pro-

counc1l coﬂdﬁcted its busmess -~ vided for i in the new procedures.
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Ttem #23

s t after. goal Monday when' th;
 Zoning commission approved ;

: éﬁ'ected atea, hves there’ and pa
:hlS goals and the towns i land He also owns T & B Motors, Wthh he !
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‘permission ‘to:-hook up “to’:the"

(Contmued from Page 1)
a connecuen o umversrty sewe
only if the property: eould support
@ community well. . -
Keystone has requested UConn

Rrv r study estabhshed a

sewer system but hasn’t yet iden-

town representatlve on the umver—
: ater cornmrttee ;T

,.;;‘mlttee wﬂl consrder Keystone’s

feet per. second rmmmum; ;

According to Hultgren, the com- -

request for.a sewer connectmn at
the next meeting. -

Council ‘mériber Helen Koehn
raised another potentral problem
atthe. meetmg Monday ’

“If my, recollectlon is -correct

“that’s in the area where the wells
‘were contammated by the dump,”
:Koehn said.’

own: ,ofﬁcrals said - state -and
cal health.: 0ff1c1als 'will: oversee

' ‘the ‘permitting: of : any: wells at: the

51te N ,,_ .
The water and wastewater com-

: 'rmttee meets" quarterly and-has a
: meetmg ‘tentatively’ ‘scheduled for
-Dec:18 at 5: 30p.m..

A locatron has not been set.

PT# Wy
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Town opens a Iaunch for
canoes extends river trail

oy (Contmued from Page 1)
ing' permission to hikers to. use

- thier irail. whe1e it crosses thelr,

 property.

e makes it one contmuous .

track,” Kaufiman explamed

The town received grant funding.

for- R1ver Park from ‘the Natjonal

Recreational Trails Program, the .

Federal Highway Administration
and tlle: ‘Connectlcut; Hepartmel

M:emsfleld ‘also Treceived a
' Healthy ‘Eating -Active . Living
grant  through the Eastern

Highlands Health. District and the’

sl;at,e Department of Pubhc Health

.« Riyer, Greenway avaﬂable [+
...Tecreation pagé of  the a

A to purchase elght kayaks avallable

for rent at the commumty center
for 85 per day.

.. For .. more mformatlon about
_Rlver Park or- kayak rentals,

contact the Mansfleld Parks and -

,Recreauon at 429 3015. .

The Wﬂhmantlc Rrver Alhance
has a’ comprehenswe “Parks and
Tralls Guide to _the Wﬂhmantxc

LWV rvzﬂp arit

The 2.5'-1mle Wllhmantw cofri-
dor was designated a Connecticut
State Greenway iri 2003.
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Tiemn #27

started thmgs off, leadmg the .
parade. playmg the “UConn Fight .
Song” and concluded. the' parade
with “America; the. ,ez'iutiﬁil,”,
“The Star Spangled Banner” an
the ﬁttmg, “Singing in the Raml
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‘ commumcatlons maJor san "
' the UConn Chordlals [We were]
: very exc1ted to sing here,” Peti
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' : ' o Item #28
TOWN OF MANSFIELD |
OFFICE OF THE TOWN NIANAGER

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599

(860) 429-3336 .

Fax: (860) 429-6863

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager

October 3, 2008

President Michael J. Hogan

University of Connecticut

352 Mansfield Road

Storrs-Mansfield, Connecticut 06269-2048

Re:  Appointee to Committec on Commubnity Quality of Life

Dear President Hogan:

I hope that this correspondencé finds you well. T am writing today to request that you appoint a

university representative to the Mansfield Town Council’s Committee on Communlty Quality of
Life.

As you may know, the committee on community quality of life was active a few years ago and:
was instrumental in the establishment of the Mansfield housing inspection program and the
UConn Office for Off-Campus Services. -‘While we have made considerable progress, we still
have a number of quality of life issues to contend with as a community. Consequently, the town
council has determined that it would be useful to reactivate the committee, this time with

representatives from the town council, the umvel sity, the planning and zoning comlmssmn and
the commuinity at-large.

