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REGULAR MEETING — MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL
July 11, 2011

DRAFT
Mayor Elizabeth Paterson called the regular meeting of the Mansfield Town Council to order at
7:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of the Audrey P. Beck Building.

l. ROLL CALL

Present: Keane, Kochenburger Lindsey, Moran, Paterson, Paulhus, Ryan, Shapiro
Excused: Schaefer

Il. APPROVAL OF MINUTES _
Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Shapiro seconded to approve the minutes of the June 27,
2011 meeting with corrections. The motion passed with all in favor except Mr.
Kochenburger and Mr. Ryan who abstained.

lll. PUBLIC HEARING
1. An Ordinance to Prevent-Neighborhood Nuisances
Town Attorney Dennis O’'Brien and Director of Building and Housmg Inspectu)n Mlke
Ninteau reviewed the history of the proposed ordinance and noted its passage will send a
message to the community that the Town is serious about addressing bad behavior in our
neighborhoods.
Cynara Stites, Hanks Hill Road, thanked the Council for proposing the ordinance. As a
neighbor to a problem rental unit, Ms. Stites is hopeful enforcement of the ordinance will
bring peace to herself and her neighbors.

Judith Kucharski, Highland Road, commented that she is grateful for the Council’s efforts
and hopeful that enacting the proposed ordinance will be beneficial for all residents. Ms.
Kucharski noted that noise and other disruptive behaviors are not strictly a student issue.

Jim Knox, Birch Road, expressed support for the ordinance and thanked Ms. Moran and
the Community Quality of Life Committee for their work. Mr. Knox stated that for the last
20 or so years certain neighborhoods in Town have been under assault by rabble rousers
and he is glad to see regulatory action enacted to curb some of this behavior.

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, stated that while he is apprecnatwe of the efforts to deal
with student behavior he feels the proposed ordinance is misguided and he does not
want it to affect him.

David Freudmann, Eastwood Road, is in agreement with the intent of the proposed
ordinance but questioned why it is necessary as most of the items listed are already
illegal under existing statutes.

Betty Wassmuhdt, Old Turnpike Road, spoke in opposition to the proposal as there is no
provision for equitable enforcement. Statement attached.

Cynara Stites, Hanks Hill Road, responded to comments regarding enforcement of the
ordinance stating that the State Police have the ability to judge the magnitude of a given
nuisance.

IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL
Betty Wassmundt, Old Turnpike Road, raised a number of concerns. Statement attached.

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, discussed his concerns with the proposed Ethics
Ordinance. Statement attached.
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available. A workshop will be held on September 14, 2011 in the Community Center.
More information on the program is available at www.ctenergychallenge.com

5. Acceptance of Extension of Monticello Lane

Ms. Lindsey moved and Mr. Paulhus seconded, effective July 11, 2011, to accept the
extension of Monticello Lane as part of the Town’s road system.

The motion passed unanimously.

6. Revisions to Ethics Ordinance-

Ms. Moran, Chair of the Personnel Committee, reviewed the history of the proposed
changes to the Ethics Ordinance and discussed the provisions of §25-6 C.4 regarding
employees of the University of Connecticut.

Attorney Dennis O’Brien summarized the definition of “political activity® added to the draft.
The Personnel Committee agreed to review this addition at their next meeting.

Members discussed the necessity of referring the proposed ordinance to the Ordinance
Development and Review Committee.

Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded, effective July 11, 2011, to schedule a public
hearing for 7:30 p.m. at the Town Council’s regular meeting on September 12, 2011 to
solicit public comment regarding proposed revisions to the Ethics Ordinance.

Motion passed unanimously.

7. Central Corridor Rail Coalition Resolution :

Mr. Ryan moved and Mr. Paulhus seconded to approve the following resolution:
WHEREAS, undue reliance upon particular modes of passenger transportation and the
neglect of others leads to inefficiencies, delays and wasteful allocation of resources; and

WHEREAS, a modern national passenger train system is an essential element of a truly
balanced transportation plan; and

WHEREAS, the low level or absence of passenger train service in certain areas of New
England (including Mansfield) has resulted in an unbalanced transportation system in
those areas, contributing to traffic congestion, air pollution, wasteful expenditures and
growth control problems; and

WHEREAS, this municipality is gravely concerned with the disruption to this community
caused by the traffic congestion, air pollution, wasteful expenditures and growth control
problems; and

WHEREAS, the Mansfield Town Council believes that comprehensive Intermodal
transportation planning is necessary to resolve the aforesaid problems and that
involvement at the local, state and regional levels is necessary to the preparation and
implementation of such planning; and

WHEREAS, the Mansfield Town Council believes that passenger train service is a
necessary part of any comprehensive Intermodal transportation system:

NOW, THEREFORE, be it hereby resolved by the Town Council of the Town of Mansfield
in the State of Connecticut that:

1. Itis and shall continue to be the policy of the Town of Mansfield to support the
commencement and/or/expansion of passenger train service in and to Mansfield and
other areas of Connecticut and the Northeast region.

2. The Town of Mansfield supports the efforts of The Central Corridor Rail

Coalition/Palmer Rail Coalition to achieve the commencement and/or expansion of
passenger rail service to the aforesaid areas.
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July 11, 2011

To: Town Council
From: Betty Wassmundt

RE: Nuisance Ordinance -

I am opposed to this ordinance because it is quite problematic in that there is no provision
for equitable enforcement of said ordinance. It seems that it is the intent of this ordinance
to allow for subjective determination as to whether a nuisance has occurred or not and

this will provide for, and encourage, inconsistent application of this ordinance.

I expect that your goal is to take punitive measures against landlords in the hope that it
will modify behavior and make the landlord control his tenants but this ordinance applies
to all people of Mansfield. What will you do if some one complams about his neighbor
who happens to love his backpack blower? That is a very annoying noise to many people _
‘it is a noise that carries throughout a neighborhood. What will you do if someone sxgns a
written complamt because his neighbor uses a table saw outside his home? That, too, is a

loud and annoying noise. What will you do if someone signs a written complaint about a
barking dog?

Finally, I urgé you to require the Town Manager to make available to you and to the
_public all of the legal reviews he has referred to. He states that the Town Attorney,
Attorney General’s Office and the Connecticut State Police have concluded that this

ordinance is legally sound. This is information which should be available for all to
review before any vote is taken. ‘






July 11, 2011

To: Town Council
From: Betty Wassmundt

1. At the last meeting, Ms. Keane requested information on the location of the electric
car charging station and was told it will be located in the parking lot of the Town Hall
campus. 1. Please define the Town Hall campus for me. 2. Who will pay for the
electricity used to charge these cars? :

2. 1 sent the following email to Mr Shapiro. Twould like answers to my questions.

Dear Councilor Shapiro:

At the last council meeting you appointed James Raynor to the Ethics Board with a term
to expire on June 30, 2013 and you appointed Mr. De Wolf to said Board with a term to
expire on June 30, 2014. -

At the last meeting of the Committee on Committees Mary Stanton was asked by
Meredith Lindsey about appointments to said Board and she stated that appointments
were effective when the Council made them and were effective for 3 years.

How do you reconcile making the two appointments as noted above with differing -
termination dates? .

How do you justify requu'mg termination dates on June 30th when this is not a condition
provided for in the Ethics Code?

How do you justify filling a vacancy for the remainder of that person's term when the
Code of Ethics states clearly that all appointments shall be for 3 years?

I will appreciate hearing from you.
Betty Wassmundf

3. Irequest that you reinstitute Council Office Hours immediately so that the public may
have some chance to get an answer to a question. As it now stands, a member of the
public can ask a question and it just goes into the great Mansfield abyss and is ignored.

