
AGENDA 
Mansfield Conservation Commission 

Wednesday, April 21,2010 
Audrey P. Beck Building 
CONFERENCE ROOM B 

7:30 PM 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Opportunity for Public Comment 

4. Minutes 
a. March 17, 2010 

5. New Business 
a. IWA Referrals: 

* W1450- Town of Mansfield-Healey Property easement path in buffer 
W1451 - Town of Mansfield - IWA Regulation revision per new statute (Public 
Hearing Scheduled for 6/7/10) 

b. PZC Referrals: (See update report from Director of Planning) 
* lnvasive Plantings (4/14/10 Draft Regulations Attached- Public Hearing Schedule for 

61711 0) 
Protecting Mansfield's Aquifers (4/14/10 Regulation Attached- Public Hearing 
Schedule for 6/7/10) 

c. Distribution of new Inland Wetland Regulations (to be available at meeting) 
d. Other 

6. Continuing Business (see update memo from Director of Planning) 
a. UConn Drainage issues: 

Swan Lake Discharge 
Mirror Lake Dredging 
Other 

b. UConn Hazardous Waste Transfer Station (no new information) 
c. Water Supply Issues -(Willimantic Wellfield Study-final report expected in May) 
d. Ponde Place Student Housing Project 
e. Conservation Commission Administrative Issues; Term Limits, etc 
f. USDA Animal Health Research Facility- UConn Depot Campus (public information 

session Scheduled for May 1 8'h, 7pm at Bishop Center) 
g. Eagleville Brook Impervious Surface TMDL Project (public information session expected 

to be held on May 27th) 
h. CT Siting Council Application for a Verizon Telecommunication Tower in Willington off 

of Daleville Road (512511 0 public hearing scheduled by CT. Siting Council) 
i. CL&P "Interstate Reliability Project" (awaiting assessment of need update-filing not 

expected until summer/fall 2010) 
j. Natchaug River Basin project (Conservation Action Plan steering Committee meeting 

scheduled for 4/29/10 12-4pm in Ashford) 
k. Other 



7. Communications 
a. Minutes 

Open Space (3/16/10) 
PZC (311 511 0 and 41511 0) 
IWA (415110) 

b. Inland Wetland Agent Monthly Activity Report 
c. Spring 2010 "The Habitat" 
d. MarchlApril 2010 CT Wildlife 
e. Jan 201 0 Fenton River Macroinvertebrate Re-Colonization Study (2009 Annual Report) 
f. Spring 2010 Update Lycott, Lakes and Ponds Management 
g. Other Correspondence 

8. Other 

9. Future Agendas 

10. Adjournment 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE O F  PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

GREGORY J. PADICIC, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

Memo to: Mansfield Conservation Commission --,\ ,' 
From: Gregory Padiclc, Director of Planning 
Date: 4/16/10 

* 
Re: 412111 0 Conservation Coinmission Agenda Items 

The following comments provide more information on a number of the 4/21/10 agenda items: 

1. New IWA Referrals 
* The packet includes application materials describing a town proposed drive adjacent to the Eaton Bog in 

Mansfield Center between Bassens Bridge and Cemetery Roads. S. Lelman attended the IWAlPZC field 
trip. 
Due to changes in the State Statutes, the IWA is planning to amend the wetland regulations to add a one 
year extension to recently approved permits. This is not a significant change. A 6/7/10 public hearing has 
been scheduled. 

2. New PZC Referrals 
The packet includes a number of Zoning and Subdivision Regulation revisions designed to enhance the 
protection of aquifer areas and public water supply wells and to prevent the use of invasive plant species as 
listed by DEP. I plan to attend the 4/21/10 meeting to explain the revisions to the Conservation 
Commission. Apublic hearing is expected to be scheduled for 6/7/10. 

3. New Inland Wetland Reeulations 
At their 4/5/10 meeting, the IWA approved, effective May 1,2010, new Inland WetlandRegulations. The 
new regulations will be distributed to the Conservation Commissionmembers at the 4/21/10 meeting. 

4. Willimantic Wellfield Study 
* Final edits from Technical Advisory Committee members are being incorporated into a final report which 

is expected to be completed in May. Upon completion, more information will be distributed to 
Conservation Commission members. 

5. Ponde Place Proiect 
Onsite wellfield testing has been completed and reportedly yields are less than expected by the property 
owner. The developer is considering the submittal of new applications to the IWA and PZC. It is 
anticipated tliat the size of the project will need to be reduced unless additional sources of potable water are 
obtained. 

6. Proposed Willinvton Telecommunication Tower 
The CT Siting Council has scheduled a 5/25/10 public hearing for a proposed Verizon Tower on Daleville 
Road. To date no significant issues have been raised and Mansfield comments for the Siting Council are 
not anticipated. 

7. CLGIP Interstate Reliability Proiect - Survey work continues along the proposed eastem Connecticut route of new electrical lines but application 
submission has been delayed until completion of a reassessment of needs throughout New England. The 
Town has been informed that any application is not expected to be submitteduntil mid year. 

8. Natchaue River Basin Proiect 
A new steering committee is being formed to help implement a conservation action plan for the Natchaug 
Basin. I have agreed to attend a 4/29/10 meeting and participate in a land use and economic development 
focus group. Other focus groups will address education and outreach and road maintenance and 
construction. 
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APPLICATION FOR PERMIT 
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

4 SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD, STORRS, CT 06268 
TEL: 860-429-3334 OR 429-3331 

FAX. 880-42- "0"" 
a-VUV.) 

I FOR OFRCE USE ONLY I 

;4pp/idants are referred to the Mansfield lnland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations for complete 
requirements, and are obligated to follow them. For assistance, please contact Grant Meifzler, Inland 
Wetlands Agent at the telephone numbers above. 

Please print or type or use similar format for computer; attach additional pages as necessary. 

Part A - Applicant 
Name 01dr1 O/ &'QEIS/;'G/J 

Mailing Address lo Q-%K+~ F~cikv;/L flea d 

Sfon.5- flaosf& Y d zip c?hakB 

Telephone-Home Telephone-Business 8hO-$27-3015 

Title and Brief Description of Project 

Location of Project 

Intended Start Date 

Part B - Property 0 er (if applicant is the owner, just write "same") 
Name V i c h ~ e i  a d  Honr \-\ccc Is4 

, Q-4 Mailing Address 1 %  J-L\PGA 

Chaplin , CT z ip  O h 2 3 5  

Telephone-Home %b0 - 3Tq - 99~1 Telephone-Business ~ k 0 - 4 5 5 -  Ohc) b 

Owner's written consent to the filing of this application, if owner is not the applicant: 

Signature SEC q-rf~~&/,/ a &hF,zcl  & date 

Applicant's interest in the land: (if other than owner) 

Part C - Project Description (attach extra pages, if necessary) 

Posted 112007 



3 
1) Describe in detail the proposed activity here or on an attached page. (See guidelines at 

end of application - page 6.) 
Please include a description of all activity or construction or disturbance: 

a) & the wetlandhatercourse 
b) &the area adjacent to (within 150 feet from the edge of) the wetlandlwatercourse, even 

if wetlandhatercourse is off your property 
Constn& on mri ru\+~,trcx and rccr~nliond NCPSS C o n s i s + l ~  of 0- 

a1 noor+, A h  . . . . 
6\  I ~ D - L I ~ ~ J  04 b , o  soil Will hc. w i l o o d  on( .sfodcpilenl ' on &e W L ~ A Z ~ O '  ~ e c f i o n  OF +LC &kmlzd propsrh l .  

* Si ICfincc wil l  hz in;kl(e& doun qkdf;r\h '0.4 COYLS-IVW~. ,~  
cc&-if;SI +.I 

A d rc~;r(acic. G O  /vet-+ o n  -the %u+hrl, ,  p o r h n  o C  
3hs. GC&S e a s r m k  Wi* OK~CS-  ~-&&-4;m 
h'lsarsz And ~ i l \  k:\nstalld 

bcces; drive w i l l  resur&ccd w.(-~L 120- 150 ~ 1 d 3  of 
~ m v t % ,  p a ~ s ~ e d  ~lrciro( a.4 5b- d u s r  , pu p\& 
U EA IQ$I. ' ~ ' i \ \  b in %d~d- prr ?\ocl 

2) Describe the amount or area o d~sturbance (in square feet or cubic yards or acres): 
a) &the wetlandlwatercourse . . .  

b) &the area adjacent to (within 150 feet from the edge 09 the wetland/watercourse, even 
if wetlandlwatercourse is off your property 

4 1  T h e e  41lf he IX d'dufhanrr. u;&;o wcik.rcour~ /we~lanA 

3) Describe the type of materials you are using for the project: proccsxd 
~bne dwf; t u  lm-f , $rncjnci. 

// 

a) include type of material used as fill or to be excavated %~50,1,  / o ~ s ~ e { o m v ~ ~ ,  np-mfl,shm d f i p  
b) include voIume of rnateriql to be, filled or excavated 120 lid 3 o f -fo 0 .%,I w;fl& 
3, PQCV( and di CL~SS (L h ~ f 1  bc rrcjur&cd wl* /dB -' ISO'LIAJ oJ qm vei, r , , ~  rv, a n'cY 5fonz dusr J 

4) Describe measures to be taken to minimize or avoid any adverse impacts on the 
wetlands and regulated areas (silt fence, staked hay bales or other Erosion and 
Sedimentation control measures). , 

70 ~on+mI era9 fi e ~ d & , n . a , ~ ~ x f i ~ i  .~,lf &num , hcq Laks and fik-rap ?mk~tici), 
i 11 , i s .  s5h&~ arm will J C  tk-5P&d ky ncCcmr/.' 

Part D - Site Description 
Describe the general character of the land. (Hilly? Flat? Wooded? Well drained? etc.) 

6~ntlu i n  M ~ ~ C ~ Z  CL -87 ci7z:Cl:er+/ S/o/;l,nq f i  A ~eyett~,,! 
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Part E - Alternatives 
Have you considered any alternatives to your proposal that would meet your needs and might 
have less impact on the wetland/watercourse? Please list these alternatives. 
70 ma.,, k i n  an G ~ ~ ; L L L S I . V ~  arid recxchnlaP -tila+ i5 170 + prgm 
-h, ermsim? iis idpravcd ~~CLCSX is ~ c c d e d .  

Part F - MaplSite Plan (all applications) 
1) Attach to the application a map or site plan showing existing conditions and the 

proposed project in relation to wetland1 watercourses. Scale of map or site plan should be 1" 
= 40'; if this is not possible, please indicate the scale that you are using. A sketch map may be 
sufficient for small, minor projects. (See guidelines at end of application - page 6.) 

2) Applicant's map date and date of last revision I / 7. 7 n o q  
3) Zone Classification / 

Yes y/ 4) Is your property in a flood zone? - No - Don't Know 

Part G - Major Applications Requiring Full Review and a Public Hearing 
See Section 6 of the Mansfield Regulations for additional requirements. 

Part H - Notice to Abutting Property Owners 
1) List the names and addresses of abutting properly owners 

Name Address 

2) Written Notice to Abutters . You must notify abutting property owners by certified mail, 
return receipt requested, stating that a wetland application is in progress, and that 
abutters may contact the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agent for more information. Include 
a brief description of your project. Postal receiDts of vournotice to abutters must 
accompany your application. (This is not needed for exemptions). 

Part I -Additional Notices, if necessary 
1) Notice to Wndham Water Works is attached. If this application is in the public watershed 

for the Windham Water Works (WWW), you must notify the WWW of your project within 7 
days of sending the application to Mansfield-sending it by certified mail, return receipt 
requested. Contact the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agent to find out if you are in this 
watershed. 

2) Notice to Adjoining Town. If your property is within 500 feet of an adjoining town, you 
must also send a copy of the application, on the same day you sent one to Mansfield, to 

Posted 112007 4 



5 
the Inland Wetlands Agency of the adjoining town, by certified mail, return receipt 
requested. 

3) The Statewide Reporting Form (attached) shall be part of the application and specified 
parts must be completed and returned with this application. 

Part J - Other !rnpacts To Adjoining Tomsj if applicable 
1) Will a significant portion of the traffic to the completed project on the site use streets 

within the adjoining municipality to enter or exit the s i t e ? Y e s ~ N o D o n ' t  Know 

2) Will sewer or water drainage from the project site flow through and impact the sewage or 
drainage system within the adjoining municipality?- Yes &No - Don't Know 

3) Will water tun-off from the improved site impact streets or other municipal or private 
property within the adjoining municipality?- Yes X N o  D o n ' t  Know 

Part K -Additional Information from the Applicant 
Set forth (or attach) any other information which would assist the Agency in evaluating 
your application. (Please provide extra copies of any lengthy documents or reports, and 
extm copies of maps larger than 8 . 5 " ~  1 I", which are not easily copied.) 

Part L - Filing Fee 
Submit the appropriate filing fee. (Consult Wetlands Agent for the fee schedule available 
in the Mansfield lnland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations.) 
- $365. - $110. - $60.-$25. /,//?7 

Note: The Agency may require you to provide additional information about the regulated area 
which is the subject of the application, or about wetlands or watercourses affected by the 
regulated activity. If the Agency, upon review of your application, finds the activity proposed 
may involve a "significant activity" as defined in the Regulations, additional information andlor a 
public hearing may be required. 