Pul suant to the charge issued by the council, the committee will be responsible for evaluatmg

and making recommendations concerning quality of life issues within the community. Moie
specifically, the committee will: '

o Evaluate quality of life issues within the community, particularly as these issues relate to
off-campus student housing and behavior. Specific tasks include, but are not limited to:
o Reviewing potential enhancements to the Mansfield Housing Code
o Contemplating improvements to existing public safety L.hd nuisance abatement
ordinances
o. Considering the adoption of additional ordinances and regulations designed to
promote and protect community quality of life

» Consult with various regulatory bodies and stakeholder groups, such as the planning and
zoning commission, the University Office for Off-campus Services, the town/university
relations committee, the Mansfield Community-Campus Partnership and neighborhood

associations, fo generate ideas and suggestions, and to solicit feedback on various
committee recommendations
' -199-
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¢ As appropriate, make recommendations to the town council

The committee will be comprised of four members of the town council, one representative from
the planning and zoning commission, one representative from the University of Connecticut and
five citizens at-large. The presence of a UConn representative would be very important because
the university has taken a more active role, paltlculally via the Mansfield Community-Campus
Partnership and the office for off-campus services, in dealing with off-campus issues.

Furthermore, the university’s perspective and expertise in working with the student population
would certainly prove invaluable.

Consequently, I hope that you are able to appoint a university representative to the committee on

community quality of life. If you have questions or concerns, I would very happy to discuss this
matter with you in more detail.

I greatly appreciate your consideration of this request, and look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

/\,A//é%—‘

Matthew W. Hart
Town Manager

CC: Town C‘ouncﬂ
Stephen Rhodes Executive A551sta11t to the President
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West Hartford Mayor Moves To Cancel Or Delay Projects -- Courant.com

courant.com/news/local/hr/hc-whdcuts1006.artoct06,0,7851865.story
Item #30

Courant.com

Tough Times

West Hartford Mayor Moves To Cancel Or Delay Projects
By JOSH KOVNER
October 6, 2008

WEST HARTFORD —

Responding to the economic crisis and possible cuts in

state aid next year, town officials intend to immediately
cancel or delay $20 million in routine work on schools,
parks and streets.

The move by Mayor Scott Slifka, who heads the town

“council's Democratic majority, would save taxpayers a
total of about $2.5 million in 2010 and 2011. It won't
affect the current budget — the subject of a referendum
Tuesday. '

The town borrows against the sale of bonds to pay for
public works projects. By not bonding the $20 million,
the town avoids paying interest on that money. Slifka
didn't have calculations for the savings beyond 2011, but
it would be several million dollars more.

2 MOMTE ﬂ”

The council's six Democrats and three Republicans are to vote on the action Oct. 14. Minority Leader
Leon Davidoff said Friday it "absolutely makes sense to defer these projects until the market settles
down. This has been a bad time for a lot of people."

Still, the state and national economic picture is so bleak that layoffs and reductions in core services —

police, fire, schools and the parks and recreation system — would have to be considered next year if
residents are to see any tax relief.

These measures "have to be part of the discussion for next year," Slifka said after announcing the
elimination of the public-works projects.

"We're on our own," he said, referring to expected cuts in state aid, including a reduétion in
reimbursements on school construction projects next year. "We're going to have to see what residents

want to do. The community may not be able to afford the current level of services."

Voters on Tuesday will co'nsider a $213.4 million town and school budget for 2008-09 that raises

spending by $11 milliomn, or 5.8 percent. The budget was cut by $2.4 miillion after voters rejected it in
June. Under the proposed spending plan, taxes on a typical West Hartford house, one with an assessed
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West Hartford Mayor Moves To Cancel Or Delay Projects -- Courant.com

value of $148,305, would rise $344, or 6 percent.

Earlier this year, town officials asked public employee unions to consider renegotiating their contracts to
save the town money. There were no takers.

"That wasn't going to happen," Louis Glanz, head of the firefighters union, said Friday. "We wouldn't
reopen unless there was a dire financial situation — a bankruptcy or a takeover like Waterbury was

facing. When we negotiate, we give up things and the town gives up things, and we hold each other to
those terms." |

Copyright © 2008, The Hartford Courant
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Print This Article -

Aztec Two Step chases away the blues

By Branda Sullivan ~ Edilor
News

Singta-click tha ga i sle-click it emualt again,

The tuba section of the UConn Marching Band
performs "Singing in the Rain." All photos
accompanying this story are by Brenda Sullivan.