Thank you.
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Item #

LEGAL NOTICE
TOWN OF MANSFIELD
PUBLIC HEARING July 25, 2011

The Mansfield Town Council will hold a public hearing at 7:30 PM at their regular

meeting on July 25, 2011 to solicit pubhc comments regarding the proposed sale of town-
owned property on Maple Road.

At this hearing persons may address the Town Council and written communications may
be received. Copies of said proposals are on file and available at the Town Clerk’s

office: 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, Connecncut Information is also available on
the Town’s website (mansfieldct.org)

Dated at Mansfield Connecticut this 12th day of July, 2011

Mary Stanton, Town Clerk
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Item #.

Town of Mansfield

Agenda ltem Summary
To: Town Council
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager/{ é/ﬁ/
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to the Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of

Planning and Development
Date: July 25, 2011
Re: Sale of Town-Owned Property on Maple Road

Subject Matter/Background

At Monday’s meeting, the Town Council will conduct a public hearing regarding the sale
of town-owned property on Maple Road. This item has been placed on the Council's
agenda as old business to allow the Council to debrief the public hearing.

As you may recall, on February 16, 2011, | received a letter from Anthony Kotula
requesting reconsideration of his request to purchase a 0.15 acre open space parcel
that is adjacent to his property on Maple Road (Attachment 1). This request was
originally considered by the Open Space Preservation Committee in 2008, which
recommended that the request be denied. This recommendation was based on the
belief that the sale would not provide a clear benefit to the Town, and would set a
precedent of transferring open space dedications to an abutting lot in the subdivision
(Attachment 2).

The parcel Mr. Kotula is interested in purchasing was originally conveyed to the Town
as an open space dedication as part of the Maplewoods subdivision. The original intent
was that the parcel be used for parking for the proposed trail along Old Bennet Road,
which runs along the southeast boundary of Mr. Kotula's property (Attachment 3).

Section 11.C of the Planning, Acquisition and Management Guidelines for Mansfield
Open Space, Park, Recreation, Agricultural Properties and Conservation Easements
addresses the sale of Town-owned properties (approved by the Town Council on
November 13, 1995, revisions approved August 25, 1997 and August 24, 2009):

In general, it is the Town’s policy not to sell land or conservation restrictions
acquired by the Town through purchase, donation or as a resulf of a PZC/IWA
subdivision application process. In some instances, a deed restriction may
prevent the Town from selling Town-owned land. In the unusual instances where
Town lands and easements may be transferred to private ownership, clear
benefit to the Town must be demonstrated. In these instances, the Town Council
shall refer the property to PZC pursuant to Section 8-24 of the Connecticut
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originally created, there is nothing preventing Mr. Kotula or a future owner from
requesting that the PZC remove that restriction. This should be considered when
determining value of the parcel to be sold unless a conservation easement is applied to
the entirety of Mr. Kotula's property.

Financial Impact

There are various expenses associated with land sales, including legal, survey and
appraisal fees. If the Council should decide to pursue sale of this property to Mr.
Kotula, staff recommends that the purchaser assume responsibility for these costs. Due
to the small size of the parcel in question, the increase in property tax revenue is
expected to be nominal.

Legal Review

The Town Attorney reviewed this issue in 2007 and determined that the sale of land
acquired through a subdivision open space dedication is legally permissible. Pursuant
to Mr. O’Brien’s December 14, 2007 letter, while a conveyance of the property is legally
possible, the Town is “free to determine that any such transfer would be inconsistent

with the intent of the state statutes and the rights that led to the conveyance of this land
to the Town.”

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Council use this time on the agenda to debrief the public
hearing and to discuss any potential next steps.

Attachments

1) Location Map showing parcel in question

2) June 6, 2007 Letter from A. Kotula to M. Hart

3) December 14, 2007 Letter from D. O'Brien to M. Hart

4) February 27, 2008 Letter from M. Hart to A. Kotula

5) February 16, 2011 Letter from A. Kotula

6) March 15, 2011 Open Space and Preservation Committee Referral to PZC
7) April 6, 2011 Agriculture Committee Memo to Town Council

8) April 25, 2011 Letter from A. Kotula to M. Hart

9) July 6, 2011 Letter from A. Kotula to M. Hart

10)July 14, 2011 Letter from M. Hart to A. Kotula

11)July 20, 2011 Letter to Owners of Property within or adjacent (500 feet) to parcel

=13+






6 June 2007

Mr. Matthew Hart
Town Manager

4 South Eagleville Road
Storrs, Ct. 06268

Dear Mr. Hart:

We request that you, the Town Council, and the appropriate Mansfield Town
Officers, consider our request to purchase .1548 acres which abut our property and
appear to be no longer needed by the Town of Mansfield.

Enclosure Number 1 describes Lot 7A on Maple Road which is owned by
Anthony W. and Joan R. Kotula. The land which we desire to purchase is coded in
red, and represents an area of 65 feet by 103.74 feet, located at the East corner of
Lot 7A. This parcel of land was obtained by the Town of Mansfield to serve as a
parking lotto allow neighbors to use the “Old Bennet Road” as a hiking trail.

Enclosure Number 2 describes an additional parcel of land, coded in blue, which
was deeded more recently to the Town of Mansfield. This deeded 1.91 acres
provides adequate land for a parking lot if one is desired in the future.

The sale of the .1548 acres to Anthony W. and Joan R. Kotula will benefit the
Town of Mansfield and us in the following manner.

1. The establishment of a parking lot on the .1548 acre parcel would require the
stone wall shown on Enclosure Number 3 to be destroyed partially to gain access
to the parcel, and that is not desirable.
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December 14, 2007/

Matthew W. Hart

‘I'own Manager

Town of Mansfield

Four South Eaglevilie Road
Mansficld, CT 06268

Re: Sale of Town Land acquired by Open Space Dedication

Dear Matt:

You have informed me that local residents have inquired about the possibility of purchasing a.

small parcel of land adjacent to their property which was acquired by the Town of Mansfield via
an open space dedication from a subdivision. You have asked me for an opinion whether any
such transaction is legally possible.

In response to your request, I have reviewed State of Connecticut statutory and case law and the
Town of Mansfield Subdivision Regulations, and did not find any provision barring a sale of open
space land by a town. T also looked at the perfinent subdivision file with. the assistance of
Mansfield Director of Planning Gregory Padick and reviewed the legal documents by which the
town obtained the subject open space parcel, and I found no prohibition against a sale.

My conclusion is that it is legally possible for the Town of Mansfield to grant the request of these
residents and sell lhe adjacent open space parcel 1o thern. Nevertheless, it is important to note that
although a conveyance in this instance is legally possible, the Town of Mansfield is free to
determine that any such transfer would be inconsistent with the intent of the state statutes and the
rights that led to the conveyanee of this land to the Town. Before any conveyance may happen, it
would of course be necessary for the Town Council to approve the sale. Prior to acting on any
resolution to sell this land, Commecticut General Statutes section 8-24 requires the Council to refer
the matter 1o the Planning & Zoning Coromission for a report. Ifthe PZC report disapproves the
proposed sale, a two-thirds vote of the Town Council would be necessary to approve it.

Please let me know if you need any more from me on this.

Very truly yours,

Dennis O’Brien
Town Aftomey
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16 February 2011

Mr. Matthew Hart
Town Manager

4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Mr. Hart.

Ms. Jennifer Kaufman and I spoke at a Farmer’s Market about my previous unsuccessful attempt
to purchase 0.1548 acres of Open Space that is adjacent, on two sides, to my property. She
recommended that you, Gregory Padick, and she, meet with me, and my daughter Kathy, to

discuss my continuing desire to purchase this parcel of land. Please advise me when such a
meeting can be arranged.