The undersigned applicant hereby consents to necessary and proper 
inspections of the above mentionedpropePtJr by members and agenis of the 
lnland Wetlands Agency, at reasonable times, both before and after the 
permit in question has been granted by the Agency, 

a L  i i3- //- 26f  0 

Applicant% signature' Date 
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MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250 

29.113.15 
OLIVE,R JOHN W and JENNIFER M 
PO BOX 635 
MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250 

29.113.17 
MANSFIELD TOWN OF 
OPEN SPACE STORRS ROAD 
3 1 BASSETTS BRIDGE RD 
MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250 

29.113.17A 
H E W  MICHAEL C andMARY C 
126 LYNCH RD 
CHAPLIN CT 06235 

29.113.17B 
MANSFIELD TOWN OF 
OPEN SPACE BASSETTS BRIDGE ROAD 
4 SO EAGLEVILLE RD 
STORRS CT 06268 

29.96.17 
JOHNSTON BRENDAN B 
477 STORRS RD 
MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250 



29.96.18 
PERKWS MARK H SR 
P 0 BOX 162 
MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250 



W-kE AGENCY 

ABUTTER NOTITICATION FORM 
to be sent bv Certified Mail 

Pursuant to Mansfield's Inland Wetland Agency notification requirements, abutting property owners 
are hereby notified of a wetland application pending before the Inland Wetland Agency. The complete 
s l e  for this application is available for review in the Planning Office. Questions regarding the 
application or application review process may be addressed by calling the Planning Office at 
(860) 429-3330 or emailing at www. PlanZoneDept@n~ansfieldct.or: 

L Public Hearinfleeting Dates: 

Date~Time of Next Scheduled Meeting: A~ril5,2010 

At the above listed scheduled meeting date the Wetland application will be received by the 
Agency. No presentation by the applicant will be given at this meeting. Public comment 
(written or verbal) is encouraged to be presented at the next regularly scheduled meeting. 

For more details (date and time) of the next meeting, please contact the Planning Office at 
(860)429-3330. 

IL Location of Proposal: 476 Storrs Road 
m. Applicant:  own' of Mansfield 

Owner: Michael and Maw Healev 

IN. Proposed Use: Recreational and Amicultural 
v. 
VL (Statement of Uselstatement of Justification to be attached) 

VII. Map: (Attach 8 112x1 1 " or 11x17" map depicting proposal) 

'Notices are to be sent within 7 (seven) days of the receipt of the application by the office staff. To 
venfy that Notice requirements have been met, applicants are required to submit Certified Mailing 
receipts and one copy of information mailed to property owners to the Planning Office. Failure to 
meet Notice requirements or to submit return receipts to the Planning Office promptly may necessitate 
application processiig delays. - 



Statement of Use/Justificatiom 
, ... . .-- 

, . ..?,? 
:..iE>r 

P' PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Town of Mansfield proposes to improve public access by constructing an agricultural and recreational 
access consisting of a 12-foot wide, 250-foot long gravel surface for pedestrian and agricultural use 
with in the regulated area for wetlands. The proposed access in will allow the Town to link the cultural, 
historic features of Mansfield Center within the Tom-owned Commonfields. Ths. construction details of the 
proposed access are shown on the attached plan. 







To: Connecticut's Municipal Wand 

From: Betsey Wingfield 
Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Water Protection and 

Dated: March 3,2010 fl 
Re: 2009 Legislation and Regulations Advisory 

The 2009 Legislature amended section 22a-42a of the Connecticut Inland Wetlands and 
Watercourses Act with the passage of Section 3 of Public Act 09-1 8 1. This Public Act 
adds a new subsection (g) to section 22a-42a This amendment went into effect upon 
passage of the Public Act on July 2,2009. 

Section 22a-42a of the Connecticut Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act pertains to the 
establishment of wetland and watercourse boundaries by regulation, the adoption of 
inland wetlands agency regulations, inland wetlands agency permits, and filing fees. 
Public Act 09-1 81 added a new subsection (g) to section 22a-42a which allows permits 
issued during the period from July 1,2006 to July 1,2009 to be valid for not less than six 
years, and any such permit may be renewed upon certain circumstances, provided no 
such permit be valid for more than eleven years. Permits issued prior to July 1,2006 or 
after July 1,2009 are not subject to this amendment. 

A complete copy of Public Act 09-1 81 is attached for your use with the amended 
language designated by "i'EW". You should plan to revise your regulations to reflect the 
amendment to Section 22a-42a. Please note that only the revised language in section 3 of 
Public Act 09-181 is relevant to inland wetlands agencies. Changes to the other sections 
of the public act, while noted as ' W E W  do a apply to inland wetlands agencies. 

If your regulations follow the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Model Municipal 
Regulations (IWWMMR) Fourth Edition dated May 1,2006, you should plan to revise 
the following sections as noted. 

The underlined language noted below is new and should be added to your regulations. 

7.10 Any application to renew a permit shall be granted upon request of the permit 
holder unless the Agency fmds that there has been a substantial change in 
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circumstances which requires a new permit application or an enforcement action 
has been undertaken with regard to the regulated activity for which the permit was 
issued provided &no pennit issued durine the time period &om July 1.2006. to 
Julv 1.2009. inclusive. shall be valid for more than eleven years: and b) no permit 
issued prior to July 1.2006 or after Julv 1.2009 may be valid for more than ten 
years. 

Section I I :  Decision Process and Permit 

The underlined language noted below is new and should be added to your regulations 

11.6 Any permit issued by the Agency prior to July 1.2006 or after Julv 1.2009 for 
the development of land for which an approval is required under section 8-3,s-25 
or 8-26 of the Connecticut General Statutes shall be valid for five years provided 
the Agency may establish a specific time period within which anjr regulated 
activity shall be conducted. Any permit issued by the Agency prior to July 1. 
2006 or after Julv 1,2009 for any other activity shall he valid for not less than two 
years and not more than five years. Anv permit issued bv the Aeency during the 
time period fiom Julv 1.2006. to Julv 1.2009. inclusive, shall ex~ire  not less than 
six years after the date of such approval. 

Please he reminded it is our understanding that Section 3 of Public Act 09-181 governs 
until such time that your regulations are revised. 

Should you have any further questions regarding the above changes, please feel free to 
contact Darcy W i e r  of the Wetlands Management Section at (860) 424-3019. 



Substitute House Bill No. 5254 

Public Act No. 09-181 

AN ACT CONCERNlAlG EXTENDING THE TIME OF EXPIRATION OF CERTAIN LAND 
USE PERMITS. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly convened: 

Section 1. Section 8-3 of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (m) as 
follows (Effective fro771 passage): 

(NEW) (m) Notwithstanding the provisions of flus section, any site plan approval made 
under this section during the period from July 1,2006, to July 1,2009, inclusive, except an 
approval made under subsection (j) of this section, shall expire not less than six years after 
the date of such approval and the commission may grant one or more extensions of time to 
complete all or past of the work in connection with such site plan, provided no approval, 
including all extensions, shall be valid for more than eleven years from the date the site 
plan was approved. 

Sec. 2. Section 8-26c of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (e) as follows 
(Effectivefr.071~ passage): 

(NEW) (e) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any subdivision approval made 
under this section during the period from July 1,2006, to July 1,2009, inclusive, shall 
expire not less than six years after the date of such approval and the commission may 
grant one or more extensions of time to complete all or past of t l~e  work in connection with 
such subdivision, provided the time for all extensions under this subsection shall not 
exceed eleven years from the date the subdivision was approved. 

Sec. 3. Section 22a-42a of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (g) as 
follows (Effective fr.oliz passnge): 



(NEW) (g) Notwithstanding the provisions of subdivision (2) of subsection (d) of this 
section, any permit issued under this section during the period from July 1,2006, to July 1, 
2009, inclusive, shall expire not less than six years after the date of such approval. Any 
such permit shall be renewed upon request of the permit holder unless the agency finds 
that there has been a substantial change in circumstances that requires a new permit 
application or an enforcement action has been undertaken with regard to the regulated 
activity for which the permit was issued, provided no such permit shall be valid for more 
than eleven years. 

Sec. 4. Section 8-268 of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (c) as follows 
(Efjcective from pnssnge): 

W W )  (c) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any approval of a subdivision of 
land for a project of four hundred or more dwelling units made during the period from 
July 1,2006, to July 1,2009, inclusive, shall expire not less than eleven years after the date 
of such approval. 

Approved July 2,2009 



April 14,2010 Draft 

Proposed Revisions to Mansfield's Zoning & Subdivision Rewlations 
Re: Invasive Plant Species 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(Explanatory ~ o t e s  are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

A. Proposed Zoning Reeulation Revisions: 

1. Revise Article V, Section A.3.d.15 to read as follows: 

Existing and proposed fencing, walls, screening, buffer and landscaped areas, including the location, 
size and type of significant existing vegetation and unique or special landscape elements; historic 
features; and the location, size and type of proposed trees and/or shrubs. Plants identified in the current 
State Department of Environmental Protection Agencv listing of invasive species shall not be used. 
Areas to remain as natural or undisturbed and areas to be protected through the use of conservation 
easements shall be identified on the site plan. 

2. Revise Article VI, Section B.4.q.1 to read as follows: 

General - All land use activities and particularly structures, parking areas and outdoor storage areas 
associated with commercial, industrial, or multi-family residence uses, shall include strategically placed 
landscape and buffer areas, which shall be designed to protect and preserve property values; to provide 
privacy from visual intrusion, light, dirt and noise; to prevent the erosion of soil and to provide water 
recharge areas; to promote pedestrian and vehicular safety; and to enhance the environmental quality 
and attractiveness of Mansfield. 

Except where alternative uses, such as parking areas, are provided for in other sections of these 
regulations, all required setback areas shall either be attractively landscaped with lawns trees and shrubs 
or, where appropriate, left in a sightly and well kept natural state. Landscape plans submitted in 
conjunction with a land use application shall identify, by type, size, height and placement, all proposed 
landscaping and all existing landscape features to be retained. Plants identified in the current State 
Department of Environmental Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be used. All 
submitted landscape plans must be adequate to meet the intended aesthetic, buffer and environmental 
purposes. Particular attention should be given to parking and loading areas, outside storage areas and 
shadow patterns with respect to south wall and rooftop solar access. See Article X, Section D.16 for 
supplemental interior parking lot landscaping requirements and Article X, Section S for architectural and 
design standards. 

3. Revise Article X. Section D.18 b. to read as follows: 
Interior landscape areas shall contain a mix of trees, shrubs, ground covers and other plantings. At a 
minimum, one deciduous shade tree at least two (2) inches in caliper, shall be planted for each ten (10) 
parking spaces. Trees and shrubs placed within five (5) feet of paved areas shall be of a variety capable 
of withstanding salt damage. Plants identified in the current State Department of Environmental 
Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be used. 



4. Revise Article X. Section R.4.b to read as follows: 
Where appropriate, integrate existing mature vegetation into the design [and avoid the use of invasive 
species.] Incorporate a variety of plant species into the design and avoid monocultures. Where 
appropriate, integrate existing mature vegetation into the design and avoid the use of invasive species. 
Incorporate a variety of plant species into the design and avoid monocultures. Plants identified in the 
current State Department of Environmental Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be 
used. 

B. Proposed Subdivision Regulations Revisions: 

1. Revise Section 8.10 subsections e and a to read as follows: 

e. All new street trees shall be selected by the project landscape architect based on site characteristics, 
street design, or architecture and tree durability. Where appropriate based on site and neighborhood 
characteristics, native tree species should be considered. Plants identified in the current State 
Department of Environmental Protection Agencv listing of invasive species shall not be used. 

g. The following list is provided as a guide for selecting durable, quality street trees. However, the 
Commission encourages consideration of additional trees of equivalent quality (see subsection e 
above). [It is recommended that street tree species that may be invasive (based on the current listing 
by the University of Connecticut Center for Conservation and Biodiversity) not be used.] 

E~w1anato1-v Note: 

The proposed revisions are designed to clarify and strengthen existing policies regarding invasive plant 
species. The regulations all uniformly refer to the State Department of Environmental protection Agency 
listing of invasive plant species. 



April 14,2010 DRAFT 
Proposed Revisions to the Zoninrr and Subdivisions Regulations; 

Aquifer and Public Water Supplv Well Protection 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(Explanatory Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revision) 

A. Proposed Zonine Reeulation Revisions: 
1. Revise Article V, Section A.3. as follows: 

a. Revise subsection d.10 to read as follows: 
Watercourses, swamps and other water related features, specifically including, regulated inland 
wetlands, flood hazard areas, state designated channel encroachment lines and identified aquifers on 
the site or [adjacent to] within 500 feet of the site. For more information on flood hazard areas see 
Article X, Section E and Article IV (definition of flood hazard area). For more information on 
aquifer areas see Article VI, Section B.4.m. 

b. Revise subsection d.12 to read as follows: 
Waste disposal and water supply facilities, including the locations and findings of all test pits, 
borings and percolation tests, and the location of public drinking water wells within 500 feet of the 
site. 

c. Revise subsection g to read as follows: 
Other information: Dependent on the nature of the proposal, the Commission shall have the right 
to require additional detailed information if it finds the information is necessary to review the 
application and determine compliance with applicable regulations and performance standards. Such 
information may include but shall not be limited to: traffic impact analysis, including spetific 
information on how construction traffic will be regulated, routed and monitored; m r ,  watershed 
and flooding data; drainage calculations and documentation of necessary drainage rights or 
easements; environmental and neighborhood impact analysis; erosion and sedimentation control 
plans, future plans for adjacent land under the control of the subject applicant or owner; information 
on homeowner or property-owner associations; maintenance provisions; estimates of site 
improvements costs, and bonding agreements. 

2. Revise Article V, Section A.5.d. to read as follows: 
The proposal has made safe and suitable provisions for water supply, waste disposal, flood control, fire 
and police protection, the protection of the natural environment, including air quality and surface and 
groundwater quality and the protection of existing aquifers and existing and potential public water 
sup~lies, cemeteries, historic structures and other features of historic value; 

3. Revise Article V. Section B.3.e. to read as follows: 
Other information: Dependent on the nature of the proposal, the Colnmission shall have the right to 
require additional detailed information if it finds the information is necessary to review the application 
and determine compliance with applicable regulations and performance standards. Such information, 
which through other provisions of these regulations may be required for particular uses, may include but 
shall not be limited to: architectural plans of all proposed buildings, structures and signs, including 
exterior elevations, floor plans, perspective drawings and information on the nature and color of building 
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materials; traffic studies; aauifer, watershed and flooding data; drainage calculations and documentation 
of necessary drainage rights or easements; environmental and neighborhood impact analysis; erosion 
and sedimentation control plans; future plans for adjacent land under the control of the subject applicant 
or owner; information on homeowner or property owner associations; maintenance provisions; estimates 
of site improvement costs and bonding agreements. 