Those who missed Sunday's Festival on the Green because of the threat of rain missed a mighty
good time. :

The festival kicked off, as promised, with a bigger and better parade that included the UConn
Marching Band which led the way for Mansfield Mayor Betsy Paterson, State Rep. Denise Merrill,
UConn President Michael Hogan, the E.Q. Smith cheerleaders, the local Cub Scout and Boy Scout
Troops, Mountain Dairy, the Mansfield Fire Department, the Future Farmers of America, the

.. UConn Division of Student Affairs Steppers (that's right... ) - and of course, the tykes on the trikes
and bikes, among others.

The parade concluded at the Festival grounds, where the UConn Marching band continued to
entertain the crowd with patriotic tunes, baton twirling and even some dancing with umbrellas to
an appropriate selection for the day, "Singing in the Rain."

And that was just the beginning of the music that filled the air throughout the Festival.

The UConn Marchmg Band was followed by the ever-popular Kidsville Kuckoo Revue, which had
the little ones jumping and jiving.

Later, it was the adults' turn - particularly those of the tie-dye and locally, the Shaboo era -
when Azetc Two Step took the stage.

There was much swaying, toe tapping and singing along to a number of old favorites, including "So
Easy," "Baking" and "On the Road" as well as newer, and equally enjoyed songs.

The festival ended with the rockin' tunes of the Mohegan Sun All Stars.

Item #31
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20. Jon Hand buys some Indian cuisine from Rajjit Singh.

21. Melanie Bacchiochi and Rachel Miekle (not shown) decorated Festival-goers with stars and
other bright and glittery designs.

22, Nate Wojtyha holds a toy football with his jersey number that was among dozens of footballs
tossed to the crowed by the Panthers as they marched in the parade. With him is fellow team
member Sam Richardson.

23. and 24. The pie-eating contest gets underway.

25. Pie-eating contest winner Garrett Schwab invites challengers for next year's contest; at the mic
he vows to defend his title with courage, fortitude - and pie.

- 26. and 27. Aztec Two Step put on a toe-tapping performance that drew a number of members of
the tie-dye generation.

28. UConn Police enjoy the tunes while keeping an eye on the crowd.

Comment - Send to a friend

06-

. . . -2 _ ’
 http://mansfield.htnp.com/printarticle.php?id=30" 9/15/2008



A raise 2 oaa vavans L i L S

Print This Article

Fireworks fill the sky at Mansfield
Hollow |

News

Ttem #32

Singls-click ths mage lo enlarge i double-click to make i small again,

A colorful and sometimes wonderfully booming
Jireworks display heralded the arrival of the
annual Festival on the Green which begins on
Sunday with a grand parade on Route 195 from
. the post office to the festival greunds. All photos
accompanying this story are by Brenda Sullivan.

Several hundred Mansfield residents and friends gathered at Mansfield Hollow State Park on
Saturday night on what - despite weather forecasts to the contrary - turned out to be a dry and
pleasant evening under a full moon.

The crowd was treated to live music (including the Eagleville Band) playing rock classics and some
blues tunes as they visited booths set up by local organizations such as the Southeast Elementary
School PTO, the Girl Scouts and the Mansfield Community Center.

The air was filled with the aroma of burgers and dogs grilled by members of the Mansfield Lions
Club.

At the beginning of the field, visitors stood in line for a chance to ride in the ReMax hot-air balloon.

As the sun dipped behind the trees, flashes of blue and red lights danced in the air as children
played with glow-in-the-dark sticks.

R Mostly people_enjoyed each other's company as they waited for the fireworks to get started,

-207-
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including Steven and Nora Stein who were absorbed in a game of backgammon which - Nora
confided - is how the couple first met.

The first rockets of bright light and explosions in the sky were greeted with shouts and applause.

The display included some new and creative arrays, including three arcs that exploded in red, white
and blue, One of the crowd's favorite was the one that was pretiy enough, but had that extra
something of a whine as the sparks spiraled down to earth.

After a rapid succession of explosions that most thought was the end, there was a pause and then
another loud and colorful display.