Enclosed you will find a copy of:

1. My letter to you, with attachments, dated 5 June 2007, requesting the Town of Mansfield sell
me a parcel of land adjacent to mine.

2.Your letter of 27 February 2008 indicating the Open Space Com.tmttee recommended against
the sale.

3. A copy of a letter from Town Attorney, Dennis O’Brien, dated 14 December 2007, indicating
the Town of Manstield has the legal authority to sell me that parcel of land.

The Open Space Committee cited several reasons for not approving the sale.

A. The Open Space Committee “recommended that Town land and easements not be

transferred to private ownership unless there is a clear benefit to the Town”. In response I
suggest:

1. The Town Council repeatedly stated in 2010 that small farms are a valuable
asset to Mansfield residents, and should be preserved at all costs. The 0.1548 acres is vacant land
and if owned by me would allow me to increase the productivity of fruits and vegetablés
significantly, because I would be able to combine that parcel with my property and use my 24
horsepower Yanmar fractor to work the land, instead of using a rotospader, shovel and hoe. I will
be 82 years old this June and seek means to continue to farm with less manual effort. My

ownership of the parcel would provide Mansfield residents with farm fresh fruits and vegetables,
“Grown in Connecticut”.

2. The sale of this parcel of land would provide Mansfield with additional funds, a
onetime benefit for the land, and an increase in property tax. Amounts are to be determined by

the Assessor. Though miniscule by comparison with the Town budget, in these days of frugality,
any increase is helpful.

3. In 2010, my USDA recognized farm, “The Maple Crest Farm” obtained Mansfield and
state permits to sell products from our farm. We also obtained Liability Insurance. We were able
to sell raspberries, rhubarb, and plants. Some farm produce that was available before the
Liability Insurance came through, as well as some we were unable to sell, was donated to the
elderly, sick, and others. Donated produce amounted to $2,164.31. Our Liability Insurance does

91






OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION COMMITTEE
Comments on Kotula Request

March 15, 2011

To: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Com&rﬁssion, Greg Padick

At the OSPC’s March 15, 2011, meeting, Anthony Kotula presented a request that the
Town sell to him 0.15 acres of Town land. Town ownership of this land resulted from an open

space dedication along Old Bennett Road as part of the Maplewoods subdivision. Mr. Kotula
proposed using the area for agricultural purposes.

COMMENTS

The committee discussed Mr. Kotula’s request and is now referring it to PZC for the
following reason. In 2010, PZC ruled on a request from the Weiss family to change part of the
Old Bennett Road open-space dedication (in this case to remove a conservation easement located
farther west along the road). PZC denied this request, and OSPC supports that decision. Mr.
Kotula is also requesting a change in an open-space dedication. We recommend that PZC review
Mr. Kotula’s request with reference to their decision in 2010.

OSPC recommends that his request be denied because it would set a precedent to allow
changes to open-space dedications. Many subdivision residents throughout town have land
abutting Town-owned open-space dedications. OSPC is concerned about the potential for these

residents to attempt to annex these Town lands to their properties if Mr. Kotula's request is
approved.

Additional notes:

The committee appreciates Mr. Kotula’s interest in agricultural projects. However,
several items should be noted.
_The 0.15-acre parcel is not prime farmland, as stated in his request.*

The Town Plan does not designate the ().15-acre parcel as farmland, rather as part of the

. Dunhamtown Forest interior forest tract. Removing trees in this parcel would not be consistent
with the interior forest designation.

Mr. Kotula owns several more acres that he could clear to expand his agricultural area,
but he has stated that he does not wish to cut down more trees on his property.

The sale of the Potter property was cited as a precedent in his request. However, this

property was conveyed to an abutter in a tax sale, in which the Town owned the Jand briefly as
part of the tax sale process.

*According to the prime farmland map produced for the Lands of Unique Value project. Also, the Tolland County

Soil Survey indicates the parcel’s soil type as CrC (Charlton very stony fine sandy loam , rated VIs-l); which is
“best suited for forestry and pasture”.

«-23-






/'?‘ng -
ST/ LIALLS
S 'Elu%%éggﬂff
R

BAILET REDS
RAUPARTR
lm&wm!/ﬂ

R

%

- o 7,

-

[~ S s, LOT SHALL NO k:
gy~ RESUBDIVIDED IN THER FU UF{!@ O
fEte - ’ S R
e . .7 LOT ?ﬂ;c-"'s\ E—‘%& 7
ST 22 onsl G RSEET \, .

S, ¥
-2k e
. T =,

~ - APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
OLD BENNET ROAD

RIGHT OF WAY TO BE DEEDED
TO THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD -

BE
PH
§c
RE
SE
89
HO
2L

oy T W e

Ml e + LAND OF DEPOT ASSOCIATES






25 April 2011

Mr. Matthew Hart
Town Manager

4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Mr. Hart:

Please share this letter, including the accompanying enclosures, with the Town Council, in
executive session, to inform them of my desire to purchase 0.1548 acres, (65 feet by 103.74 feet),
of Town farmland. Enclosure 1, the Holmes and Henry diagram of Lot 7A, shows my property
and the Town parcel marked “A” next to my property, at 135 Maple Road.

The parcel of land marked “A” was part of the original Gardner dairy farm. Enclosures 2 and

3 show that the parcel of land has a contiguous stone wall on Maple Road that extends onto
Bennet Road trail. The whole Northern side of my Lot 7A is separated from Maple Road with a
stone wall, except where the bam bumed down. There is no wall on the South and West of parcel
“A”, Enclosure 4. Thus the ‘Minutes’ of the meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission are
accurate when they say “He distributed a map showing that this land was “carved” from his lot to
accommodate parking for the old Bennet Road trail. However, parking was located elsewhere
because of site-line issues.” The Planning and Zoning Commission noted that with the sale of
parcel “A”, the irregular configuration of my lot would be made uniform. The Commission
decided leasing the land is not practical when long-term plants such as rhubarb, asparagus and
grapes are involved. The Commission listened, asked questions, discussed opinions, some
changed their mind in favor of the sale and then the Planning and Zoning Commission adopted
by a 7 to 2 margin, the following motion:

“That the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend that the Town Council authorize Mr.
Anthony Kotula’s proposed. acquisition of a .15 acre portion of existing Town owned Open
Space land on Maple Road subject to conditions that specify that the land only be used for
agriculture purposes and that there be no disturbance to the stone walls on site.” Enclosure 5

This recommendation by the Commission satisfies the one condition for the sale by the Town
Council, which was expressed by the Town Attorney. It states “Prior to acting on any resolution
to sell this land, Connecticut General Statues section 8-24 requires the Council to refer the matter
to the Planning and Zoning Commission.

My comrespondence to Mr. Padick dated 21 March 2011 (Enclosure 6)and 11 April 2011
(Enclosure 7), reply to the concerns of the Open Space and Agriculture Committees, respectively.
Both commiftees made reference to the plethora of trees on my land. The Open Space
Committee, suggested I cut down trees for more planting space. The Agriculture Committee
mentioned I have “a sizeable amount of land not currently in agricultural production”. Neither
Committee understood, nor did they question, whether the “anderutilized” land was suitable for
agriculture. Had [ been asked to discuss their concerns at that time, they would have learned that
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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

To: Town Council } ;
From: Planning and Zoning Commission ,__(-.//éi_:
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 ;

Re: Proposed Acquisition of a Mansfield Owned 0.1548 acfes on Maple Road

At a meeting held on 3/21/11, the Mansfield Plapning and Zoning Commission adopted the following
motion:

“That the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend that the Town Council authorize Mr. Anthony
Kotula’s proposed acquisition of a .15 acre portion of existing Town owned Open Space land on Maple

Road subject to conditions that specify that the land only be used for agriculture purposes and that there
be no disturbance to the stone walls on site.”