4. Revise Article V, Section B.4.m. to read as follows: 
Aquifer Areas - To prevent or minimize detrimental effects on the groundwater quality within aquifer 
areas, which are existing or potential sources of [large] simificant quantities of potable water, land use 
activities m r  within 500 fee t f  identified aquifer areas must be carefully reviewed and appropriately 
regulated. Accordingly, the following requirements shall apply to all land use activities on within 
[primary or secondary recharge areas] 500 feet of aquifer areas as identified in Mansfield's Plan of 
Conservation and Development. Mansfield's Water Supply Plan, an October, 1979 map entitled 
GROUNDWATER RECHARGE AREAS, prepared by the Connecticut Area-wide Waste Treatment 
Management Planning Board, sheets 40,41,55 and 56, (on file in the Mansfield Planning Office and the 
Town Clerk's Office), [as may be modified by new] and anv additional information obtained from the 
State Department of Environmental Protection, [the Tolland County Soil and Water Conservation 
District,] federal a~encies or on-site investigation [meeting the standards of the U.S. Geological Survey]. 

1. No commercial or industrial land use and no residential land use involving three or more dwelling 
units, which utilizes an on-site waste disposal system, shall be permitted unless it can be 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Planning and Zoning Commission that the waste disposal 
system discharges will not contaminate aquifer recharge areas. As deemed [necessary] appropriate, 
the proposed land use shall be referred to the Mansfield Health Officer, the Mansfield Conservation 
Commission and the State Departments of Health and Environmental Protection for review 
comments. A written report from the owner-developer's sanitary engineer and/or geologist or other 
qualified professional, detailing the system design, the physical characteristics of the area, existing 
land uses in the area, and potential short-term and cumulative impacts on identified aquifer areas, 
shall be submitted to the Commission. 

2. No underground fuel or chemical storage tanks shall be permitted, except after review and approval 
of the Mansfield Building Inspector and Fire Marshal. Where Planning and Zoning Commission 
approval is required for the subject use, all underground storage tanks must also be approved by the 
Commission. All such tanks and pipe connections shall be designed and constructed to prevent 
accidental contamination of groundwater. All storage tank facilities shall be designed and installed in 
conformance with [the] all applicable provisions of [Section 29-62 of] the State Statutes 
r e~ la t ions ,  and the standards of Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. and the National Fire Prevention 
Association. [The recommended standards contained in the November 1979 report of the Area 
Waste Treatment Management Planning Board entitled: A GUIDE TO GROUNDWATER AND 
AQUIFER PROTECTION (copy on file in the Mansfield Planning Office) shall also be considered.] 

3. All agricultural operations must employ best management practices, as recommended by t h e m  
Department of Environmental Protection and the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
[Tolland County Soil and Water Conservation District], for the application of manure, fertilizer or 
pesticides and the management of animal wastes. 

4. No road salt storage and loading facilities shall be permitted except after review and approval of the 
State Department of Environmental Protection. Where authorized, adequate measures must be taken 
to prevent groundwater contamination and to detect potential contamination problems. 
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5. All commercial, industrial or multi-family developments and other land uses with cumulativelv more 
than 112 acre of impervious surface shall incorporate best management practices for storm water 
[management] controls in accordance with State Department of Environmental Protection Best 
Management Guidelines, [such as oillwater separators and infiltration structures] and shall prohibit 
or restrict the use of salts and chemicals for ice removal in order to minimize the rislcs of ground 
water contamination. A storm water management plan detailing proposed provisions shall be 
submitted for Commission approval. 

6. All land uses involving the maintenance of lawns, fields and landscaped areas shall incorporate-rate 
landscape management plans regarding the use of fertilizers, pesticides, and other organic or 
chemical applications to minimize the rislcs of groundwater contamination. A landscape management 
plan detailing proposed provisions sl~all be submitted for Commission approval. 

B. Proposed Subdivision Regulation Revisions: 

1. Revise Section 5.2 to add a new subsection h. to read as follows (existing subsection h - m to be re- 
lettered i - n): 
a. Aquifer areas and public drinking water wells on or within 500 feet of a site. 

2. Revise Section 6.5 as follows: 
a. Add a new subsection h to read as follows (existing subsection h - s to be re-lettered i - t): 

h. Aquifer areas and public drinking water wells on or within 500 feet of a site. 

b. Revise existing subsection i.5 (to be re-lettered 6.5.i.5) to read as follows: 
5. Soil delineations and symbols as per the current U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation 

Service Soil Survey for Tolland County. Prime farmland soils and stratified drift aquifer areas 
shall be [delineated] s~ecificallv identified and clearly labeled. 

3. Revise Section 7.1 Subsections b and c to read as follows: 
b. The protection of existing and potential public water supply wells and ground water and surface 

water quality through appropriate design and installation of sanitary systems, drainage facilities, and 
other site improvements; 

c. The protection and enhancement of natural and manmade features, including aquifer areas, 
agricultural lands, hilltops or ridges, expanses of valley floors and features along existing roadways 
and scenic views and vistas on and adjacent to the subdivision site; 

4. Revise Section 7.2 a and b to read as follows: 
a. Property boundaries, site topography soil types, natural and manmade features and scenic views and 

vistas should be delineated: (see provisions of 6.5.b through [ix); 
b. Significant natural and manmade features, including aquifer areas, agricultural lands, hilltops or 

ridges, expanses of valley floors and features along existing roadways and scenic views and vistas 
and adjacent to the subdivision site, and scenic views and vistas and appropriate buffer areas should 
be incorporated into proposed open space areas. 
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5. Revise Section 7.43.5 to read as follows: 
5. The site's location with respect to the Willimantic Reservoir Watershed, existing public water supply 

wellfields or [stratified drift] aquifer areas that may serve as future public water supply wellfields; 

6. Revise Section 7.6.a. to read as follows: 
a. The Commission determines that a reduction or waiver will help protect significant natural and 

manmade features, including aquifer areas, agricultural lands, hilltops or ridges, expanses of valley 
floors and features along existing roadways and/or scenic views and vistas; 

7. Revise 13.1.4.b. to read as follows: 
b. Protecting and conserving natural and manmade features, including aquifer areas, agricultural lands, 

hilltops or ridges, expanses of valley floors and features along existing roadways, and/or scenic 
views and vistas; 

Explanatory note: The proposed revisions are designed to clarify and strengthen existing policies regarding 
aquifer and public water supply well protection. 



STATE OF COWCTICUT 
D E P A R W N T  OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

February 25,2010 

Mr. Quentin Kessel 
Chair 
Mansfield Conservation Co&ssion 
97 Codfish Road 
Storrs, CT 06269 

Dear Mr. Kessel: 

I am responding to your letter dated January 20,2010, concerning the 2009 Memorandttm 
ofAgreemenf Between the Department of Environinenz'al Profection and the University of 
Connecticut (MOA). I appreciate your comments and concerns regarding these matters. 

I'd like to provide you with some important baclcground concerning the MOA. The . . 
MOA was developed as a mechanism to assure implementation of UCONN's Drainage Master 
Plan. The Drainage Master Plan was a study performed by UCONN in 2003 to evaluate flooding 
problems along Eagleville Brook, water problems along Eagleville Brook and flooding 
problems along North Eagleville Road and Hunting Lodge Road. This study indicated increased 
flood flow to both the Fenton Rive1 and Eagleville Brook The study also proposed d o u s  
recommendations for addressing these problems. 

The overall intent of the Campus Drainage Master Plan and the implementation under the 
MOA, is to ensure water quality improvements and reduction of the rate of runoff through the 
various projects. While the MOA identifies projects, the actual design and evaluation of 
environmental effects will occur during the design and environmental permitting phases. The 
MOA in no way dictates environmental permitting outcomes. Should a project be denied, 
UCONN would be obligated to find an alternate project to meet water quality and flooding 
mitigation objectives. Certain elements may also require approval from the Department of 
Public Health Drinking Water Section due to their location within the Willimadc Reservoir 
watershed. In addition to addressing stormwater quality, UCONN will be expected to ensure that 
the pealcrate of runoff, during heavy storms, wouldnot cause erosion at the storm drain 
discharge points. 

I understand that there are many concerns related to the proposed project to divert runoff 
from Eagleville Brook to the Fenton watershed. This project has not yet been designed. During 
the design and permitting process, both water quality as well as peak runoff concerns will be 
addressed. 
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We bust that the University will keep the Town of Mansfield fully apprised as future 
projects move forward. 

Please feel fiee to give Denise Ruzicka, Director of the Inland Water Resources Division 
should you wish to discuss this further. She c& be reached at 860-424-3706. 

Yours truly, 

Amey W. Manella 
Commissioner 

cc: Eric Thomas, DEP 
I h l  Wagner, CEQ 
Richard Miller, UCONN 



STATE OF C 8  CTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF EWRONMENTAE PROTECTION 

NOTICE OF JNSUFFICJENCY 

March 10,2010 

University of Connecticut 
3 1 LeDoyt Road -Unit 3055 
Storrs, CT 06269-3055 
Attn: Richard Miller 

RE: FM-2009039601 IW-200903962lDS-200903961 
Mirror Lake Dredging and Dam Modifications 
University of Connecticut 
Mansfield 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Your application for an approval of a permit for the Mirror Lalce dredging and dam modifications 
received by this Department on December 16, 2009 is incomplete for processing. Your application is 
insufficient because it does not contain the following: 

1. In attachment E, under Executive Summary, the content references a 2006 UConn Campuswide 
Drainage Master Plan prepared by Lenard Engineering, Inc. (LEI). That report recommends 
some of the proposed worlc depicted on the plans entitled "Mirror Lake Dredging University of 
Connecticut Storrs Campus Project No. 901392" dated December 11, 2009. Although the 
computations in tlus report indicate the capacity of the proposed spillway matches the design 
flow requirements of the flood management approval, they do not specifically address that the 
dam has & adequately sized spillway for the design storm with the required freeboard. Please 
provide this supporting data. If this information is already in a previous studylreport, provide 
only the applicable portions of the report. 

2. In attachment E, specifications are included for concrete, reinforcing steel bars, etc. Is this a 
complete set of specifications for the project? This set is labeled as DRAFT. Submit a final 
copy of the specifications, as a permit would be issued based on approval of final Contract 
Documents. 

3. Attachment Q of the application consists of a letter fiom Robert J. DeSista of the Department 
of the Anny, New England District, Corps of Engineers (COE) to the University of Connecticut 
& Baystate Environmental Consultants, Inc. dated October 15, 2009. As stated in this letter, a 
COE permit is not required based on plans dated September 2009, which only showed the 
dredging worlc. Is the COE aware of the proposed work to the spillway, spillway 
apron/downstream channel, etc? Vesify if no COE permit is required for this additional work 
not shown on the plans dated September 2009. 

4. On Sheet 2 of 7 of the plans, under Sediment & Erosion Control Notes, comment #14 mentions 
CT DEP General Permit. Note that this application is for an individual pennit. 

(Printed on Recycled Paper) 
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FM-2009039601 FW-200903962lDS-200903961 
Mirror Lalce Dredgjng and Dam Modification - - 
UCONN, Mansfield 

5. Calculations are required for the downstream riprap stilling basin and riprap channel protection. 
The calculation must show an adequate design while maintaining the minimal amount of 
impacts to the regulated area. 

6. Water handling planmust be provided showing how stormwater will be handled in accordance 
with the DOT Drainage Manual for both the dredging and dam modifications. 

7. The plans must include details of the four sediment dewatering areas. 
8. Certification of Notice Form and copy of the published notice. 
9. Enclosed is a letter from the Mansfield Conservation Commission dated January 25,2010 

listing several items of concern. Documentation is required showing that the six items have 
been addressed. 

Please note that all present and future applications submitted to the Inland Water Resources Division 
must include the pertinent calculations and documentation fiom the approved Stormwater Master 
Drainage Plan. The applicant should not submit the entire Stormwater Master Drainage Plan 
consisting of several volumes of documentation but only provide the applicable portions relating to the 
proposed application. It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide a complete application 
including supporting documentation as described in the application paclcage. 

The Department will not process your application until the above insuEciencies are conected. The 
information requested above must be submitted to the Department within thuty days of the date of this 
request or the application will be rejected in accordance with 22a-3a-2(e) of the Regulations of 
Connecticut State Agencies. Please be aware, however, that the Department may have additional 
questions regarding your proposal based on its review of the new information. 

Should you have any questions or would like to meet with the Department's staEto discuss this matter, 
please call Sharon Yurasevecz at (860) 424-3019. 

Director 
Inland Water Resources Division 

cc: Danielle Missell, DEP 
ICartik Parelch, DEP 
Quentin ICessel, Mansfield Conservation Commission 



Commissioner Amey Marrella 
State of Connecticut 
Departmentof Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Mansfkld Conservation Commission 
Storrs, CTO6268 
January 25,2010 
(Revised January 28,2010) 

Dear Commissioner Marrella: 

The Mansfield Conservation Commission is concerned with the significant negative impactthat the proposed 
University of Connecticut Dredging of Mirror Lake may have on the watercourses and wetlands in the pubiic 
water supply watershed into which Mirror Lalte drains. For this reason, we request that a pubiic hearing be 
held on this Permit Application (dated December 11,2009) for Wastewater Discharge, Inland Wetlands and 
Water Courses, Dam Construction and Flood Management Certification. 

Our reading of this Permit Application suggests the following problems to us: 

1) The 17,000+ tons of sediments to be dredgedfrorn Mirror Lake are ltnown to contain toxic materials that 
exceed DEP standards; indeed additional testing is recommended in the Wastewater Discharge Application. 

2) Inadequate details are provided on disposal of the dredgingspoiis. 

3) The sediments (primarily anaerobic) contain large quantities of nutrients that when exposed to air in the 
dewatering process will convert anaerobic processes to aerobic processes, resulting in potentially heavy 
nutrient loadings, especially nitrogen, being introduced into Roberts Brook. This brook i s  designated a class 
AA water course in the permit application and is a tributary to a pubiic drinking water supply. Moreover, 
these nutrient loadings may have cascading effects on ecological and biological processes in the system (e.g. 
algal blooms, significant alteration of the biota, change in pH, etc.) 

4) Alternative options including phytoremediation appear to have heen inadequately explored. 