At the end of the evening, volunteers and local police did a great job of getting people safely to their
cars, and keeping traffic moving in a steady flow.

For more information about what to expect at Sunday's Festival on the Green, see previously posted
stories on this page. And please note that Route 195 - from Dog Lane to the Post Office - will be
closed to traffic beginning at 11:30 a.m. for the parade, which kicks off at noon.

And now, please enjoy photos from the fireworks celebration (click on a photo to enlarge it).

Comments on this or any other story published in Mansfield Today are welcome. Just click on the
"cornment” link at the end of the story. Lengthy comments can be submitted as a Letter to the
Editor. I can be reached at brensullivan@yahoo.com ’

Posted Sept. 14, 2008

Comment - Send to a friend

- —m — - —
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An idea for

PAYING FOR MANSFIELD PUBLIC TRANSIT
J. Morey, Aug 30, 2008

The WRTD public bus serving parts of Mansfield and Willimantic has the potential o get people
out of private cars, alleviate the hassles of heavy traffic, and reduce gasoline consumption. |, for

one, in recent years have learned to do quite a few of my errands using the bus rather than
automatically hop into the car.

Granted, it was easier for me, than for many of Mansfield's residents and taxpayers, because |
live within about a 5-minute walk to a bus stop. Those who live farther than about a 10-minute
walk might well begrudge Mansfield's current policy of paying for the WRTD “Willi" bus out of
general tax revenues and issuing passes to any of Mansfield’s residents to ride the bus for free.

After all, if someone lives in an area that the bus doesn’t convenlently serve, what good is the
free pass?

The free pass concept certainly has its points. It eliminates the need for passengers to keep
small change. Boarding the bus is faster without the need to fumble for the right change and
drop it in the slot. And it eliminates the need for the bus company to handle cash, count it, and
install fare-collecting equipment on the bus.

But someone has to pay for it all! Here is presented a possible method of raising funds for the -
WRTD service which may be fairer to all Mansfield residents while at the same time, potentially
funding bus service improvements such as more routes, more frequent runs, and so on. Even if
- it would, potentially, raise my local tax somewhat!

What is proposed is that any property, whether residential or commercial, which is within a
certain distance of a functioning bus stop, would be levied some additional tax, perhaps 1 or 2
mills, on the assessed value of the property. This levy would be used to fund the WRTD system
(or any public transit initiative) and to improve its service. The burden of this levy would fall
primarily on those residents and businesses that are close to the bus stops and are most likely
to use the bus and get the benefit of its availability. Whether residents using it for commuting

and errands. Or employees and customers who mlght use the bus to get to and from various
business establishments.

What would the assessment radius be? Certainly at least a quarter mile from a bus stop, which
is about a 5-minute walk, and possibly as much as a half mile or about a 10-minute walk. The
larger the radius, the more properties would fall under the extra assessment, which could be
used either to generate extra revenue (for possible service enhancements) or to hold down the
additional mill rate in order to generate a given amount of revenue. People living much more
than about 10 or 12 minutes walking time from a bus stop would probably not use the bus much
and would be correspondingly unhappy about paying that extra levy. Those who have property
falling just within the radius but without a walkable right-of-way of a reasonably safe and direct
aspect to a bus stop might be granted an exemption.

All residents would still be eligible for the free bus pass, whether they live close to a bus stop
and are paying the extra tax assessment, or not.
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Qulet Comer Whlspers Cleanﬁp transfofms
landfill into park

By MARGE HOSKIN ‘
For The Norwich Bulletin | & Pe
Posted Oct 07, 2008 @ 12:17 AM ‘

Spe

5 Al

The Univ‘ersity of Connecticut's new Hillside 20
Environmenta! Education Park, or HEEP, will be the site ce
of a guided tour at 10 a.m. Saturday. : v

. ' : 0% Ne
The park land served as a UConn landfili from 1966 to 2 A
1993. Lab chemicals and solvents, pesticides and Lol
herbicides were deposited there in pits from 1966 to —

1987. ' f Yell

In 1998, the Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection required the university to evaluate the nature
and extent of water and groundwater pollution and take the necessary remedial actions.