‘This action was taken after considerable deliberation. The Commission noted that an existing irregular lot
configuration would be made uniform by this conveyance and that the subject :15 acre area is not
acceptable for parking for an old Bennet Road trail due to sightline problems.

If you bave any questions; please contact Gregory J. Padick, Director of Planning at (860) 429-3329.
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11 April 2011

Mr. Gregory Padick
Director of Planning
Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT, 06268

Dear Mr. Padick:

Enclosure #1 is the response from the Agricultural Committee concerning my desire to
purchase 0.1548 acres of land from the Town of Mansfield.

1 respectfully disagree with their unanimous decision to recommend that the Town deny
my request for the purchase of the 0.1548 acres.

The Committee provided two reasons for their recommendation for denial of the sale.
1. “because his ownership would not add significantly enough to the scope of his
agricultural operation to justify the sale of Town land to a private individual™.

Response: The 0.1548 acres is 65 feet by 103.74 feet. In that space I can easily plant
300 rhubarb plants, some asparagus, and possibly some grapes. Once mature, as
some of my other rhubarb plants, each plant will produce annually ten marketable
stalks that are three feet long, about 1 1/4 inches in diameter, and each weigh at
least one pound. At a sale price of $1.00 per pound, the rhubarb will provide a
minimum income of $3,000 per year. My fruit trees are mostly immature and will
require many years to become highly productive. In oerder to qualify for the State of
Connecticut Farmer Tax Exemption Permit, I am required to produce farm
products having a value of $2,500. The rhubarb will provide that amount of produce
much sooner than the fruit and nut trees. The asparagus and grapes will add to the

mcome.

Of equal importance, the rhubarb bed will provide about 3,000 pounds of delicious,
healthy rhubarb. The asparagus and grapes are also important crops. We have been
planting fruits and vegetables that require care but need not be planted each year.
~ Our farm is structured to provide crops that do not compete directly with most

offerings at the Farmer’s Markets.

We are recognized by the United States Department of Agriculture as an operating
farm and have the ID Number 09300163140, and MUST complete periodically the
United Stafes Census of Agriculture. (see enclosure #2) The United States
Department of Agriculture supports our farming efforts, as indicated hy their
interest in what we produce.
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Mr, Matthew Hart 6 July 2011
Town Manager

4 South Eagleville Road

Mansfield CT 06268

Dear Mr. Hart:

We appreciate your recommendation “that the Council schedule a public hearing to receive public
comment regarding the proposed sale”. Y our recomimendation undoubtedly was of great
significance to the Town Council in their decision to schedule a Public Hearing of the proposed
sale for 25 July 2011. Hopefully, we can work together to enable you to continue to support the
proposed sale to fruition.

In your letter to the Town Council dated 27 June 2011 you referred to “various expenses
associated with land sales including legal, survey and appraisal fees”. What are the costs of each,
the legal, survey, and appraisal, for the parcel? The parcel of land was surveyed by the Town a
few years ago and the markers are in place, does the parcel require an additional survey?
Purchase of the parcel will increase my property tax by what amount? How is the cost of the land
determined?

1 am unfamiliar with the procedures involved in Public Hearings. Please provide answers to the
following questions.

1. The Town Council will use what specific facts in deciding whether to approve the sale?

2. 'When and where will the Public Hearing be publicized?

3. How thorough should 1 be in stating my desire to purchase the parcel? Since the Town
Council is already aware of the particulars, is it beneficial to review my position for the
public?

Will packets of descriptive material be provided to the public before the Public Hearing,

as they were for the Town Council Meeting of 27 June 20117

How much time will 1 be given?

‘When the public speaks, am I expected to respond?

Am 1 able to respond?

‘Will 1 be able to use the Town screen and projector if 1 wish to give a Power Point

presentation for the public?

How long does the Public Hearing usually last?

0. If someone is unable to attend the Public Hearing, can they write a letter to the Town
Council and will it be considered? ;

11. If there is such a letter should the Town Council receive the letter before the Public

Hearing or may I read it and then present it to the Secretary during the Public Hearing?
12. How long can each public person speak?

13. What other questions should I ask to prepare for the Public Hearing?

o

b ® il

-

Sincerely,

L rthomy &, KBZ

135 Maple Road
Mansfield, CT 06268
Phone: (860) 420-9264
Email: awkotula@msn.com
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The Town Council will consider all the information presented regarding the sale of the
town-owned property on Maple Road when making their decision. If after reading this
letter you still require more information, please contact Linda Painter, Director of Planning
and Development at 860-429-3330.

Sincerely, -

A, /M

Matthew W. Hart
Town Manager

Ce: Mansfield Town Council

Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development
Mary Stanton, Town Clerk
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Item #3

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Iltem Summary
To: Town Council

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager M 4!//‘/

CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Ethics Board
Date: July 25, 2011

Re: Revisions to Ethics Ordinance

Subject Matter/Background

The Personnel Committee plans to continue its review of the Ethics Code at its meeting
on July 22, 2011; in particular the Committee is looking to improve the definition and
provision regarding “political activity.” At Monday’s meeting, the Personnel Committee
will report on their discussion and may present revised language to the definition and
provision regarding political activity.

At its last meeting, the Councilors recommended that we schedule a public hearing this
September to solicit public input regarding the revisions to the Ethics Code. In advance
of the public hearing, management still plans to review the proposed revisions with
employees to solicit any feedback that they may have.

For your reference, staff has attached a copy of the most recent draft revisions to the
Ethics Code, which indicates the proposed language designed to address political
activity.

Legal Review
Atthe Personnel Committee's request, the Town Attorney has assisted:in preparing the
proposed revisions to the Ethics Ordinance.

Recommendation

Based on Council’s previous discussions, a September date is desirable to conduct the
public hearing. The following motion would be in order:

Move, effective July 25, 2011, to schedule a public hearing for 7:30 p.m. at the Town
Council’s regular meeting on September 26, 2011, to solicit public comment regarding
proposed revisions to the Ethics Ordinance.

Attachments

1) Personnel Committee Recommended Revisions to the Ethics Ordinance (Code),
dated July 18, 2011
2) Existing Ethics Ordinance (Code)
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determinations, or to legally bind the Town, or to restrict or limit the authority of the Town
to take action.

BOARD

The Town of Mansfield Board of Ethics established in section 25-5 of this ordinance.

BUSINESS

Any entity through which business for profit or not for profit is conducted, including a
corporation, partnership, proprietorship, firm, enterprise, franchise, association,
organization, or self-employed individual.

BUSINESS WITH WHICH ONE IS ASSOCIATED

A business of which the person or a member of their immediate family is a director,
officer, owner, employee, compensated agent, or holder of stock which constitutes five
percent or more of the total outstanding stock of any class.

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

Any information, whether transmitted orally or in writing, which is obtained by reason of
the public position or office held and is of such nature that it is not at the time of
transmission a matter of public record per the Connecticut Freedom of Information Act,
C.G.S. section 1-200, et seq., or public knowledge.

EMPLOYEE

Any person receiving a salary, wages or other compensation from the Town for services
rendered.

FINANCIAL INTEREST

Any interest representing an actual or potential economic gain or loss, which is neither
trivial nor shared by the general public.

GIFT

Anything of value, including entertainment, food, beverage, travel and lodging given or
paid to a public official or public employee, to the extent that a benefit of equal or greater
value is not received.