5 )  Studies on small laltes elsewhere have shown that sediment removal alone does not provide long-term 
restoration, and that the effects of dredging can have unintended negative consequences. 

6) Additional sustainable remediation efforts should be further explored. 

Please note, this is a letterfromthe Mansfield Conservation Commission, not ourTown Council. 
Only ourTown Council can officially communicate Town policy positions. 

S i n ~ r e l y  yours, 

Mansfield Conservation Commission 

(Please address written communications to me a t  97 Codfish Fails Road, Storrs, CT 06269 and emails to me at 
~uentinitessel@earthlinl(.net.) - 
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STATE OR COlYIYEC'ifllCUT 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

- 
March 11,2010 

Quentin Kessel 
Chairman 
Mansfield Conservation Commission 
97 Codfish Falls Road 
Stdm, CT 06269 

Re: Mansfield Conservation Commission Letter to Commissioner of CTDEP 

Dear Mr. Icessef: 

The Department of Public Health @PI3 Drinking water Section (DWS) has received your correspondence 
dnted January 26,2010 regarding your concerns with proposed stormwater diversions on the University of 
Connecticut Stoms Campus. The DPH is aware that there is an MOA behveen DEP and UCONN regarding.. 
stormwater management on the UCONN Storrs campus. The DPH does review applications and offers 
comments to the DEP under several of their permittingprogmms, one of which is the diversion permitting 
program. In addition, the DWS does have arequirement for stormwater discharge permitting udder the- 
Re,&tions of Connecticut State Agencies Section 19-13-B32(i): 

III ydur letter, you also refer to the notification requirements oEPublic Act 06-53. Please note that PA 06-53 
amended Connecticut General Statutes (CGS) Section 8-3i to require applicants to planning and zoning 
commissions, zoning commissions and zoning boards of appeals to notify the DPH and the fleeted water 
company when their projectr; fall within an aquifer proteclion ires or public water supply watershed. If 
UCONN proposes a project which requires submissions to the local agencies noted andit falls within a 
public water supply source am, then UCONN will be subject to this notification requirement UCONN may 
also be subject to CGS Section 22a42f, which requires DPH and water company notification for regulated 
activities conducted in inIand wetlands within public water supply watersheds. 

Please be assured that as the regulatory agency responsible for ensuring the purity and adequacy of public 
m d n g  water sources of supply, the DPH is appropriately involved in permitting decisions that may have an 
effect on public drinking water supplies. Ifyou have any questions, you may contact Pat Bisacky of my staff 
at 860-509-7333. 

Sincerelv. 

q"6- Eric McP ee 
Supenising Environmental Analyst 
Source Water Protection Unit 
Drinking Water Section 

Cc: Amey Marella, Betsey Wigfield, DEP Karl Wagener, CEQ 
Bany Feldman, Rich Miller, Jason Coite, UCONN Margaret Minor, Connecticut Rivers Alliance 
Rudy Favretti, Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency Willimantic River Alliance 
Elisabeth C. Paterson, Mansfield Town Council Naubesaiuck Watershed Council 
James Hooper, Willmantic Water Works Representative Denise Merrill 
MarkPaquette, W C O G  Senalor Donald Williams 

Phone: (860) 509-7333 
Telephone Device for the Deaf (860) 509-7191 
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Mansfield Conservation Commission 
Storrs, CT 06268 
March 17,2010 

Director Denise Ruzicka 
Inland Water Resources Division 
State o f  Connecticut 
Department o f  Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Dear Director Ruziclta: 

Commissioner Marrella's February 25.2010 letter to the Mansfield Conservation Commission (MCC) aslu that further 
questions concerning the MCC's January 20,2010 letter to the Commissioner be addressed to you. While the 
Commissioner's letter did a fine job of reviewing the situation (of which we are well aware), she failed to address 
either the two important comments in the body of our letter or make any reference to the eight comments and 
questions that we appended t o  the letter. 

There is some urgency to having these questions answered. For example, we understand UConn has already filed a 
permit for "Swan Lalte Drainage Outfall Improvements - DEP General Permit for Utilities and Drainage." UConn 
hopes to begin this construction in the Spring of 2010. The application states, "The existing storm drainage outlets 
into Roberts Brook are showing signs of erosion and the proposed project will correct that erosion, as well as provide 
additional erosion protection at the outlet suitable for the proposed increased stormwater flows ...." 

The "signs o f  erosion" are minor and almost entirely due to the 1990s unperrnitted diversion of the Swan Lake 
watershed (exceptthat perhaps you retroactively permitted this diversion through the MOA we are questioning). 
This Swan Lake watershed diversion nearly triples the acreage of impervious coverage, the runoff from which enters 
this upper portion of Roberts Brook. This increase in runoff is almost certainly the cause of the erosion in question; 
this portion o f  Roberts Brook had been stable for the decades that had passed since being buried when the current 
College o f  Agriculture was constructed. We do agree that if the MOA's additional "55 acre" diversion is also 
permitted, additional erosion protection will be required. These two diversions would include a total of about 25 
acres o f  impervious coverage, nearly five times that o f  the Horsebarn Hill/Route 195 watershed which this 
watercourse originally handled with relative ease. The 1990s Swan Lake diversion can be easily reversed by the 
removal o f  about 2 inches of concrete that was added to the dam on the western end of the lake at that time. The 
MCC feels this should be done; it would eliminate the need for the proposed, expensive, "drainage improvement." 

We further note the Swan Lake diversion, which dumps stormwater into a watercourse within a public water supply 
watershed, should also have required a DPH permit, which in turn, sets limits on the quality of the water being 
discharged. 

These considerations, along with the retroactive approval by the DEP o f  other UConn projects, are why the MCC 
aslted the DEP to bring the MOA to the attention of the Connecticut Attorney General for an opinion. The MCC felt 
that you would prefe[that such a request to come from the DEP. 

In the meantime, the MCC is renewing its request t o  you for wr'rtten comments and answers to the comments made 
and questions asked in ourJanuary 20,2010 letter to Commissioner Marrella. Again, the MCC feels a sense of 
urgency on these issues, and we look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience, 

Sincerely yours, 

Quentin Kessel, Chair 
Mansfield Conservation Commission 
(Please address written communications t o  me at 97 Codfish Falls Road, Storrs, CT 06269 and emails t o  me at 
auentinkessel@earthlinlt.net.) 



Mansfield Conservation commission 
Storrs, CT 06268 
January 20,2010 

Commissioner Amey Marreila 
State of Connecticut 
Department o f  Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Dear Commissioner Marreila: 

The Mansfield Conservation commission would like to make the following two comments regarding the 
"MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE [THE] DEPARMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND THE 
UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT" (UConn) signed by University of Connecticut Vice President Barry Feldman (9/4/09) 
and Betsey Wingfield, DEP Bureau Chief for Water Protection and Land Reuse(9/24/09). We applaud four out of the - 
five future projects listed for the improvement of the water quality in Eagleville Brook and Roberts Brook. 

Unfortunately we are unable to applaud the wisdom of allowing diversions from the Wiliimantic River 
Watershed (not a public water supply watershed, one of whose tributaries is Eagleville Brook), into the Fenton River 
watershed (a public water supply watershed, one of whose tributaries is Roberts Brook). The Mansfield Conservation 
Commission questions not  only the wisdom, but also the logic and scientific basis for these diversions. We 
understand the pressures from the EPA regarding TMDLs in Eagleville Brook, but this diversion has the potential to 
do as much o r  more harm to Roberts Brook, than potential t o  help Eagleville Brook. It also sets a dangerous 
precedent by sending polluted water regulated by a TMDL into the most protected of streams under DEP water 
quality standards, essentially voiding those standards and apparently in violation of the Clean Water Act itself. The 
Eagleville Brook problem is likely to be temporary in nature and the brookshould begin the healing process once the 
University puts the appropriate stormwater devices in place and the University's UConn 2000 construction programs 
wind down. 

We note that the Mansfield Conservation Commission is constituted in accordance with enabling legislation 
by the State of Connecticut (Sections 7-131a through 7-131e of the General Statutes) for the purpose of "The 
development, conservation, supervision and regulation o f  natural resources, including water resources, within 
municipal limits." We further note that the University o f  Connecticut's main campus falls within Mansfield's 
municipal limits and that 7-131c authorizes the exchange of information between local conservation commissions 
and the Commissioner of the DEP. 

Comment one: 

The Mansfield Conservation Commission (MCC) finds the legal basis for this MOA to be unclear. The MOA 
represents a local decision which affects the towns of Mansfield, Windham, and Coventry without consultation. I t  
grants, inappropriately we believe, retroactive approval and possible legality to ten projects with no public hearings, 
no prior Flood Management Certifications, and in apparent disregard for Connecticut's Anti-Degradation 
Implementation Policy (established in accordance with the Federal Clean Water Act-Title 40 Part 131.12), and 
probably with no DPH approval letters for stormwater discharges within 100 feet of a watercourse within a public 
water supply watershed. 

As noted, this decision was made without input from the many stakeholders who have invested years of 
effort in wisely using and protecting the watersheds in question. It is not sufficient to tell these stakeholders that 
they will have the opportunity to comment on the five proposed individual projects at some later date (and have na 
opportunity t o  comment on those projects that have been completed without individual Flood Management 



Certificates). The MCC requests that you bring this matter to the attention o f  the Connecticut Attorney General, and 
consider reissuing an improved MOA after a period of public comment. 

Comment two: 

The MCC has particular concerns regarding the plans to divert stormwater runoff from 55 acres (an incorrect 
number in the MOA). We note that the watershed containingswan Lake has already been diverted (without a 

permitting process, although with a minor alteration, the historic outflow from this lake could be reestablished). The 
newly proposed diversion proposes to change a,portion of the natural flow o f  the Eagleville Brook and Willimantic 
River watershed (not a public water supply watershed) into the Fenton River Watershed (a public water supply 
watershed). This would discharge water regulated by a TMDL (see the DEP document, "A total Maximum Daily Load 
Analysis for Eagleville Brool(, Mansfield CT," 2/8/07, or referred to as EBTMDL later in this letter) which is therefore 
among the most polluted in the state t o  a Class AA river which requires the highest standard of protection. The 
transfer o f  stormwater is effectively creating a new point discharge t o  the Roberts Brook/Fenton River, which 
appears to fail the test for issuance of a certificate or permit under the Connecticut Anti-Degradation Implementation 
Policy, established as required by the Federal Clean Water Act and Connecticut's Surface Water Quality Standards. 
The test for issuance to a Class AA water requires the following: a) the discharge is of limited duration; and b) the 
discharge will consist of clean water. However, the proposed diversion will a) be permanent; and b) contain water 
polluted enough to require a TMDL. 

By nearly all measures, both Roberts Brook and Eagleville Broolc are similarly compromised by the ICof the 
campus. However, the proposal to divert a "complex array of pollutants" to lessen this impact on Eagleville Brookat 
the expense of Roberts Brook has been made without a similar investigation o f  potential negative impacts to Roberts 
Brook. Based on IC percentages o f  greater than 30% for the origins o f  both brooks on the campus, this is a significant 
oversight, especially when it is Roberts Brook that is in a public water supply watershed, not Eagleville Brook. 

I f  this MOA is not rewritten after securing additional local input, at the very minimum, we expect to be given timely 
notification o f  hearings. The commission requests these hearings be held in Storrs to facilitate local input. The 
following pages contain questions and comments from the MCC that we request written responses to. UConn's Rich 
Miller and Jason Coite attended our November meeting, but apparently no one was available from your Bureau of 
Water Protection and Land Reuse that evening t o  help us t o  better understand a number of the DEP-related issues. 

Please note, this is a letter from the Mansfield Conservation Commission, not our Town Council. Only our 
Town Council can officially communicate Town policy positions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Quentin Kessel, Chair 
Mansfield Conservation Commission 
(Please address written communications to me at 97 Codfish Falls Road, Storrs, CT06269 and emails to me at 
auentinkessel@earthlinl(.net.) 

CC: Betsey Wingfield, DEP Council for Environmental Quality 
Barry Feldman, Rich Miller, UConn Connecticut Fund for the Environment 
CT Dept. of Public Health Connecticut Rivers Alliance 
Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency Willimantic River Alliance 
Mansfield Town Council Naubesatuck Watershed Council 
Willimantic Water Worlts Representative Denise Merriil 
WINCOG Senator Donald Williams 



Additional Mansfield Conservation Commission questions and comments: 

1. Given that the State Statutes state that Conservation Commissions have responsibility for "The 
development, conservation, supervision and regulation of natural resources, including water resources, 
within municipal limits," how is it that the DEP does not notify local Commissions when issues such as those 
addressed in  this letter arise? 

2. Why was the Willimantic Water Worlts not included in the discussions that led to this MOA. In working 
t o  protect the  integrity o f  its reservoir, the Willimantic Water Worlts explicitly defines the Fenton River 
watershed as a critical area because it is riddled with wetlands and tributary streams. Because of this, 
extensive investigations, including VOCs, pesticides, metals and nutrimts, were made of the Fenton and 
some of its tributaries in orderto understand the quality of the water enteringtheir reservoir. Why is no 
reference made t o  these reports? ("Mansfield Hollow Lake and Willimantic Reservoir Watershed Study," 
University o f  Connecticut, Department o f  Civil and Environmental Engineering, March, 2003, "Monitoring 
and Analysis o f  the Willimantic Reservoir and the Mansfield Hollow Lake Watershed, University o f  
Connecticut, Environmental Research Institute, April 14,2005). How are the diversions (one to be 
approved retroactively and the other proposed) likely to  change the earlier results? 

3. Why do, or do not, these diversions into an AA river violate Connecticut's Anti-Degradation 
Implementation Policy? This MOA seems t o  run contrary to present-day water conservation practices. Not 
only the DEP's BMPs, but we note the Nature Conservancy in i t s  Connecticut Strategic Plan (FY 2010-2012) 
speaks of cooperation with the DEP in its section on improvingfreshwater quality on priority rivers, and 
also speaks in  terms of the re-establishing of natural flow conditions and increasing hydrologic connections 
at the watershed scale. 