Today’s HEEP is "a great land restoration project in the Wiliimantic River watershed,” said walk coordinator Vicky
Wetherell of the Willimantic River Alliance. Park wetlands drain into Cedar Swamp Brook, which in turn drains into
the Willimantic River.

Environmental Compliance Analyst Stephanie Marks reports that UConn’s Office of Environmental Policy is busy |
finishing the project’s complex construction. University classes already are using the park as outdoor classrooms,
she said.
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A geomembrane cap covers the compacted waste. A trench prevents polluted groundwater from reaching nearby

wetlands by sending collected water to UConn's waste water treatment facility. And there are both restored and
newly created wetlands.

Undergraduate Lauren Eichert, one of a half dozen interns in the Office of Environmental Policy, will lead
Saturday’s walk. After parking on the capped landfill, walkers will descend into the wetlands area for a two-mile
- walk along the boardwalk loop frail. A copy of the trail map is available at www.ecohusky.uconn.edu.

The HEEP walk is sponsored by the Willimantic Alliance, UConn and Mansfield Parks and Recreation. It is one of

known as the Last Green Valley. For the
Walktober schedule, visit www.thelastgreenvalley.org.

To reach HEEP from the junction of Route 44, drive south on Route 195 for 1.5 miles. At the stoplight, turn right on

North Eagleville Road and follow signs to the North Hillside Road parking lot.

Transforming a dump into a destination is a great idea, but it would be even better if we could avoid polluting our
lands and waters in the first place.

Marge Hoskin, a Quiet Corner native, is a retired naval officer. She is the former chairwoman of the Quinebaug-
Shetucket Heritage Corridor Inc. board of directors and one of the founding members of the corridor. Her column

appears every Tuesday. Reach her at mlhoskin@sbcglobal.net. Also, find her column online at
www.NonNichABulleﬁ_r:n:Eom_.w

- Landfill CT 1-Day Boat & PWC class
_ Transportation, Disposal, Recycling Free Convenient locations throughout CT

_ Quote Using Our Pricing Tool! : Saturday, Sunday & PVT courses
Ny Ads by Google .
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estival

- By Ar. HEMiNGWAY
RemznderNews

of Mansfield celebrated its fifth
“Festlval on the Green™ on Sept.
14, fromi toon: untll -5 P “The event was
) part of “Celebrate Mansﬁeld Week” and
was held atthe Sto1 TS Commons Plaza on.
- Storrs Road :

C ’I‘he parade s1gnaled the start of the
fest1v1t1es and was led: by the E.O. Smith
" High Schoal football team, who tossed toy
) ‘footba]ls o the crowd ]nung the street.

Civic groups,- annque cars, fire engines
and the Umvers1ty of Connectlcut

T he rain held off Wthe the town

: “What gther town in the state can you :
get the UConn marchmg band to perform _
for you?*: remarked Democratic* State
-Rep. Denise : . Merrill: “Mansfield - is
- certainly the best tovm ii the state o
‘ Immedlately after the UG
‘the Kidsville 'Kuckoo "Revue;
stage’ and, performed for ‘thé .
~ Jason . Altiéri, . the . “Conrf _Jester
: gathered the youngsters around hlm to -
sinteract with the band, playmg fauuhar ’
: ‘.’cthdren 8 80ngs.

'Was shouted everyone dove mto theu"v .91 an

‘ . _ ppy- 10 : -
glice of p1e “Garrett ‘Schwab, 17, 2 1 mumty, sald UConn Premdent-
Mansfield, was, the fir st to oomplete tl-, PR 1 A Hogan “Thiig i 1s a great dlsplay’

PR — +nn'lr‘ AL nmaamtangvantdorw Lot man Al aladan 32




The E.O. Sn 1 P _
Mansfield’s “Festival on tlie Greeri."” |

Aliison, 6; and her §
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

- DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
25 SIGOURNEY STREET ¢ HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06106-5033

October 1, 2008

Item #36

Mr. Matthew Hart

Town Manager

Town of Mansfield

Town Hall

Four South Eagleville Road
Mansfield CT 06268-2574

Re:  Child Day Care (CDC) Contract — 01/01/09 — 12/31/09
Contract Number: 078-CDC-36

Dear Mr. Hart:

_ I am writing to advise you of the fimding level for the above referenced contract program. For planning
purposes, the maximum allocation for the 2009 calendar year is $319,199. This level is the same as your
allocation for calendar 2008. As always, decisions on the number and mix of child care services to be
provided in your 2009 contract are to be negotiated. Child Care Unit staff will handle those negotiations
and will work with you to expedite your application and ultimately your contract.