A gift does not include:

A political contribution otherwise reported as required by law or a donation or payment
as described or defined in subdivision (9) or (11) of subsection (b) of Conn. General
Statutes section 9-601a;

Services provided by persons volunteering their time;
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OFFICIAL RESPONSIBILITY

The direct administrative or operating authority, whether exercised personally or through
subordinates, to approve, disapprove, or to otherwise direct Town government action.

PERSON

Any individual, sole proprietorship, trust, corporation, union, association, firm,
partnership, committee, club or other organization or group of persons.

PUBLIC OFFICIAL

Any elected or appointed official, whether paid or unpaid or full or part-time, of the Town
or a political subdivision thereof, including members and alternate members of town
agencies, boards and commissions, and committees, or any other board, commission or
agency that performs legislative, administrative, or judicial functions or exercises
financial authority (collectively hereinafter referred to as "body"), including candidates for
any such office, except for any member of an advisory board. Town agencies, boards,
commissions and committees that have sufficient authority to qualify as Public Officials
subject to the requirements of this Code are the Town Council, Board of Education,
Planning and Zoning Commission, Inland Wetlands Agency, Zoning Board of Appeals,
Conservation Commission, Board of Assessment Appeals, Board of Ethics, Building
Board of Appeals, Housing Code Board of Appeals, Historic District Commission,
Personnel Appeals Board, the Advisory Committee on the Needs of Persons with
Disabilities when it is functioning as the ADA Grievance Committee, and any hearing
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[tem #4

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary
To: Town Council

From: Matt Hart, Town ManagerMé///

CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Robert Miller, Director of Health
Date: July 25, 2011

Re: UConn Landfill, Long-term Monitoring Program

Subject Matter/Background
Attached please find information regarding the UConn Landfill. The Council is not
required to take any action on this item.

Attachments

1) R. Miller re: UConn Landfill Long Term Monitoring Plan, Report dated June 2011
2) Excerpts from Long-Term Monitoring Plan June 2011
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' LONG-TERM MONITORING PLAN

SPRING 2011 SEMI-ANNUAL SAMPLING ROUND #14

for

University of Connecticut
Storrs, Connecticut

File No. 91221-665
June 2011
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2. SCOPE OF PROGRAM

The following paragraphs describe the rationale for each sampling location for the Long Term
Monitoring Program based upon the approved Comprehensive Hydrogeologic Investigation and
Remedial Action Plan, Addendum No. 2, dated July 2004.

2.1 Shallow Groundwater Monitoring Wells

Three shallow wells [B401(MW), B403(MW) & B404(MW)] were constructed in the overburden south,
southeast and north of the landfill respectively, and downgradient of the LITs in February and March
2007. These wells function to monitor shallow groundwater quality migrating out of the landfill area
and to assess the effectiveness of the landfill cover and LITs.

Two previously existing shallow monitoring wells, MW-3 and MW-4, were reinstalled in August 2007
in the same general area in F Lot however; they were offset several feet from their original locations.
They function to monitor shallow groundwater quality downgradient of F Lot.

2.2  Deep Groundwater Monitoring Wells

L

Five bedrock (125 to 300 ft) groundwater monitoring wells are included in the LTMP. Three existing
wells, MW-105R, B201R(MW), and B302R(MW) are located south and west of the landfill and former
chemical pits. These wells were selected because they are situated in the direction of either suspected
historical or known bedrock groundwater flow. Since permanent packer systems for discrete fracture
interval sampling are installed in B20OIR(MW) and MW-105R, two samples are collected from each
well. Two former residential water supply wells, located at 156 Hunting Lodge Road and 202 North
Eagleville Road, are included in the LTMP because of their locations and construction depths. The
University has not received permission to access the well at 156 Hunm:g Lodge Road th:tefore, it
continues to be excluded from samplmg events.

2.3  Surface Water Monitoring Locations

Six surface water-monitoring locations (SW-A through SW-F) are selected to assess surface water
quality migrating from the landfill, former chemical pits, and F Lot areas SW-A through SW-E are
strategically placed at the primary surface waters north (wetland and Cedar Swamp Brook drainage) and
south (western tributary of Eagleville Brook drainage) of the landfill and former chemical pits area.
SW-F is located downgradient of F Lot on an eastern tributary to. Eagleville Brook.

2.4  Active Residential Water Supply Wells
Six active residential water supply wells are included in the LTMP:

38 Meadowood Road
41 Meadowood Road
65 Meadowood Road
202 Separatist Road
206 Separatist Road
211 Separatist Road
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3. SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Sampling procedures and analytical methods for the groundwater monitoring wells and surface water
samples were conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive Hydrogeologic Investigation and
Remedial Action Plan, Addendum No. 2, dated July 2004.

Sampling procedures for the residential water supply wells were conducted in accordance with
procedures previously established by CTDEP and the DPH for the health consultation study completed
in 1999, Samples were collected from the water supply system prior to treatment after running the tap
for approximately eight minutes.

Samples from the residential water supply wells were analyzed using EPA drinking water methods as
noted on the enclosed Table I.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The analytical results from the March 2011 LTMP round #14 sampling are summarized in Table I.
VOC Concentration and Conductivity vs. Time Plots for selected bedrock wells [MWI105R,
B201R(MW), and B302R(MW)] and selected overburden wells [B401(MW) and B403(MW)] are
included in Appendix A. A discussion of the results below is organized by general sample types and
locations.

3.1  Shallow Groundwater Monitoring Wells

Samples from monitoring wells B401(MW), B403(MW) and B404(MW) were collected and submitted
to Phoenix Environmental Laboratories, Manchester, Connecticut for analysis of VOCs, total metals,
and nutrients. Both LITs were in operation at the time of this sampling event. ;
As in previous rounds, 1,4-dichlorobenze and chlorobenzene were detected in monitoring well
" B401(MW). As seen on occasion, concentrations of tetracholorethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene and vinyl
chloride were detected in B403(MW). Since monitoring of B403(MW) began in April 2007
trichloroethene has not been detected however, in this round it was detected at a concentration (4.0
ug/1) below RSR action levels. VOCs were not detected in the sample collected from B404(MW).
Concentrations of arsenic were above the surface water protection criteria (SWPC) but below the
groundwater protection criteria (GWPC) in the sample collected from B403(MW). All other metal
concentrations were below protective criteria.

VOCs were not detected in the samples collected from MW-3 or MW-4 and metal concentrations at
both locations were below protective criteria.

For quality control purposes, duplicate samples were collected from B404-MW. Results were in
general agreement.

3.2 Deep Bedrock Monitoring Wells

Samples from these wells were collected and submitted to Phoenix Environmental Laboratories,
Manchester, Connecticut for analysis of VOCs, total metals, and nutrients. VOCs were detected in
discrete samples collected from both fracture zones of MW-105R and B20IR(MW). Concentrations of
benzene exceeded GWPC in the upper fracture zone, and 2-dichloroethane, benzene, and
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The North trench experienced a similar volume of leachate during this period while the south trench
experienced a lower than normal volume of flow. Extreme winter conditions, including record-setting
snowfall, during this period resulted in limited access to the wells and during storm clean-up, a well’s
cement casing on the south trench was damaged and subsequently addressed, There have been no
major changes to related remediation systems since final construction. The 2010 Annual Wetlands
Monitoring Report #3 has been submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and to the CTDEP
Inland Wetlands Resources Division.
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Item #5

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager/’fﬁ’%
CcC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of

Planning and Development; Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works; Fred
Baruzzi, Superintendent of Mansfield Public Schools

Date: July 19, 2011
Re: Safe Routes to Schools Grant Application

Subject Matter/Background

The Connecticut Department of Transportation has issued a Request for Applications
for the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Infrastructure Program. SRTS is a federal
program established in 2005 to accomplish the following objectives:

o Enable and encourage school children (Grades K-8), including those with
disabilities to walk and bicycle to school

o Make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation
alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle from an early age

o Facilitate the planning, development and implementation of projects and activities
that improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the
vicinity of schools

Staff has prepared an application on behalf of the Southeast Elementary School to
construct a five-foot wide bituminous. walkway along the east side of Warrenville
Road/Route 89 between Storrs Road/195 and the school property. This walkway would
provide a safe pedestrian connection between Mansfield Center, the school, library, ball
fields and Mansfield Hollow. This connection has been on the Town’s priority list since
the completion of the Mansfield Center walkway in 2003.