I t  appears t o  the MCC that any improvement made t o  the water quality in the Eagleville Brook by this 
diversion will be t o  the detriment of the water quality in Roberts Brook and the Fenton River. The Fenton 
River is already burdened with significant impervious coverage runoff from the campus (including from 
watersheds IIA, llB, and IIC in the notation used in the Campus Wide Drainage Master Plan, flood 
Management Certification Application (CWDMP)). This includes building and parking lot runoff from most 
o f  South Campus and the campus portion of Route 195. I t  also includes the unapproved diversion of the 
Swan Lalte watershed (IlB) which includes Swan Lalte, into which the additional 55 acres (IIIA) is proposed 
to be drained. (Much of the impervious coverage [IC] in this lllA watershed is parking lot runoff). 

4. Accordingto the DEP's 2004Stormwater Quality Manual, before proceeding with a diversion o f  
stormwater discharges within 100 feet o f  a watercourse within a public water supply watershed, a DPH 
approval letter must be obtained. Does the University have such approval for these diversions? (The Swan 
Lake diversion done with the construction of the Chemistry Building and the proposed "55 acre" diversion) 

5a. With regard t o  action levels on TMDLs: Partial justification for the diversions is the impervious 
coverage (IC) analysis in the EBTMDL report showing that the "headwaters" of Eagleville Brook are likely 
polluted. This has been confirmed with macroinvertebrate studies. As Eagleville and Roberts Brook have 
similar IC numbers, how, without a corresponding investigation of Roberts Brook how can this diversion be 
justified? 



5b. With regard to the EBTMDL report: Appendix 2 of this document justifies IC as a Surrogate Target for 
TMDL Analyses in Connecticut and demonstrates, that within this simplistic model, i f  the percentage of IC 
coverage above a given point in a waterway in the watershed exceeds 12%, the macroinvertebrate 
community in  the watershed is threatened, and Connecticut's water quality criteria for support o f  aquatic 
life may not  be met. Forthis reason the TMDL document sets 11% IC as the goal t o  be reached in the 
Eagleville Broolc watershed. 

The proposed.diversion does not significantly change the IC percentage numbers for the Eagleville Brook 
watershed. Apparently, the establishment of better stormwater management, not the diversion, is the 
primary means being depended upon to lower the effective IC percentage from the 27% IC coverage o f  the 
watershed containing the headwaters o f  Eagleville Brook. Neither the EBTMDL nor the CWDMP report 
make provision for significantly decreasing the actual percentage of IC with pervious parking lots, rain 
gardens, etc. Not pointed out in  either report is the fact that the two other watersheds o f  the upper 
reaches o f  the Eagleville Broolc have higher and more influential IC percentages (1118 is 223 acres at 51% and 
the already diverted llB with its 16 acres at 62%). Taken together these three watersheds had an 
impervious coverage of 47%; without including 118, the number only falls to  46%. Clearly the 223 acres of 
IIB with its 51% IC is the watershed contributing the most t o  the TMDL in Eagleville Brook. Detrimental to 
aquatic life in  Eagleville Brook are the very high copper levels and these have been attributed to the copper 
roof of Castleman Building. Both this building and the newer copper-sheathed Pharmacy Building are in 
watershed IIlB. For this reason, the diversion of watershed lllA away from Eagleville Brook is unlikely to  
help with the copper overload. As noted in the body of the letter: this diversion has the potential t o  do as 
much or more harm t o  Roberts Brook, than potential t o  help Eagleville Brook. 

While the MCC can applaud the 11% goal, this number must be placed in proper perspective. Typical IC 
values in  the  northeast US vary from 0-10% in open areas, to 20-40% in low density residential areas, t o  45- 
60% in high density residential areas (from Table 2-2 in the 2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual). 
As Eagleville Brook (or Roberts Brook) travels further and further away from the UConn campus, the 
cumulative percentage of IC naturally lessens as more and more open areas are integrated into the IC 
equation. For Eagleville Brook the IC numbers in the EBTMDL report range from 27% to 51% on campus,to 
14% where the brook passes under Hunting Lodge Road, t o  5% well away from the campus. In other 
words, the 27% IC in  lllA is in  the expected range for a high-density residential area. Much of this 
watershed i s  populated by parking lots, dormitories and other student housing. The proposed use of Swan 
Lalte as a stormwater management device is inappropriate and will only lead t o  the problems that have 
long plagued UConn's Mirror Lake. 

6. The MCC applauds the other stormwater management devices proposed in the MOA, but committing 
the University to  the "55 acre" Willimantic River Watershed diversion into the Fenton Riverwatershed is 
premature. With the passage of time, the temporary stresses due t o  the uncontrolled UConn construction 
program will gradually equilibrate t o  a new normal. This new normal may be expected t o  approach the 
preconstrudion conditions. In fact,the new stormwater management devices may even result in an 
improvement over the preconstruction conditions without proceeding with the proposed diversion. 

Is there some evidence that the more recent Eagleville and Roberts Broolc problems don't have their origin 
in  the lack o f  appropriate supervision of the construction boom at UConn, especially with regard t o  
stormwater management and sedimentation and erosion controls? The MOA attempts t o  overcome this 
lack o f  oversight with five projects, the first three o f  which are long overdue and should have been put in 
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place prior t o  the initiation of UConn 2000 construction. The first of these is intended to minimize 
sedimentation and erosion in Roberts Brook. The MCC notes the lack of a similar stormwater control 
device for Eagleville Broolt which might be appropriately placed just prior to  point where the stream is 
covered and piped under the UConn campus. Isn't it possible that with these stormwater control devices in 
place, the pollution levels of both broolts will improve significantly without the proposed diversion? 

7. With regard to the HEC RAS hydrology calculations used to calculate stormwater flows in Eagleville and 
Roberts Brooks, we are reminded o f  the old computer saying "garbage in, garbage out." Without accurate 
measurements of flow conditions in a given brook, this computer program is unable to give useful answers. 
In this imperfect world, the HEC RAS follows its output with error messages and a certain number of error 
messages is acceptable. However, the 32 pages of error messages in  HEC RAS output for Roberts Brook 
deserves a closer look; it implies poor input data to the program and maltes the results questionable. 

8. With regard t o  UConn's first stormwater project: UConn i s  requesting a DEP General Permit for Utilities 
and Drainage, dated July, 2009. We observe their response to 6a "Is the subject activity within a 
watercourse or floodplain?", is "no." This is clearly an incorrect answer (see CGS 22a-38-16, copied below) 
which they justify with the questionable statement, "These discharges only flow generally when there is a 
storm event, after which there is no significant flow in the channel. Therefore, we believe the area 
immediately downstream of the discharge location should not technically be a watercourse." We question 
both their observations, it i s  indeed a watercourse, and their conclusions here. As noted in  the body of the 
letter, the proposed transfer of stormwater will effectively create a new point discharge t o  the Roberts 
Brook/Fenton River, which appears t o  fail the test for issuance of a certificate because: a) the discharge is 
permanent and not of limited duration, and b), the discharge consists of water polluted enough to be 
worthy o f  a TMDL. 

The University's claim that the area immediately downstream of  the discharge location should not 
technically be a watercourse, seems t o  be an attempt to circumvent DPH regulations regulating stormwater 
discharges within 100 feet o f  a watercourse within a public water supply watershed. This should not be 
permitted. 

Copied from the Connecticut General Statutes 22a-38" 

(16) "Watercourses" means rivers, streams, brooks, waterways, lakes, ponds, marshes, swamps, bogs and all other 
bodies of water, natural or artificial, vernal or intermittent, public or private, which are contained within, flow 
through or border upon this state or any portion thereof, not regulated pursuant to sections 22a-28 to 22a-35, 
inclusive. intermittent watercourses shall be delineated by a defined permanent channel and bank and the 
occurrence of two or more of the following characteristics: (A) Evidence of scour or deposits of recent alluvium or 
detritus, (B) the presence of standing or flowing water for a duration longer than a particular storm incident, and (C) 
the presence of hydrophyticvegetation; 
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Ms. Denise Ruziclca, Director 
Inland Water Resources Division 
State of Connecticut - Department of Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

RE: FM-2009033960lIW-200903962DS-200903961 
Response to Notice of Insuff~ciencv 
Mirror Lake Dredging 
University of Connecticut 
Storrs, Connecticut 

Dear Ms. Ruziclca: 

The University of Connecticut (UConn), the Applicant, has received the Notice of 
Insufficiency WOI) from the Department of Environmental Protection P E P )  dated 
March 10, 2010 which enumerates several potential insufficiencies in UConn's 
permit application to the Inland Water Resources Division for the Mirror Lake 
Dredging and Dam Modifications. On behalf of UConn, Baystate Environmental 
Consultants, Inc., A GZA Company (BEC) is writing to provide responses to DEP's 
comments and requests for additional information. 

The Aoolicant wishes to withdraw the Dam Construction Permit from the 
application at this time. The Applicant requests that the Department proceed with 
the Inland Wetlands Permit and Flood Management Certification for the Mirror 
Lalce Dredging only. 

Responses to DEP comments related to the Mirror Lake Dam will not be made 
herein. The questions posed in the NO1 regarding the dam and spillway cannot be 
satisfactorily answered at this time, and further investigation and design will be 
performed in the upcoming months. Separate applications for all required permit or 
certifications will be prepared and submitted in the future after further information 
becomes available. No work on either the dam or the spillway shall be performed 
without all required permits and approvals. 

The following are our responses in bold type following each comment in the order 
in which they were listed in the DEP's March 10,2010 letter: 

1. "In attachment E, under Executive Summary, the content references a 2006 
UConn Campuswide Drainage Master Plan prepared by Lenard 
Engineering, Inc. (LEI). That report recommends some of the proposed 
work depicted on the plans entitled "Mirror Lalce Dredging University of 
Connecticut Storrs Campus Project No. 901392" dated December 11,2009. 
Although the computations in this report indicate the capacity of the 
proposed spillway matches the design flow requirements of the flood 
management approval, they do not specifically address that the dam has an 
adequately sized spillway for the design storm with the required freeboard. 
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Please provide this supporting data. If this incormation is already in a previous studylreporf 
provide only the applicable portions of the report." 
The Dam Construction Permit application is withdravn as of this letter and relevant 
information will be provided in a future application. 

2. In attachment E, specifications are included for concrete, reinforcing steel bars, etc. Is this a 
complete set of specifications for the project? TlGs set is labeled as DRAFT. Submit a final 
copy of the specifications, as a permit would be issued based on approval of final Contract 
Documents. 
The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and relevant 
information will be provided in a future application. 

3. Attachment Q of the application consists of a letter from Robert J. DeSista of the Department 
of the Army, New England Dishict, Corps of Engineers (COE) to the University of 
Connecticut & Baystate Environmental Consultants, Inc. dated October 15, 2009. As stated in 
this letter, a COE permit is not required based on plans dated September 2009, which only 
showed the dredging work. Is the COE aware of the proposed work to the spillway, spillway 
aproddownstream channel, etc? Verify if no COE permit is required for this additional work 
not shown on the plans dated September 2009. 
The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and relevant 
information will be provided in a future application. 

4. On Sheet 2 of 7 of the plans, under Sediment & Erosion Control Notes, comment #14 mentions 
CT DEP General Permit. Note that this application is for an individual permit. 
UConn understands that  the application is for an Individual Permit. The comment #14 is 
an instruction to the selected contractor that activities shall comply with CTDEPJs 
General Permiit for tlze Disclrarge of Storttovaier and Dervaterirlg FVastewaters Associated 
with Corrsfrudiorr Activities. An application for registration under this General Permit 
will be submitted prior to any construction. 

5. Calculations are required for the downstream riprap stilling basin and riprap channel 
protection. The calculation must show all adequate design while maintaining the minimal 
amount of impacts to the regulated area. 
The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and relevant 
information will be provided in a future application. 

6. Water handling plan must be provided showing how stormwater will be handled in accordance 
with the DOT Drainage Manual for both the dredging and dam modifications. 
The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and relevant 
information will be provided in a future application. Stormrvater management for the 
dredging operation will not involve diversion of water. The hydraulic dredging process is 
a closed system where a water-sediment slurry is pumped to the dewatering process and 
clarified water is returned to the lake either by gravity o r  by pumping. Rainfall events 
affecting Mirror Lalce will not affect the dredging process, which can be ceased by 
stopping the dredge. T h e  Applicant respectfully submits that  the DOT Drainage Manual 
does not apply to this type of activity. 
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7. The plans must include details of the four sediment dewatering areas. 
T l ~ e  project plan is for the dredged sediment dewatering to utilize either geotextile fabric 
tubes or a mechanical process and it *,~i!! be up tn the bidding co::tractors io determine 
vvbich method to use. Tlie proposed dredged sediment dewatering areas sliovvn on the 
plans are maximum useable areas based on an estimated geotextile fabric tube. Selection 
of the contractor will be based upon proposed methodology and proven experience wit11 
such as well as feasibility of application and cost. Therefore, the Applicant respectfully 
requests that submission to DEP of details of use of the dredged sediment dewatering 
areas be a condition of the permit. 

8. Certification ofNotice Form and copy of the published notice. 
T l ~ e  Certification of Notice Form and tbe Affidavit of Publication from the Hartford 
Courant, including a copy of the published notice, were submitted to DEP on December 
22,2010. A copy of eacb is enclosed herein. 

9. Enclosed is a letter from the Mansfield Conservaiion Commission dated January 25, 2010 
listing several items of concern. Documentation is required showing that the six items have 
been addressed. 
The Applicant has been in communication with the Mansfield Conservation 
Commission regarding the concerns enumerated in their letter of J a n u a ~ y  25,2010 to 
DEP. Please see the expanded response to the Commission's concerns enclosed 
herein. 

Finally, with this letter, we are transmitting a copy of the permit application documents as amended to 
reflect withdraw of the Application for Dam Construction Permit. Of course, additional copies are 
available upon request. 

We hope that we have provided the infomation requested in the NOI, however, should you require 
any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

Baystate Environmental Consultants, Inc. 