Please call Neil Newman, Program Assistance Supervisor, in our Unit toll-free at (800) 811-6141 and
press 6 at any time during the message to be connected to the Child Care Unit or email him at
neil.newman@ct.gov if you have questions about this letter.

Sincerely,

(. i

Peter J. Palermino
Program Administration Manager

PJP'.n

c: Jeffrey Smith, Finance Director, Mansfield
Mary Jane Newman, Director, MDD
Claudette J. Beanlien, Deputy Commissioner
Kathleen M. Brennan, Director, Bureau of Contract Procurement and Purchasing
Kevin Loveland, Director, Burean of Assistance Programs
Nell S. Newman, Program Assistance Supemsor Division of Famle Services, Child Care Unit
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Ttem #37

State of Connectiruf

GENERAL ASSEMBLY
STATE CAPITOL
HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06106-1591

Dear Municipal Officers: September 12, 2008

We write to assure you that we are commmitted to seeking prompt enactment of legislation
in the 2009 legislative session to provide needed public housing PILOT funds.

As you know, early in the 2008 regular session the legislature enacted Special Act 08-1 to
ensure adequate PILOT funds for public housing for the 2008 fiscal year. The bill
received bipartisan support and passed both chambers without a single negative vote. We
fully expect that the legislature will extend this additional funding to the 2009 fiscal year.
We are aware that this funding is necessary to prevent budget shortfalls, which might be

met by rent increases upon some of our poorest and neediest families, including citizens
who are elderly or have disabilities.

As you make your 2009 fiscal plans, we encourage you to rely upon our assurances and
the commitment that you recently received from Secretary Genuario on behalf of the
Governor. We are confident that the legislature will enact the legislation necessary to

continue this funding and that the Governor will sign and implement that legislation
promptly. ‘

Very truly yours,

Donad E. Willimé, I, Clu:iétopher ‘ Donovan
Senate President Pro Tempore House Majority Leader

awrence F. Cafero, In.
Senate Majority Leader House Minority Leader

Senate Minority Leader
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT

Ttem #38

September 26, 2008

Ms. Rudy Favretti

Chairman, Planning & Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield

- Mansfield Town Hall

4 South Eagleville Rd.

Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Ms. Favretti:

I would liketo remind you of an important amendment to Section 8-23 of the Connecticut
General Statutes, regarding your municipality’s responsibility to adopt a Plan of
Conservation and Development at least once every ten years. Until recently, there was
no financial penalty if a municipality did not comply with this requirement.

However, Section 3(b) of Public Act No. 07-239, An Act Concerning Responsible
Growth, makes a municipality potentially ineligible for discretionary state funding, if it is
not in compliance with the ten-year requirement beginning July 1, 2010 and beyond.
Examples of discretionary state funding include Urban Action bonds and the Small Town
Economic Assistance Program (STEAP), among others.

.Regardless of when your municipality's next ten-year Plan of Conservation and
Development is due to be updated, please take the appropriate steps to build in
sufficient lead time to ensure the timely budgeting for and development and adoption of
your next plan within the statutory ten-year timeframe.

If you have aﬁyquestions regarding this matter, please contact Dan Morley of my staff at
either (860) 418-6343 or Daniel. Morley@ct.qov.

Sincerely,

W. David LeVasseur
Undersecretary

CC:  Municipal Planners
Chief Executive Officers

450 Capitol Avenue » B~ 221 ~ymecticut 06106-1379

wrana ot oov/anm
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL
Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, CT 06051
Phone: (860) 827-2935 Fax: (860) 827-2950
E-Mail: siting.council@ct.gov
Internet: ct.gov/csc

Daniel F. Caruso
Chairman

‘Ttem #39

September 24, 2008

" The Honorable Elizabeth Patterson
Mayor
Town of Mansfield
4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06268

RE: EM-CING-078-080924 - New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC notice of intent to modify an existing
telecommunications facility located at North Eagleville Road, Mansfield, Connecticut.