Financial Impact .

The infrastructure program is a 100-percent federally funded cost reimbursement
program; no funding match is required. Town staff would be responsible for design and
construction engineering/management. The Town would be responsible for acquisition
of easements and any unanticipated costs above the amount awarded; those potential
costs are difficult to estimate at this time.

Leqgal Review
No legal review is required at this time.
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DRAFT APPLICATION (7/20/11)

Connecticut Department of Transportation

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)
Infrastructure Program
Federal Fiscal Years 2010-11

Application Form

Note: In order to qualify for funding, projects must be within a 1-mile radius of an elementary
or middle school site.

1. Applicant Information (To be completed by project sponsor):

Applicant: (Project Sponsor) Town of Mansfield/Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works

Address: A.P. Beck Municipal Building, 4 South Eagleville Road

City: Mansfield Zip Code  06268-2599

Phone: 860.429.3332 Ext.: E-mail: HultgrenLR@mansfieldct.org

School Name(s): Southeast Elementary School

School District(s): Mansfield Public Schools

School Contact Name(s): Fred A. Baruzzi, Superintendent, Mansfield Public Schools

Phone: 860.:429:3356 Ext.: E-mail: BaruzziFA@mansfieldct.org

Eligible Project Classifications: (See Eligible Projects in Appendix A)
v"  Sidewalk Improvements
Traffic Calming and Speed Reduction
Bicycle Parking Facilities
Traffic signals
v"  Crosswalks
Waming Devices
Signing
Pavement Markings
Other

]

]

«73-


















Connecticut Department of Transportation
Safe Routes to School

Infrastructure Program

FFY 2010-11

5. Project Description - Provide a detailed description of the proposed improvements.

# Provide project location plarn.
A Project Location Map is attached as Exhibit 5A.

» Provide conceptual plan of project. Recommended conceptual plan size limit is 117 x
17”; however, if detailed conceptual plans are available, 24 x 36" plans can be
submitted.

A Preliminary Concept Plan is attached as Exhibit 5B.

A five (5) foot wide, bituminous walkway will be constructed along the east side of Route
89 from its intersection with Route 195 to the Southeast Elementary School property
(total distance £3,300 feet). The preliminary engineering assessment noted the following
features that will be incorporated into the design:

1.

Fill along the wetlands between Rt 195 and the first curve on Rt 89. This will also
require that a 36" culvert be extended. The roadside swale approaching the first
curve will also need to be relocated to allow for the pathway.

A mature Arborvitae hedge and an old rubble wall (not in pristine shape) just to the
north of Clark Street will have to be relocated.

A similar hedge just south of Pinewoods Lane will have to be replanted to make room
for the walkway.

A brick landscaping wall along a residential driveway just north of Pinewoods Lane will
have to be altered to make room for the walkway.

The existing retaining wall just south of the school property will have to be rebuilt or
at least extended to provide room at the level of the roadway for the new walkway.

. Pedestrian crosswalks will be striped at the entrances to Clark Street/Centre Street

and Pinewoods Lane which are on the proposed walkway routing.
A local wetlands permit will be required for work within 150 feet of wetlands

A DOT encroachment permit will be required for work within the State's Route 83
right-of-way.

Because the beginning of this walkway is within the Town's Mansfield Center Historic
District, a review by the Historic District Commission will be required. (A similar
review was required for the Mansfield Center Walkway along Route 195.)
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Connecticut Department of Transportation
Safe Routes to School

Infrastructure Program

FFY 2010-11

8. Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate:
It is recommended that project costs range from $150,000 to $500,000,
Costs estimates may change during design and construction phases of project, and any final
costs that actually exceed the estimate will be the responsibility of the municipality.

Contract Items** $ 412,500
Contingencies (10% of Contract Items) $ 41,300
Incidentals — State

(10% of Contract Items) $ 41,300
Right-of-Way/Easements $ ByTown
Design $ ByTown
Construction Engineering — Municipality (Inspection)

(if applicable) $ ByTown
Total Estimated Construction Cost $ 495,100

** The Department’s Preliminary Cost Estimate Guidelines and Project Cost Estimating
Worksheet is available at following link:

http://www.ct.gov/dot/cwp/view.asp? A=2303&0Q=273364
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Connecticut Department of Transportation
Safe Routes to School

Infrastructure Program

FFY 2010-11

Application Submission Checklist

[ Application form is completed; Questions 1-7 are answered in a concise narrative, no more
than 2 pages per section; application signed by applicants.

[0 All appropriate documents are attached:
[] Safe Routes to School Master Plan (required)
[J Mapping and/or photographs

[] Letters of agreements from project partners (school districts, principal,
municipalities, etc.)

[ Letters of support (Parent Teacher Association, neighborhood associations,
community, etc.)

(] Construction Estimate (Question 8)

0 Applicant: Submit three (3) copies of applications and attachments to Regional Planning
Organization by August 1, 2011. (See Appendix C.)

[J Regional Planning Organization: Submit application packages to SRTS State Coordinator
by August 29, 2011.

Forward written or emailed inquiries about application or funding awards to:

Sharon Okoye, SRTS State Coordinator
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Bureau of Policy and Planning

Office of Strategic Planning, Room 2136
2800 Berlin Turnpike

Newington, CT 06111

Email: sharon.okoye@ct.gov
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Item #6

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

To: Town Council
From:  Matt Hart, Town Manager /ﬂ@/’/
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of

Planning and Development
Date: July 19, 2011

Re: Transit Oriented Development Grant Application, Central Corridor Rail Line

Subject Matter/Background
The Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) and the Office of Policy and
Management (OPM) have jointly issued a Request for Applications for a Transit-

Oriented Development (TOD) pilot program. Transit-Oriented Development is defined
as: '

The development of residential, commercial and employment centers
within one-half mile or walking distance of public transportation facilities,
including rail and bus rapid transit and services, that meet transit
supportive standards for land uses, built environment densities and
walkable environments, in order to facilitate and encourage the use of
fhose services.

Cities and towns can submit requests in the amount of $250,000-$1,000,000 for TOD
planning or facilitation projects.

Overview of Grant Application
The Town of Mansfield has been asked to join New London, Norwich and Windham to
submit a joint application for $825,000 to plan for transit-oriented development along the
proposed Central Corridor passenger rail route. The addition of passenger rail along
the New England Central Railroad would connect key destinations from New London to
Brattleboro, including three of the five flagship state university campuses in New
England (UConn, UMass, and UVT) and the Mohegan Sun and Foxwoods Casinos in
southern Connecticut. New London and Palmer, Massachusetts would become key
east/west rail hubs, allowing passengers access to Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (serving
Boston, Providence, and New York) and planned future service between Boston,
Worcester and Springfield.

The scope of work would include;

o l|dentification of potential TOD sites generally located within %2 mile of the corridor
that could support higher density development
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Work with other affected towns to prepare, sign and submit a joint application containing
a planning grant proposal in accordance with the OPM TOD Pilot Program Request for
Applications;

Enter into, and if necessary, amend a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
Windham Council of Governments), SCCOG (Southeastern Connecticut Council of
Governments) or any successor organization, which incorporates the requirements
outlined in the TOD Pilot Program Request for Applications; and

Do such acts as are necessary and appropriate to obtain and expend TOD grant funds
from OPM.