Nat Arai, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

Enclosures 

cc (letter only): Richard Miller, University of Connecticut 
Danielle Missell, DEP 
Kartilc Pareldl DEP 
Quentin Icessel, Mansfield Conservation Commission 
Gregory Padiclc, Mansfield Director of Planning 
Paul Deveny, Windham Waterworks 
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December 22,2009 

inland Water Resources Divlsion 

Department o f  Environmental Protection 

79 Elm Street 

Hartford, CT06106-5127 

RE: Certification o f  Notice 

Maintenance Dredging & General Enhancements of Mirror Lake, Storrs, CT 

. University o f  Connecticut 

Application Nos. 200903961 and 200903962 

To whom it may concern: 

Enclosed please find the Certification of Notice Form - Notice of Application for the 

above referenced project. Applications for Dam Safety and inland Wetlands & 
Watercourses were submitted on.December 46;2009. The public notice o f  the 

applications was published in the Hartford Courant on December 18,2009. A copy of the 

notice was sent to the Mayor o f  the Town o f  Mansfield on December 22,2009. 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

.. . .  ;.; : i..:.:.. ; ::,, : : .:.... . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  Certification of Notice Form - Dlv!s!an .- '. . : : :. ; . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . 
: ..... . ,:., 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Notice of Application . . .  . . . . . . . . .  : . .  . . . .  
AppllcatlonNo, 

. . .  . . . . . . .  . . 3 . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  

I , Richard A. Mlller, University of Connecticut 
(Name of Applicant) 

, certify that 

the attached affidavit represents a true copy of the notice that appeared in Hartford Courant 
(Name of Newspaper) 

on December 18,2009 
(Date) 

I also certify that I have provided a copy of said notice to the chief elected municipal oMcial listed below as 

required by section 22a-6g CGS. 

4 South Baglevllle Road 11 

. ................................................................................ ..... -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Elizabeth C. Paterson Mayor 

Name of Official TIHe of Officlal 

Address 

Mansfield CT 06268 

- 

Cityflown Slate Zip Code 

i z , / ~ t / o . r  
Signature of Applicant 

Richard A. Miller 

Date 

Dir, of  Env. Policy 

Name of Applicant (print or type) Title (if applicable) II 



Affidavit of Publication 
State of Connecticut 

Friday, December 18,2009 

County of Hartford 

I, Joy Shroyer, do solemnly swear that I am Financial 
Operations Assistant of the Hartford Courant, printed and 
published daily, in the state of Connecticut and that from 
my own personal knowledge and reference to the files of 
said publication the advertisement of Public Notice was 
inserted in the regular edition. 
On dates as follows: 121.1812009 

In .the amount of $452.17.. ....... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ST OF CT UNiV OF CTIPLANT AC release 280 
700370 
Full Run 

I Operations Assistant 

Subscribed and sworn to before me on December 18,2009 

#'A f l L & ? -  Notary Public 



Mirror Lake Dredging 
DEP Notice of Insufficiency, Item No. 9 

Response to Mansfield Conservation Commission Letter of Januarv 25.2010 

The Applicant and their consultant attended the March 17,2010 Mansfield Conservation 
Commission meeting to make an o v e ~ e w  presentation regarding the M i o r  Lake Dredging 
Project and to discuss the issues raised in their January 25,2010 letter. At this meeting, the 
Conservation Commission made reference to prior studies regarding sediment removal, 
phytoremediation, eutrophication, and unintended consequences. Subsequently, parties have 
communicated via emails and the Commission has provided reference citations for scientific 
articles/publications addressing these issues. These citations have been reviewed as part of this 
response. The Commission's letter offered six specific issues and, for ease ofreview, each issue 
is repeated in italics with each response, provided in the same sequence as originally listed in the 
letter. 

1. The 17,000+ tons of sediments to be dredgedjonz Mirror Lake are luzow~l to contain 
toxic nzaterials that exceed DEP standards; indeed additional testiizg is reconzmended in 
the Wastewater Discha~ge Application. 

The existing sediments within Mirror Lalce have been extensively sampled and tested. 
The following table summarizes the number of in-situ sediment samples collected fiom 
Mirror Lalce and the number and types of exceedences of.the DEP remediation standards, 
here used as guidance for sediment management planning. 

The results support that the sediment removed during the dredging will be non- 
hazardous, however the DEP exceedences mean that the material cannot be used as clean 
fdl and will likely need to be disposed at a licensed, l i e d  solid waste landi~ll (see the 

University of Connecticuf Storrs 
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response to #2, below). The exceedance for PA&, common constituents of asphalt, and 
total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), are strongly believed to be from contamination 
transported in runoff from roadways and parlcing areas. The source of the two arsenic 
exceedences (1 1.2 and 11.8 ppm, compared to the 10 ppm standard) is less certain, but 
arsenic is often naturally occurring at these levels. 

With respect to the Wastewater Discharge Application, the Applicant anticipates that 
both pre-dredge bench testing as well as testing during actual dredge activities will be 
conducted, all subject to DEP review. Testing will not only address toxicity, but also 
nutrient levels. A prior Technical Memorandum dated 7/2/09, a copy of which is 
provided in the permit application, concluded that "the majority of the chemical 
constituents of concern are limited to the upper sediment horizon." From the 
Applicant's perspective, removal of these contaminants fiomthe ldce environment, 
which otherwise could be re-suspended subject to wind, wave, and current activities, is a 
positive benefit to long term protection ofthe downstream resources since the potential 
source of contamination will have been removed from the watershed. 

2. Inadequate details are provided 012 disposal of the dredging spoils 

It is the Applicant's intent that a l l  sediments are disposed in an environmentally 
appropriate manner complying with all DEP regulations or laws and therefore the precise 
manner of disposal is not necessarily mandated by the permit application. An earlier 
feasibility study identified the CRRA Hartford landfill as a possible in-state disposal 
facility, but also stated that this facility would likely stop accepting waste by the time the 
dredging was conducted. Three possible out-of-state disposal facilities (two in 
Massachusetts and one in New Harnpske) were also listed as possible disposal facilities 
in the feasibility study. Construction specifications for the dredging project will include 
the sediment testing results and will clearly require disposal at a licensed solid waste 
facility. The contractor will be required to document and submit the proposed disposal 
site for confirmation by the Applicant and material handling from the construction site to 
the accepted disposal facility will be monitored for compliance by chain-of-custody 
documentation. 

3. The sediineizts iprinlarily anaerobic) contairz large quantities of nutrieizts that when 
exposed to air in the dewateringprocess will coizvert anaerobicprocesses to aerobic 
processes, resultiizg in potentially heavy nutrient loadings, especiallj~ izitrogelz, being 
introdzcced into Roberts Brook. This brook is designated a class AA water course in tlze 
pernzit application and is a tributary to apziblic drinkiizg water szipply. Moreove~; these 
nutrient loadings nzay Izave cascading effects on ecological and biologicalprocesses in 
tlze system (e.g. algal bloonls, signijicant alteration of the biota, changes in pH, etc.) 

University of Connecticut, Storrs 
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Nutrients, namely Phosphorus and Nitrogen compounds, are understood to be present 
within the sediients. The sediments will be hydraulically dredged in their current 
anaerobic state, entrained with the oxygenated pond water and pumped to geotextile 
fabric tubes at a nearby designated dewatering site. Flocculants are anticipated to be 
added to facilitate fine particulant coagulation and settling. During dewatering within the 
geotextile fabric tubes, water will drain from the tubes and be returned to the lake. We 
anticipate that the oxygen levels in the sediment will rapidly be depleted within the 
geotubes as the sediment is removed and collected. Under the brief period of 
oxygenation, there are two potential opportunities for mobilization of nutrients: 1. In the 
return supernatant to the pond at the exit from the geotextile fabric tubes immediately 
following discharge into the geo-tube; and 2. As the excess water exits the sides of the 
geotextile fabric tubes as the sediments are settled. In the anaerobic state phosphorous is 
not solubilized and organic nitrogen and other nitrogen compounds tend to be less 
mobile. 

One of the cited references (Ahearn and Dahlgren, 2005) reported increased downstream 
nutrients following a dam removal project in California. A nutrient budget was 
established for the two years prior to the dam removal with a net positive discharge of 
Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen downstream from the lake calculated. Once the 
dam was removed both TN and TP's yearly downstream budget significantly increased. 
Presumably, nutrients were released from the exposed sediments left adjacent to the 
restored stream within the prior lake basin, the result of repeated wetting and dewatering. 
Also the Total Suspended Solids were determined with a significant increase in this 
parameter reported as the new watercourse stabilized by undercutting through the prior 
lake sediments. The report notes that higher concentrations of TN were primarily released 
by re-wetting sediments that previously were very well drained after the dam was 
removed. Another cited reference (James, Barlco and Eakin, 2004) evaluated the nutrient 
release from dewatered sediment at various levels of moisture content and concluded that 
sediments released a far greater level of TN when dried to a 95% dewatered state, a 
W i g  also noted in the dam removal study. 

These scenarios differ from the proposed work at Mirror Lake since the sediients will be 
permanently removed from the watershed after partial compaction and dewatering still in 
a saturated anaerobic state. In our experience, dredged sediments are typically trucked 
for disposal with water content in the range of 35-40% under saturated or near saturated 
conditions. The organic sediments have a high Biochemical Oxygen Demand which will 
rapidly deplete the oxygen from the sediments as they compact and collect within the 
geotextile fabric tubes. Thereafter, the process of nutrient mobilization due to 
oxygenation is brief during hydraulic dredging for the pumped sediments. Once settled, 

University of Connecticut, Stoms 
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the sediments in the geotextile fabric tubes will maintain saturation similar to anaerobic 
wetland soils above groundwater until they are removed by the contractor. 

Insummary, while there is agreement that oxygenated sediment is a concern relative to 
nutrient mobilization, the Applicant believes that the conditions within the geotextile . . 
fabric tubes will not be conducive for significant nutrient release. Similar in nature to 
Issue No. 1, the Applicant is of the opinion that the permanent removal of sediment will 
result in a long term reduction in downstream nutrient loading. 

That stated, the Applicant shares the concern raised by the Commission to some extent 
such that monitoring is warranted. On a prior hydraulic dredging project in Bristol, DEP 
required Total Phosphorus monitoring. The Applicant proposes monitoring of both Total 
Phosphoms and Total Nitrogen in the discharge from the dewatering areas back to Mirror 
Lake (an expected condition of the Wastewater Discharge Permit), as well as the 
discharge from Mirror Lalce to Roberts Brook during active dredging. Please note that 
discharge waters from the dewatering operations will be returned to the lake and not 
directly discharged to the brook. 

4. Alternative options ir~cludingphytoremediation appear to have been inadequately 
explored. 

At the March 17,2010 meeting, the Consenation Commission expanded upon this issue, 
noting that they were suggesting in-siiu phytoremediation without a lalce drawdown as an 
option. In essence, they proposed a weed harvesting management scenario as a means to 
removing nutrients, and possibly contaminants, from the in lake sediment column, albeit 
possibly with particular macrophytes shown to result in favorable phytoextraction of TN 
and TP. In both 2008 and 2009, the Applicant conducted "suction harvesting" over the 
lake, removing aquatic vegetation matter and nutrient rich geese droppings fiom the lake 
bottom. While suction harvesting theoretically can reduce nutrient contributions from the 
sediment, the 40 years of nutrient rich sedimentation within Mirror Lalce has the 
likelihood of sustaining multiple decades of a eutrophic state in Mirror Lalce despite a 
well regimented eEort to achieve reduced lake fertility through weed harvesting. It is the 
Applicant's position that this is a positive but limited action that is not a viable substitute 
for removal of all soft sediments by dredging to the mineral base hard bottom which will 
restore the lake's morphology to its status prior to sedimentation. 

5. Studies or? sn?all lakes elsewhere have shown that sediinent renzoval alone does not 
provide long-term restoratioi~, and that the effects of dredging can have unintended 
negative consequences. 

University of Connecticut, Storrs 



Mirror Lake Dredging 
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The Applicant concurs with the statement that "sediment removal alone does not provide 
Long-term restoration." This is a well documented opinion shared by one of the 
referenced materials (Phillips et al, 1999) that reported this conclusion based upon 25 
years of shallow lalce documentation. The Applicant recognizes that comprehensive 
watershed management must accompany any in-lake remediation, in particular at M i o r  
Lake due to the relatively large impervious surface area tributary to such a small 
waterbody. Since most of Mirror Lake's watershed is on campus, a successfd 
management approach is attainable. By the time dredging is complete, five nearby "end 
of pipe" sediment/water separators will be installed at the stormwater drainage outlets to 
M i o r  Lake. Ia addition, comprehensive non-point source management planning is 
underway. Maintenance practices are being updated, including reducing the amount of 
sand used for deicing roads and wallcways and more frequent catch basin cleanings with 
UConn-owned equipment, and low impact designs such as rain gardens, green roofs, and 
permeable pavement are being evaluated. 

6. Additional sustainable reinediation eforts should be f i t her  explored 

Sustainable remediation is a laudable goal for all projects in today's society. We 
respectFuUy submit that removal of the sediment from Mirror Lake coupled with control 
of future inputs from the watershed, as is being actively pursued, is consistent with the 
goals and objectives of sustainable projects as they pertainto the management of small 
lalces and ponds. Fdermore ,  Professor Cristian Schulthess is exploring Ex-Situ 
Phytoremediation opportunities with possibly up to 2,000 cubic yards of Mirror lake 
sediment utilized to advance his research. At the present time, the Applicant has not 
identified a suitable location in which to perform Prof. Schultess' research and has not 
included this concept into the current permit application. If such a location is identified, 
and if the project can be performed in such a manner to assure that the test site and 
surrounding environment will not be impacted by contaminated runoff or leachate, the 
Applicant will collaborate with all parties including Town representatives and DEP to 
help facilitate such research. 