Dear Mayor Patterson:

The Connecticut Siting Council (Couneil) received this request to modify an existing telecommunications
facility, pursuant to Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies Section 16-50j-72.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this proposal please call me or inform the Councﬂ by
October 8, 2008.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration.

Executwe Dlrector
SDP/jb
Enclosure: Notice of Intent

c: Gregory Padick, Town Planner, Town of Mansfield
Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager, Town of Mansfield

B
20035
GAEMCINGULAR\Mansfddipatiersons. DOC s



EM-CING-078-080924
The new é;%:/%j atat ‘ ' New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC

o= Your world. Delivered. 500 Enterp rise Drive

Rocky Hill, Connecticut 06067-3900
Phone: (860) 513-7636

Fax: (860) 513-7190

= raising the barral”

Steven L. Levine
Real Estate Consultant

HAND DELIVERED

September 23, 2008

Honorable Daniel F. Caruso, Chairman,
and Members of the Connecticut Siting Council
Connecticut Siting Council
10 Franklin Square
New Britain, Connecticut 06051

Re: New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC Request for Re-Acknowledgment of EM-
CING-078-060717, North Eagleville Road (aka 1298 Storrs Road), Mansfield (owner,
UConn[

‘Dear Chairman Caruso and Members of the Council:

In order to accommodate technological changes, implemént Uniform Mobile
Telecommunications System (“UMTS™) capability, and enhance system performance in the
State of Connecticut, New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (“AT&T”) plans to modify the

equipment configurations at many of its existing cell sites. This program has been in progress
since 2006.

In 2006, AT&T submitted a number of Notices of Exempt Modification and received the
Council’s acknowledgments, each carrying a 1-yr expiration provision. On-site installation
was completed at most of the cell sites within the ensuing year. However, for a number of sites
the work was either not begun or not completed before expiration of the Council’s approval.

At this time AT&T intends to complete UMTS modifications at the affected facilities and
hereby requests re-acknowledgment of the referenced Notice of Exempt Modification. We
herewith submit a filing fee of $500.

The materials required for this Notice of Exempt Modification are already in the Council’s files
owing to the earlier filings, and the currently-proposed modifications are the same as those
previously acknowledged by the Council in 2006.

In response to Council staff’s expressed concern over whether the latest structural analysis in
- Council files is up-to-date, we have found that the existing structural analysis in Council files
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for the referénced site does include AT&T’s modifications approved by the Council in 2006.
The 2006 approval for Cingular’s UMTS modifications is the latest action for the site that
affects tower loading, and the structural submitted by Cingular in 2006 is still up-to-date.

For the foregoing reasons, AT&T respectfuily requests that the Council re-acknowledge the
referenced Notice of Exempt Modification so that its planned site modifications may proceed.

Please feel free to call me at (860) 513-7636 with questions concerning this matter. Thank you
for your consideration.

Sincerely,

[

Steven L. Levine
Real Estate Consultant
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From: Cynara Stites [mailto:cynarastites@hotmail.com] Ttem #40
Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2008 5:30 PM

To: TownCouncil@mansfieldct.org

Subject: economic development

September 12, 2008
Dear Mansfield Town Council:

The final factor that won my support for the Storrs Downtown development was Steve Bacon’s
comment that the Storrs Downtown is the only economic development project the town of Mansfield is
planning. Mansfield needs further economic development in order to make Mansfield a better place to

live and to relieve the property tax burden on single-family homeowners sirice: PILOT funds may
become a less reliable funding source.

Mansfield needs a structure to become pro-active in economic development. Mansfield needs to revise
the defunct Economic Development Commission that — as the Mansfield 2020 Strategic Plan calls for —
~ could promote public and private sector cooperation in economic development consistent with

Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and Development and environmental sustainability policy.

Other towns in Connecticut have economic development commissions that actively seek development of
the types of projects these towns deem desirable. Sometimes towns get grants to promote the type of
development the towns desire and then give tax breaks to those development projects. For example, I
read that one town actively sought private developers for a specific type of development the town
wanted on an abandoned theater site. In contrast, Mansfield seems to just react to the private sector’s -
development proposals through the planning and zoning process. This patchwork, reactive approach
leaves Mansfield vulnerable to the private sector determining the type of economic development our
town will have. We don’t want to become another Vernon.