Attachments

1) ConnDOT/OPM Request for Applications

2) Draft Memorandum of Understanding between participating cities, towns and
regional councils of government

3) Central Corridor Project Description prepared by the Town of Amherst

4) Central Corridor Map-prepared by Town of Amherst
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F.

In order to apply for a grant under this program, a municipality must provide all of the following:

(1) A formal written proposal submitted by the chief executive officer of the municipality, as
outlined in Section H of this RFA;

(2) A fully executed memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the municipality and the
respective regional planning organization (RPO), as required by the Act and outlined in Section J
of this RFA; and

(3) Certified Resolutions of the municipality’s legislative body authorizing the chief executive officer
of the municipality to:

a. Apply for a TOD Planning Grant and/or a TOD Facilitation Grant for a specific project(s); and
b. Enterinte an MOU with the respective RPO, as required by the Act.

What are the key milestone dates?

(1) June 9, 2011 (4:00 p.m.) — Deadline to submit written questions on the RFA.

(2) June 23, 2011 - Deadline for OPM to post responses to RFA questions on its website.

(3) August 4, 2011 (4:00 p.m.) — Deadline for municipalities to submit formal written proposals and
associated Certified Resolutions. Municipalities that need additional time to complete the
Certified Resolution requirement, especially those where a Town Meeting constitutes the
legislative body, must submit a draft resolution along with their formal written proposal on
August 4, 2011. In order for the application to be deemed complete, Certified Resolutions must
be received by no later than 4:00 p.m. on September 15, 2011. In no event shall the content of
any proposal be modified after August 4, 2011,

{4) August 4, 2011 (4:00 p.m.) — Deadline for municipalities to submit fully executed MOUs and
associated Certified Resolutions. Municipalities that need additional time to execute their
MOUs and complete the Certified Resolution requirement, especially those where a Town
Meeting constitutes the legislative body, must submit a draft MOU and a draft resolution along
with their formal written proposal on August 4, 2011. In order for the application to be deemed
complete, fully executed MOUs and Certified Resolutions must be received by no later than 4:00
p.m. on September 15, 2011.

(5) October 6, 2011 — Deadline for OPM approval of MOUSs.

(6) October 6, 2011 — Deadline for ConnDOT and OPM to designate eligible TOD Pilot Projects.

(7) October 13, 2011 — Deadline for ConnDOT and OPM to complete the rating and selection of TOD
Pilot Projects and to announce grant awards.

What is the format for the written proposal?

(1) A narrative description of current conditions in the existing or proposed TOD zone (i.e,
transportation facilities, parking, employment, residential, commercial/retail, brownfields,
building vacancy rate, parking spaces, zoning regulations, etc.);

(2) A statement of the municipality’s vision for future housing and economic development in the
existing or proposed TOD zone to support access to and ridership on the existing or planned
public transportation system;

(3) A detailed description of the proposal (e.g., work plan, budget, site map, etc.) and how it relates
to both the existing conditions and the future vision;

(4) A timeline for implementing the specific grant proposal and, to the extent possible, an estimate
of the time needed to advance the proposed project to full build-out (i.e., construction);

(5) A description of how the proposal will support transit use and ridership growth; and

« 9 »






Attachment A

Transit-Oriented Development Pilot Program

Criteria and Weighting

I. INITIAL SCREENING CRITERIA
A. Did the applicant submit a complete application in accordance with the key milestone dates
noted in Section G of this RFA?
B. Does the proposal meet the definition of “Transit-Oriented Development”, in accordance with
Section 13b-79kk of the Connecticut General Statutes?

Any application that does not pass the Initial Screening Criteria will not be rated.

Il. RATING CRITERIA
Each application that passes the Initial Screening Criteria will be designated as an eligible TOD Pilot
Project and reviewed and scored on a 10-point scale relative to the following rating criteria and
associated weights:

RATING CRITERIA SCORE WEIGHT VALUE
A. Local & Regional Supporting Actions 0.0-10.0 15% 0.0-1.5
B. Leverages Other Funding 0.0-10.0 20% 0.0-2.0
C. Economic & Market Viability 0.0~10.0 20% 0.0-2.0
D. Timeline to Implementation 0.0-10.0 10% 0.0-1.0
E. Supportive of Transit & State C&D Plan 0.0-10.0 35% 0.0-35
TOTAL SCORE 0.0-10.0

Guidelines for Rating Eligible TOD Pilot Projects

A. Local & Regional Supporting Actions
The applicant should provide evidence of local and regional commitment to advancing TOD
goals and their specific proposal(s). Any actions previously taken in support of TOD goals and
proposal-specific objectives should be provided. Such actions can include, but are not limited
to, zoning that encourages an appropriate scale for housing density and mixed uses to support
alternative modes of travel other than automobile, property assembly, remediation activities,
CEDS, etc.

B. Leverages Other Funding
The applicant should indicate if the TOD funds requested will help leverage other past or future
proposed public or private funding to provide a larger economic and development impact.
These can include, but are not limited to, investments or financial commitments made by
private, municipal, state, federal or non-governmental organizations.
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BY AND BETWEEN
CITY OF NEW LONDON,
CITY OF NORWICH,
TOWN OF MANSFIELD,
TOWN OF WINDHAM,
SOUTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS, AND
WINDHAM REGION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

REGARDING A TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT PILOT PROGRAM
GRANT APPLICATION

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is made by and between the City of New
London, City of Norwich, Town of Mansfield, Town of Windham, Southeastern
Connecticut Council of Governments (SCCOG), and Windham Region Council of
Governments (WINCOG) for the purpose of making application for funding under the
Transit-Oriented Development Pilot Program.

The parties to this MOU agree to the following:

1. Purpose of Agreement: The purpose of this MOU is to demonstrate the agreement
of the before-mentioned municipalities and regional planning organizations to
participate in a joint application to the Connecticut Office of Policy and
Management (OPM) for a Transit-Oriented Development Pilot Program Grant
and furthermore to define the role of the two involved councils of government.

2. Work Plan:

3. Budget: An application is being submitted to OPM for a grant in the amount of
$825,000 to be used to prepare a Transit-Oriented Development Pilot Program
Plan for the area of jurisdiction of the participating municipalities. It is planned
that $750,000 of these grant funds will be used to engage a consultant to prepare
the Plan, and $75,000 will be used to cover the cost of managing the project and
administering the grant by the staff of the SCCOG.

4. Anticipated Work Products: The work product that will be prepared should this
grant be awarded will be a report that determines the feasibility, makes
recommendations, includes a schedule of activities, and projects the capital and
operating costs associated with the creation of TOD zones in the four participating
municipalities after initiation of passenger rail service on the New England
Central Rail line.

5. Time Frame for Completion of Project: It is expected from notice of grant award
it will take 21 months to complete this project, with 3 months allotted for
consultant selection and 18 months to actually complete the necessary analysis
and report.
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CENTRAL CORRIDOR RAIL PROJECT

THE ADVANTAGES

Central New England Connections — Provides multiple freight and passenger connections to major
population centers and destinations, connecting all major (Class 1) east-west rail lines and several smaller
lines. Provides links to Boston—the principal destination for most of southern New England—and to
Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor along the CT and Rl coast linking to New York, New Haven, Providence,
Boston, and Portland. Serves areas of southern New England currently ignored by the New England

Regional Rail Plan. The Central Corridor is the next logical step in “filling in the gaps” in New England’s
passenger rail planning.