University of Connecticut, Storrs 





TOWN OF WINDHAM 
WATER WORICS 

174 SLorrs Road 
Mansfield Cenler, CT 06250 

Tel. 860-465-3075 FAX 860-465-3085 

April 13,2010 

Nathaniel Y. Arai, P.E. 
Project Engineer 
Baystate Environmental Consultants, Inc. 
296 North Main Street 
East Longmeadow, MA 01028 

RE: Mirror Lake Dredging 
University of Connecticut 
Storrs, CT 
Response to Notice of Insficiencv 

Dear Mr. Arai, 

I would like to thanlc you for sending me a copy of your "Response to Notice of 
Insufficiency" sent to Ms. Denise Ruzicka of The State of Connecticut - Deparhnent of 
Environmental Protection (CT DEP). The Widham Water Department first received a 
notice concerning the Minor Lake Dredging Process in December of 2009. Since 
receiving this notice our office has had several conversations andl or communications 
with the parties involved. After a conversation with Jason Coite horn the University of 
Connecticut, we were waiting to receive a copy of the response from the CT DEP to this 
application. We have not received a copy to date, but we have received your response to 
the CT DEP as noted above, and your response to a Mansfield Conservation Commission 
letter dated January 25,2010. 

After reviewing both responses the Windham Water Department has the following 
comments: 

1) Widham Water Works stronglv recommends both pre-dredge bench testing as 
well as testing during actual dredge activities that would address toxicity and 
nutrient levels. As stated in your response to the Mansfield Conservation 
Commission that the applicant "anticipates" this would be done. 



2) The applicant proposes to monitor both Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen in 
the Dewatering Discharge as well as the discharge fiom Mirror Lake to Roberls 
Brook during active dredging. The Windham Water Department recommends 
both. 

3) Windham Water Works should be notified before any construction activity 
begins. 

Again, I would l i e  to thank you for the documentation sent to us concerning this project, 
pursuant to the requirements of Public Act 89-30 1. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Deveny, Assistant Superintendent 
Windham Water Works 

Cc: Jason M. Coite, UCONN 
Quentin Kessel, Mansfield Conservation Commission 
Gregory Padick, Mansfield Director of Planning 



S T A T E  O F  C O N N E C T I C U T  
CONNECTICUT S I T I N G  C O U N C I L  
Ten Frnnklin Square, N e w  B r i t a i n ,  CT 06051 
Phone:  (860) 827-2935 Fox: (860) 827-2950 

E-Mnil: s i t ing.councii@ct.gov 
Internet:  ct .gav/csc 

Daniel 8 Caniso 
Chairmarl 

March 15,2010 

Matthew W. Harf Town Manager 
Town of Mansfield 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Mansfield, CT 06268 

RE: Hearing Date - May 25,2010 in connection with DOCKET NO. 400 - Cellco 
Partnershi0 dibla Verizon Wireless a~~l ica t ion  for a Certificate of Environmental 

.A 

Compatibility and Public need for the construction, maintenance and management of a 
telecommunications facility located at 343 Daleville Road, Willington, Connecticut. 

Dear Mr. Hart: 

The Connecticut Siting Council (Council) has received an application for the above referenced 
project that entails the construction of an 100-foot telecommunications tower in the Town of 
Willington. Connecticut General Statute 3 16-501(p) provides for municipalities within 2,500 feet 
of a proposed facility to receive adequate notice of the project. The Town of Mansfield is within 
2,500 feet of the proposed facility. 

The Council fully understands that municipal input and guidance is absolutely necessary to 
achieve a thoughtful and balanced decision in matters such as this. Accordingly, I am extending 
to you my personal invitation to participate in the hearing for this proceeding that is scheduled in 
the Town of Willingto11 on May 25,2010. 

Please be advised that the Council's processes enable the affected municipal governments to 
engage in meaningful discourse and, if they choose, to even assert a legal role in the proceedings 
of applications that come before the Council. Municipalities are afforded a right of pre-filed 
technical information and consultation with applicants 60 days before an application is filed with 
the Council. During this period the municipality may conduct public hearings and meetings, as it 
deems necessary. Both the municipal and applicant filings become part ofthe Council's record. 

Once an application is filed with the Council at least one public hearing is held in the affected 
community as well as a public inspection ofthe proposed site. Your participation at such hearing 
may take many forms; municipal officials may make opening statements to the Council, present 
written documents, or may seelc Party or Intervenor Status and put on a case with witnesses. 

Our staff is available to assist you in understanding our process and your options. In the event 
you have specific legal questions, please contact our StaEAttomey Melanie Bachman (860 827- 
2951). Otherwise, you may contact Executive Director S. Derek Phelps (860 827-2935). 

The Council weighs many issues before rendering its decisions. It is important that we know the 
Town's views as part of that decision making process. We hope you will take part in our hearing 
process. 





S T A T E  O F  C O N N E C T I C U T  
CONNECTICUT SITING C O U N C I L  
Ten Fronklin Squnrc ,  N e w  Britain,  CT 06051  
Phone: ( 8 6 0 )  827-2935 Fnx: ( 8 6 0 )  8 2 7 - 2 9 5 0  

E-Mnil: s i t ing .counc i l@ct .gov  
Internet: ct.gov/csc 

Daniel i? Coruso 
Niainnon 

March 15, 2010 

TO: Council Members 

FROM: S. Derek Phelps, Executive 

RE: DOCKET NO. 400 - Cellc aVerizon Wireless application for a 
Certificate of Enviroume~l d Public need for the constiuction, 
maintenance and management of a telecommunications facility located at 313 
DaleviUe Road, W~llington, Connecticut. 

Enclosed please iind a copy of the Council's notice of public bearing. 

Enclosure (1) 

c: Secretary of the State (via e-mail service) 
Robert L. Marconi, Assistant Atiorney General 
Melanie A. Bacbman, StaffAttomey 
Parties and Intervenors 
Application Service Recipients 
Ginger Teubner, DPUC 
Jeff Nelson, Director, Governor's Eastern Connecticut Ofice 



Date: 02/05/2010 Docket No. 400 
Page 1 of 1 

LIST OF PARTIES AND INTERVENORS 
SERVICE LIST 

ICe~eih  C. Baldwin, Esq. 
d/b/a Verizon Wireless Robinson & Cole LLP 

280 Tmmbull Street 
Hartford, CT 061 03-3597 

(860) 275-8299 fax 
Itbaldwin(ciirc corn 

99 East River Drive 



@ S T A T E  O F  C O N N E C T I C U T  
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL 
T e n  Fronklin Square.  New Britain,  CT 06051 

=?&p Phone: (860) 827-2935 Fnx: (860) 827-2950 E-Mail: r i i i n g . c o u n c i l @ c i . g o v  
Internet: ct .gov/cre 

Daniel l? Canlso 

HEARING NOTICE 

Pursuant to provisions of General Statutes 5 16-50m and Section 16-50j-21 of the 

Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, notice is hereby given that the Connecticut Siting 

Council (Council) will conduct a public hearing on May 25, 2010, be,&iniig at 3:00 p.m., and 

continued at 7:00 p.m., at the Old Town Hall, 11 Common Road, W'ilimgton, Connecticut, and 

thereafter as necessary. The hearing will be on an application from Cellco Partnership dmla 

Verizon Wireless for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public need for the 

construction, maintenance and management of a telecommunications facility located at 343 

Daleville Road, Willington, Connecticut. 

The purpose of the hearing is to hear evidence on the applicant's contentions that the 

public need for the facility outweighs any adverse environmenlal effects that would result fiomthe 

construction, operation, or maintenance of a tower, ground equipment, and access road. The 3:00 

p.m. hearing session will provide the applicant, parties, and intervenors an opporhity to cross- 

examine positions. The applicant will be allowed a final rebuttal. Briefs will be entertained after 

the close of the last hearing session. The 7:00 p.m. hearing session will be reserved for the public 

to make brief statements into the record. Cross-examination of parties and intervenors will 

resume, if necessary, after all statements have been heard. 

The Council will conduct a public field review of the proposed site on May 25, 2010, 

begiuning at 2:00 p.m. The applicant will fly a balloon duriug the field review to simulate the 

height of the proposed facility. 

Applicable law for this proceeding includes the Public Utility Environmental Standards 

Act, General Statutes 5 16-50g, et seq., and Sections 16-50j-1 though 16-50v-la of the 

Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. 

The Council will hold a pre-hearing conference on procedural matters on April 1, 2010 

beginning at 10:OO a.m. at the Council's office, 10 Franldin Square, New Britain, Connecticut. 

The Council directs that all testimony and exhibits be pre-filed with the Council and all 

parties and intervenors by May 18,2010. In accordance with the State Solid Waste Management 

Plan, the Council requests that all filings be submitted on recyclable paper, primarily regular 

weight white office paper. Please avoid using heavy stock paper, colored paper, and metal or 

plastic binders and separators. 

Individuals are encouraged to participate tlrough their elected officials, and other 

partylintervenor groupings. 8- 

. - C0NMECT:UrjENO c-% COUNCjL- , 



Any person seeking to be named or admitted as a party or intervenor to the proceeding 

may file a written request to be so designated at the office of the Connecticut Siting Council, 10 

Franlclin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051, on or before May 18,2010. 

Parties and interve~lors will be allowed to submit briefs and proposed findings of fact 

within 30 days after the close ofthe hearing. 

Any person who is not a party or intervenor to t!Ls proceeding may file a written 

statement with the Council at tbe hearing or auy time up to 30 days thereafter. Such statements 

will become part of the record. No written statement or any other material, evidence, or other 

information will be accepted from any perso11 not a party or intervenor to the proceeding after 30 

days following the close of the hearing except as otherwise prescribed by law or the Council. 

A verbatim transcript of the hearing session(s) will be made and deposited with the Town 

Clerk's Offices of the Willington and Mansfield Town Hall for the convenience of the public. 

Requests for information in alternative formats or for sign-lanapage interpreter services 

must be submitted in writing by May 18,2010. 

The applicant of this facility is represented by the following: 

Applicant Its Representative 

Cellco Partnership diblaVerizon Wireless Kenneth C. Baldwin, Esq. 
Robinson & Cole LLP 
280 Trumbull Street 
Hartford, CT 06103-3597 

A copy of the application is available for review at the Council's office during office 

hours at 10 Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut, (860) 827-2935. The Council has 

assigned ~s applicatioll docket no. 400. 

March 15,2010 Connecticut Siting Council 



Mansfield Open Space Preservation Committee 
Minutes for March 16,201 0 

Members present: 
Vicky Wetherell, Jim Morrow, Michael Allison Quentin Kessel, Steve Lowrey, Ken Feathers 
I. Chairman Jim Morrow called the meeting to order at 7:37 PM 

2. WetherelllKessel: Motion to approve the minutes of February 22, 2010, Wetherell mentioned 
that Kaufman was listed under Members Present, she is staff. Motion carried with amendment. 

3. Public Comment: No public present. 

4. Old Business: 
Subdivision Regulations: Greg Padick had sent an e-mail saying that the PZC wouldn't be 
talking about changes to the subdivision regulations until fall. The Committee is still not in 
favor of allowing frontage on common driveways to be considered. 
Dorwart Property: The Committee will rough out a trail on Sunday, March 21,2010. 

6. New Business: 
The Committee resolved to formally thank Jennifer Kaufman for all your work for the 
Committee. This was unanimously approved. 
The Last Green Valley Grant Application. This grant would be used for improvements to 
the Moss Sanctuary. 
Motion to endorse the grant application: LowreyIKessel, all in favor. 
Out-reach & Education: 
1. Another summit meeting with the Council was suggested; 
2. Education of landowners on the importance of open space, we should partner with other 

organization that have done more of this work, such as the Eastern Connecticut Forest 
Landowners; 

3. The Committee might sponsor a walk in Moss Sanctuary during the Know Your Town 
Fair; 

Open space Bonding: The last two referendums have shown that off year (Town) elections 
are not the time to vote on important referendum issues; Because of the number of UCONN 
students registered as voters in Mansfield, it is very difficult to get the required percentage 
of voters at the polls to pass a referendum on any subject. Referendums should be held 
with State or Federal elections. The Committee should talk with the Finance Commission 
about the timing of any referendums regarding Open Space funding. 
KesseltWetherell: to go into Executive Session, motion carried at 8:35 PM 
FeatherslKessel: to come out of Executive Session and send recommendation to Council, 
motion carried at 850  PM 

7. No reports from staff 
8. No Communications 
9. Future agendas: Next month there will be some referrals to Council to discuss 
10. LowreyIFeathers: to adjourn, motion carried. Meeting adjourned at 8:55 PM 

Respectfully submitted 
Stephen Lowrey 





MINUTES 

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Regular Meeting, Monday, March 15,2010 

Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

Members present: R. Favretti (Chairman), M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall, I<. Holt, G. Lewis, B. Pociask, 
B. Ryan 

Members absent: P. Plante 
Alternates present: F. Loxsom, I<. Rawn 
Alternates absent: V. Steams 
Staff Present: Gregory Padick (Director of Planning) 

Chairman Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. Alternate Rawn was appointed to act in the absence 
of P. Plante. 

Minutes: 
3/1/10 - R. Hall MOVED, B. Ryan seconded, to approve the 3/1/10 minutes as written. MOTION PASSED 
with all in favor except Pociask who disqualified himself. 

Zoning Agent's Report: 
The Zoning Agent's Monthly Enforcement Report was noted. Padick related that Hirsch had contacted the 
crane ~ i l l ~ o a d  property owner where a van has been located for weeks and the owner of the van is expected to 
remove it within a few weeks. There is no Zoning Violation. Members noted the significant increase in 
citations in the last year. 

New Business: 
1. New Special Permit Application, Permanent Agricultural Retail Sales. 483 Browns Road. ola B. Kielbania, 

File #I292 
The PZC agreed to move this item up due to the presence of the applicants. Wes Wentworth, representing B. 
Kielbania, who also was present, submitted revised application materials, and asked that the PZC members 
discard the "old" information contained in the PZC packet. He related that his firm is in the process of preparing 
a new site plan wluch is expected to be available by 3/26/10. After a brief discussion, HOLT MOVED, Pociask 
seconded, to receive the Special Permit application (File #1292) submitted by Bryan ICielbania, for a permanent 
agricultural retail sales outlet, on property located at 483 Browns Road, owned by Enviro Enterprises, LLC, as 
shown on plans dated March 2010, and as described in other application submissions, and to refer said 
application to the staff and the Agriculture Committee for review and comments, and to set a public hearing for 
April 19,2010. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

Old Business: 
1. Proposed Revision to Article X. Section C regarding Political S i ~ n s  

Favretti noted the Director of Plannine's memo and new draft for a ~otential revision to the ~olitical s im - - 
regulations. It was agreed that the new draft reflected the direction provided to staff at the last meeting. 