If Mansfield would revive the defunct Economic Development Comrmission, the commission could
promote regional economic development. This would be consistent with the Mansfield 2020 Strategic
Plan’s regionalism goals to develop regional strategles for addressing common concerns such as public
works, infrastructure, transportation, and economic development

Let’s not allow the huge Storrs Downtown project to blind us to the need for some structure to guide
ongoing, planned, sustainable economic development in Mansfield.

I would like this e-mail entered into the record for the September 22" Town Council meetmg, and, if
p0551ble actually read out loud at the Town Council meeting.

Sincerely,

M. Cynara Stites -
122 Hanks Hill Road
Storrs Mansfield, CT 06268

- -227-



-228-



	AGENDA
	APPROVAL OF MINUTES
	1.	Proposed Amendments to Building Construction Ordinance (Permit Fees)
	2.	White Oak Condominiums, Sewer Project (Item #7, 06-23-08)
	3.	Proposed Amendments to Building Construction Ordinance (Permit Fees) (Item #8, 09-22-08 Agenda)
	4.	Community/Campus Relations (Item #1, 09-22-08 Agenda)
	5.	Community Water and Wastewater Issues (Item #2, 09-22-08 Agenda)
	6.	Advisory Committee for Four Corners Sewer Planning Project
	7.	Child and Adult Care Food Program Application for Mansfield Discovery Depot
	8.	Alternate Fuel Vehicle Grant Authorization
	9.	Acceptance of New Town Road:  Extension of Adeline Place
	10.	Capital Improvement Program Closeouts
	11.	Fiscal Year 2008/09 Wage Adjustment for Nonunion Personnel
	DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS
	12.	CCM re: AT&T Must Receive Consent, Notify Municipalities of Large Cable Boxes
	13.	CCM re: Confidentiality of Social Security Numbers
	14.	CCM re: CT to Receive $25 Million in Foreclosure Assistance
	15.	CCM re: Election 2008 Campaign
	16.	Chronicle, “Editorial: We Offer These Threads, Needles”  – 09/29/08
	17.	Chronicle, “Festive Festival on the Green”  – 09/15/08
	18.	Chronicle, “Letter to the Editor”  – 09/24/08
	19.	Chronicle, “Letter to the Editor”  – 10/07/08
	20.	Chronicle, “Mansfield Irons Out New Deal for Trash”  – 09/23/08
	21.	Chronicle, “Mansfield Weighs Options for Schools”  – 09/18/08
	22.	Chronicle, “New Rules for Council Meetings”  – 09/30/08
	23.	Chronicle, “Pleasant Valley Land Rezoned”  – 09/18/08
	24.	Chronicle, “Ponde Place Returns With New Proposal”  – 09/26/08
	25.	Chronicle, “River Park Dedicated”  – 09/18/08
	26.	Chronicle, “What’s Goin’ On?” – 09/16/08
	27.	Daily Campus, “Festival Celebrates Mansfield” – 09/15/08
	28.	M. Hart re: Appointee to Committee on Community Quality of Life
	29.	Hartford Courant, “Mansfield’s Day in the Park” – 09/21/08
	30.	Hartford Courant, “West Hartford Mayor Moves to Cancel or Delay Projects”  – 10/06/08
	31.	Mansfield Today, “Aztec Two Step Chases Away the Blues” – 09/15/08
	32.	Mansfield Today, “Fireworks Fill the Sky at Mansfield Hollow” – 09/15/08
	33.	J. Morey re: Paying for Mansfield Public Transit
	34.	Norwich Bulletin, “Quiet Corner Whispers: Cleanup Transforms Landfill Into Park” – 10/07/08
	35.	Reminder News, “Festival on the Green” – 09/19/2008
	36.	State of Connecticut Department of Social Services re: Child Day Care Contract
	37.	State of Connecticut General Assembly re: PILOT Funds
	38.	State of Connecticut Office of Policy and Management re: Plan of Conservation and Development
	39.	State of Connecticut Siting Council re: Notice of Intent to Modify and Existing Telecommunications Facility
	40.	C. Stites re: Economic Development