A Knowledge Web — Provides direct rail service between the three of the five flagship state university
campuses in New England (UVT, UMass/Ambherst & UConn/Storrs), including the two largest campuses
(neither of which will have passenger rail service in the New England Regional Rail Plan), linking them to
other state universities, colleges and New England urban centers. Campus users are among the most

frequent and dependable groups of rail riders. A hub at Palmer would connect 90,000 students within 30
miles.

Freight, Freight, Freight — A critically important north-south freight connection for New England, and for
Canada and Europe via the deep water port at New London. Improvement of the NECR line is a priority in
the Massachusetts State Freight & Rail Plan. Freight rail service is an essential foundation for a sustainable
‘green’ economy, and freight rail improvements support the viability of expanded passenger rail service.

Tourism & Recreation — In addition to cruise ships docking at New London, the many historic and
tourism destinations along the Central Corridor, and collegiate sports and cultural events at its universities
and population centers, only the Central Corridor has the potential to connect three of the region’s
existing and future casinos—important venues for internationally significant cultural and sports events.

Local & Regional Benefit — Improved freight and passenger rail service along the Central Corridor will
provide numerous opportunities for economic development and transportation alternatives for long-

neglected communities in the center of southern New England—communities completely ignored by the
New England Regional Rail Plan,

PRINCIPAL ISSUES

Use the NECR Line During Construction of the Knowledge Corridor — Short-term improvement of the Central
Corridor (the New England Central Railroad (NECR) line) could increase the speed and lower the cost of existing
Amtrak Vermonter passenger rail service during the multi-year period of construction for the Knowledge Corridor
line(s) along the CT River. Recent use of the NECR line for both Vermonter and Boston connections when flooding in
southern CT made the Connecticut River lines and coastal Northeastern Corridor lines impassable demonstrated the
viability and value of this line. The cost of upgrading the NECR line in Massachusetts to continuous welded rail
(CWR) with a bearing capacity of 286,000 Ibs. is estimated at about $18 million, a much lower investment than the
570 million construction of the Massachusetts sections of the Knowledge Corridor, and an investment that would
reap much more rapid dividends in ridership and lowered operating costs.
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CENTRAL CORRIDOR RAIL PROJECT
Page 3

Students and Campus Travelers as Ridership - Along with work-related commuters, college students and academic
travelers are the most frequent and reliable users of passenger rail service, and are a primary source of ridership.
Additionally, wherever rail service is available, students, academic professionals and regular citizens travel by rail to
attend major sports or cultural events being held at other campuses. To provide context, consider Kingston, Rhode
Island, population about 6,000. It is the home of the University of Rhode Island (URI), which had 15,904 students
enrolled in Fall 2009. The Kingston rail stop on Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor line had over 150,000 “boardings and
alightings” in 2009, UMass/Ambherst had 1.7 times the enrollment (26,259) and Amherst, MA has a population of
more than 36,000. UConn/Storrs had 1.5 times the enrollment (23,692) and Mansfield, CT has a population over
20,000, Compared to Kingston, what kind of rail passenger ridership could they generate with regular service?

For many campus-related riders along the Central Corridor, the Boston metropolitan area is the primary urban
destination. For example, nearly 57 percent (11,500) of the 20,210 undergraduate students enrolled at
UMass/Amherst in fall 2009 listed a home mailing address in eastern Massachusetts (Worcester, Boston and its
suburbs, southeastern Mass., and the Cape). Many of these students grew up using the MBTA lines—train travel is
second nature to them. The demand is clearly there. Every Friday afternoon, the Peter Pan Bus Lines operates five,
one-way express runs from Amherst to Boston.

Improved Freight Service = Economic Development — Freight rail traffic generates most of the economic benefit for
rail line owners, rail service operators and the regions through which railroad lines pass. When completed, the
Connecticut River “Knowledge Corridor” line will benefit the communities along that line and along the connecting
east-west CSX and B&M lines. But these lines leave long-neglected areas of west-central Massachusetts and east-
central Connecticut without access to modern freight rail service. Upgrading the existing NECR line between New
London and Brattleboro will provide economic development opportunities for communities in these areas. The
Massachusetts State Freight & Rail Plan identifies the NECR line as a priority for upgrading.

New London is an important deep water New England port for rail freight service via the NECR line between New
London and Canada via Burlington, VT, with shipments to and from Europe. New London serves as a winter port—
an open-water alternative to ice-bound Canadian ports along the St. Lawrence River. The 550 million ARRA grant
recently awarded for the NECR line in VT will upgrade that portion to CWR (continuous welded rail) with a 286,000
Ib. capacity. Making similar, low cost improvements to the NECR line in MA and CT would allow all four Class |
railroads serving New England to access this region at the new 286,000 |b. standard. Increased rail freight activity
would have a greater impact on traffic levels and vehicle emission-related environmental impacts than even a
significant shift from personal automobiles to rail passenger service.

Improved Freight Service = Improved Passenger Service — In a region as densely populated as New England, all
significant freight line improvements should be accompanied by passenger rail improvements. The recent
experience of developing the Massachusetts State Freight & Rail Plan made this clear. In every community where
MassDOT representatives held meetings to discuss freight rail service, local officials and citizens asked about
improving passenger rail access.

Improved Tourism Access - Tourism and travel are the second largest economic activity in the world, and rail travel
is a preferred method of transport for international visitors and tourists. The port at New London serves passenger
cruise ships. The Central Corridor is replete with historic sites and tourism destinations. Connecting New London
and the Connecticut coast of Long Island Sound to central CT, western MA, Brattleboro, Burlington and St. Albans,
VT, would markedly improve the opportunity for passenger rail tourism in New England and tourism-related
economic development along this line. The NECR line passes through some of the most historic and culturally-rich
sections of New England. The universities themselves serve as a draw for regional and international tourists,
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Potential College Ridership/Populations

“Central Corridor” “Knowledge Corridor”
Nurnber of univ./colleges 11 15
Univ./colleges with more than 20,000 students 2 0
Total student population 68,869 78,169
Student population of three largest institutions 55,478 36,990
Student population of five largest institutions 61,278 50,856
College Population* in the Central Corridor
Ambherst
UMass Amherst 26,359 fulltime students
Amherst College 1,683 t
Hampshire College 1,350 i
29,392 MA total
Mansfield
UConn Storrs 23,692 i
Willimantic
Eastern CT State Univ. 5,427 "
Quinebaug Valley Community College 1,045 * (est.)
Norwic)
Three Rivers College 3,900 .
New London
Connecticut College 1,900 g
Mitchell College 1,000 * (est.)
Coast Guard Academy 963 ”
Groton
UConn Avery Point _748 ‘.
38,675 CT total
68,069 Corridor Total

NOTE: The college population in the Brattlebaro, VT area is not included because it is accessible via the Knowledge Corridor. *Fall 2009 student
population figures from university/college websites,

State University Campuses - Rail Connections under the New England Regional Rail Plan*
Connected Campuses (Existing or Proposed) Disconnected Campuses (Existing or Proposed)
Students Campus Students Campus
15,904 URI Kingston 26,359 UMass Amherst
14,000+ UMass Boston 23,692 UConn Storrs
935 UMass Medical Worcester 400 UConn Torrington
12,471 UMass Lowell 50,451 Total (37%)
9,155 UMass Dartmouth
2,030+ UConn Greater Hartford
1,270 UConn Stamford
748 UConn Avery Point {Groton)
2,480 UConn Waterbury
14,704 UNH Durham
1,514 UNH Manchester
12,800 UVT Burlington

86,741+ Total (63%)
* “New England Vision for High Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail.” Fall 2009 student population figures from university websites.
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