2. Verbal feedback from Town Planner Re: Draft Revision on Definition of Family: Proposed Parking 
Ordinance for Residential Rental Properties; and StudentITenant Registry Ordinance 
Padick briefly reviewed the status of a proposed revision to the definition of family which is being prepared by 
staff. It was noted that one element of the proposed revision, which would lower the number of unrelated 
persons who would automatically qualify as a family from 4 to 3 persons, bas been endorsed by the Community 
Quality of Life Committee. Padick related that he expected to have a revised draft definition for PZC review at 
the April .SLh meeting. 

Padick updated the PZC on a draft off-street parking ordinance that is under consideration by the Town Council. 
It is expected that a revision to a previous draft ordinance will be presented at a new Town Council hearing in 



April. Padick expected to include a revised draft in the next PZC packet. There was no new information 
regarding a potential student registry ordinance that is being reviewed by the Community Quality of Life 
Committee. 

3. Potential Re-Zoninv of the "Industrial Park" zone on Ple;lsant Vnllev llond and RI;~nsfield ,\ve 
Tablcd \\,ithout discussion. Drafi revisions arc currently being rcvic\vetl by the l<cgulatory Rc\,ic\v Co~nrni~tcc. 

New Business, continued: 
2. Verbal Update on Four Corners Sewer and Water Advisorv Committee 

Four Corners Advisory Committee member Rawn updated the PZC on the Committees efforts to identify 
potential sources orpublic water for the Four Comers Area. He noted that at the last Committee meeting, a 
report fiom Charter Oak Environmental Services, a Town hired consultant, indicated tllat it appears possible that 
the water needs of this area could be provided by a community well(s) within the Cedar Swamp stratified drift 
aquifer. On-site testing will be the next step to pursuing this option for public water. 

Reports of Officers and Committees: 
Chairman Favretti noted a Regulatory Review Committee meeting is scheduled for 3/16/10 at 2pm in Council 
Chambers. 

Padick briefly reviewed with the Commission, the DEP response to a Conservation Commission letter that 
raised issues and concerns regarding a recent DEPNConn Memorandum of Understanding regarding Storm 
Water Management and Drainage. 

Communications and Bills: 
Noted. 

Adiournment: 
Chairman Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 7 5 6  p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Katherine Holt, Secretary 



DRAFT MINUTES 

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Regular Meeting, Monday, April 5,2010 

Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

Members present: R. Fawetti (Chairman), M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall, I<. Holt, G. Lewis, P. Plante 
B. Pociask, B. Ryan 

Alternates present: I<. Rawn 
Alternates absent: F. Loxsom, V. Steams 
Staff Present: Gregory Padick (Director of Planning) 

Chairman Fawetti called the meeting to order at 7:14 p.m. 

Minutes: 
Hall MOVED, Ryan seconded. to auurove the 3/15/10 minutes as written. MOTION PASSED with all in favor 
except Plante khb disqualified himself. 

Zoning Apent's Report: 
The Zoning Agent's Monthly Enforcement Report was noted. 

Old Business: 
1. Review of Draft Revision on Zoning Defmition of Family 

Padick summarized the latest revisions to the Draft Zoning Definition of Family and Boarding House. After 
extensive discussion regarding item 2, (Article IV, Section B, 25.2 and 25.3), the consensus of the 
Commission was to re-word 25.3 to refer to "adult" persons; to delete "either related or unrelated" and to 
add a reference that more than 3 adult persons could qualify as a family pursuant to other categories of the 
definition. 

4. Review of potential schedule for Public Hearings on draft Zoning and Regulation Revisions 
Padick referenced his 313 1/10 memo. The consensus of the Commission was to hold two separate Public 
Hearings, the first one on 5-3-10 on the draft definition of family and boarding house and the proposed 
political sign revisions; the second on 6-7-10 on the remaining pending revisions currently before the 
Regulatory Review Colnmittee. Hall MOVED, Holt seconded, to schedule a public hearing on 5-3-10 to 
hear comments on the draft definition of family and boarding house and proposed political sign revisions. 
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

2. Draft Off-Street Rental Parking Ordinance 
After discussion, the Commission voted that the PZC Chairman, with staff assistance, should write a letter 
to the Town Council in support of the Off-Street Rental Parking Ordinance. (The vote was 6 in favor, 2 
opposed, and 1 abstention.) 

3. Potential Re-Zoning of the "Industrial Park" zone on Pleasant Vallev Road and Mansfield Ave 
Item was tabled, under review by PZC Regulatorv Review Committee. 

5. Special ~errnit~pplication. ~Lrmanent~gric;ltural Retail Sales. 483 Browns Road. ola 
B. ICielbauia, File #I292 
Tabled-awaiting 4/19/10 Public Hearing. 

New Business: 
Re-Approval Request: Poveleslci Estates Subdivision, Bassetts Bridge and S. Bedlam Rds, PZC File 
#1278 
Holt MOVED, Ryan seconded, that the Planning and Zoning Commission receive and re-approve the Popeleski 
Estates subdivision of the Estate of Shirley Popeleski with the same approval conditions cited in a February 2, - .  

2009 action. The minutes of this meeting shallincorporate the 2/2/09 approval conditions and map references. 
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 



At a meeting held on 2/2/09, the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission adopted the following motion: 

"to approve with conditions the subdivision application (File #1278), of the Estate of Shirley Popeleski, for 
three lots, on property owned by the applicant, located on Bassetts Bridge and South Bedlam Roads, in an 
RAR-90 zone, as submitted to the Commission and shown on plans dated July 1,2008 as revised to January 5, 
2009. 

This approval is granted because the application, as hereby approved, is considered to be in colnpliance with the 
Mansfield Subdivision Regulations. Approval is granted with the following conditions: 

1. Final plans shall be signed and sealed by the responsible surveyor, engineer, and soil scientist. 
2. Pursuant to subdivision regulations, particularly Sections 7.5 and 7.6, this action specifically approves the 

depicted Building Area and Development Area Envelopes and sideline setback waivers for Lots 1 and 2. 
Unless the Commission specifically authorizes revisions, the approved envelopes shall serve as the setback 
lines for all future structures and site improvements, pursuant to Article VIII of the Zoning Regulations. 
This condition shall he specifically Noticed on the Land Records and the deeds for the subject lots. 

3. The final plans shall be revised to incorporate the following revisions: 
a. Note 3 on Sheet 1 shall be revised to delete the clause "except where noted". 
b. On Sheet 2 the erosion and sediment control notes shall be revised to update the estimated start of 

construction and to change the frequency of inspections to daily. 
c. The Development Area Envelope on Lot 2 shall be revised near the southwestem comer to exclude a 

low lying area defined by a stone wall. The stone wall shall be used as the DAE. 
d. On all three lots, the Development Area Envelopes along the Bassetts Bridge Road street line shall be 

moved at least 25 feet from the street line except for the driveway areas for Lots 2 and 3. 
e. On Sheet 1, a note shall be added to specify that no structures shall be located on septic system and 

reserve areas. 
4. The approved plans include notes regarding stone wall and tree preservation. Pursuant to Section 7.7, no 

existing stone walls shall be altered except for site work depicted on the approved plans. No stones from 
existing walls shall be removed from the site. Furthermore, a number of specimen trees have been 
identified to be saved. No Zoning Pennits shall be issued on individual lots until a protective banier has 
been placed around the specimen trees identified to be saved and has been found acceptable to the Zoning 
Agent. In conjunction with the filing of final maps, notice of this condition shall be filed on the Land 
Records and referenced in the deeds of the subject lots. 

5. Due to the size of the subject subdivision and distance from existing survey control points, this approval 
waives (pursuant to Section 6.5.4.b) the requirement that the survey be tied to the Connecticut Plane 
Coordinate System. 

6. The Commission, for good cause, shall have the right to declare this approval null and void if the following 
deadlines are not met (unless a ninety (90) or one hundred and eighty (180) day filing extension has been 
granted): 
a. All final maps, including submittal in digital format, a right-of-way deed for land along Bassetts Bridge 

and South Bedlam Roads, the depicted drainage easement on Lot 3 and a Notice on the Land Records to 
address conditions 2 and 4 (with any associated mortgage releases) shall be submitted to the Planning 
Office no later than fifteen days after the appeal period provided for in Section 8-8 of the State Statutes, 
or, in the case of an appeal, no later than fifteen days of any judgment in favor of the applicant; 

b. All monumentation with Surveyor's Certificate, shall be completed or bonded pursuant to the 
Commission's approval action and Section 14 of the Subdivisio~l Regulations no later than fifteen days 
after the appeal period provided for in Section 8-8 of the State Statutes, or, in the case of an appeal, no 
later than fifteen days, of any judgment in favor of the applicant." 



Reports of Officers and Committees: 
Chairman Favretti congratulated Kay Holt, Betty Gardner, Gregory Padick and Curt Hirsch for receiving 
CFPZA Achievement Awards. He noted a Regulatory ~ e v i e w  committee meeting is scheduled for 4/13/10 at 2 
p.m. in Room B. 

Communications and Bills: 
Padiclc recommended that item #5 be referred to the Regulatory Review Committee: the 3/1/10 Declaratoq 
Ruling &om the State Board of Examiners for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors Re: GIS Data. 

Adiournment: 
Chairman Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Katherine Holt, Secretary 





DRAFT MINUTES 
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

Regular Meeting 
Monday, April 5,2010 

Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

Members present: R. Favretti (Chairman), M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall (7:04 p.m.), K. Holt, G. Lewis, 
B. Pociask, P. Plante, B. Ryan 

Alternates present: Kenneth Rawn 
Alternates absent: F. Loxsom, Vera Stearns 
Staff present: G. Meitzler (Wetlands Agent) 

Chairman Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 

Mmutes: 
3-1-10 -Ryan MOVED, Beal seconded, to approve the 3-1-10 minutes as written. MOTION PASSED with all 
in favor except Pociask who disqualified himself. 

Communications: 
3-31-10 Wetlands Agent's Monthly Business report was noted. 

Old Business: 
W1447 - IWA Regulation Revisions 1-21-201 0 Draft 
Holt MOVED, Ryan seconded, that the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency adopt the attached Mansfield Inland 
Wetlands ~egulai ion revisions, pursuant to the Connecticut General Statutes and State Regulations. The 
adopted regulation revisions were presented as a January 21,2010 Draft at the Agency's March 1,2010 Public 
Hearing, and are to become effective May 1,2010. 

The adopted regulation revisions have been referred to the Commissioner of the Department of Environmental 
Protection, the Mansfield Town Council, the Mansfield Conservation Commission, and Dennis O'Brien, Town 
Attorney. 

These revised regulations have been drafted in the format of the Department of Environmental Protection 
Model Regulations, where are widely used by towns throughout the state and maintain statutory requirements 
very closely. 

Staff is further instructed to fonvard a copy of the adopted regulations to the Commissioner of Environmental 
Protection. 
MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Pociask who disqualified himself. 

New Business: 
W1450-Town of Mansfield-Healey Easement Path in Buffer 
Goodwin MOVED, Holt seconded, to receive the application submitted by the Town of Mansfield (IWA File 
#1450) under Section 5 of the Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield for 
construction of a 12-foot wide by 250-foot long gravel surface access-way, at the rear of 476 Storrs Road, on 
property owned by Michael and Mary Healey, as shown on a map dated 4/15/09, 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. 

W 1451-Town of hlansfield-IWA Ilegulntion Revisions per New State Statute 
Goodwin MOVED, I-la11 seconded, to refer the regulation revisions that incorporate new State Statutes to the 
Commissioner of the DEP and the Town Attorney, and to set a Public ~ e a r i n g  on June 7,2010. MOTION 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 



Reports of Officers and Committees: 
Chairman Favretti set a Field Trip for 4/14/10 at lpm. 

Other Communications and Bills: 
Noted. 

Adiournment: 
Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 7:13 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Katherine Holt, Secretary 



Memorandum: 
To: Inland Wetland Agency 
From: Grant Meitzler, Inland Wetland Agent 
Re: Monthly Business 

March 31, 2009 

El414 - Chernushek - hearin? on Order 
3.10.09: The hearing on the Order remains open and should continue 

until the permit application under consideration is acted 
upon. 
(The Order was dropped on approval of the application 
required in the Order.) 

4.30.09: Former rye grass seeding is beginning to show green. I spoke 
with Mr. Chernushek this afternoon who indicated health 
problems that delayed his starting but indicated he will be 
working this weekend. I will update on this Monday evening. 

5.26.09: A light cover of grass growth has come in. Mr. Chernushek 
indicates health problems and two related deaths have 
delayed his start of work since the permit approval was 
granted. It appears that some light work has started. He 
has further indicated that he will start a vacation on 
June 22, 2009 to finish the work. 

6.13.09: Work is underway. 
6.21.09: Bulldozer work has been completed - finish work remains. 

The additional silt fencing has been placed along the 
northerly wetlands crossing, and the additional pipe under 
the southerly crossing has been installed. Remaining work 
includes finish grading along edges, spreading stockpiled 
topsoil, and establishing grass growth. 

7.01.09: I spoke with Mr. Chernushek who indicated he expects work to 
be completed by September 1, 2009. (Site photo attached). 

9.03.09: Mr. Chernushek has been working on levelling and grading. 
The formerly seeded areas have become fairly thick growth 
surrounding the central wet areas. He has further indicated 
that with the combination of weather and the slower moving 
of earth with the payloader compared to the earlier rented 
bulldozer has led him to contact contractors for earth 
moving estimates which have not yet been received. The site 
is not yet finished but has remained quite stable. 

9.12.09: I met with Mr. Chernushek today and discussed again what his 
plans are for stabilizing this work site. 

10.01.09: Mr. Chernushek indicated he has not heard back from the 
contractor he had spolten with about removing material, and 
is in progress of contacting others. In discussion is 
removal of material from the site either within the 100 
cubic yard limit or obtaining a permit for such removal. 

10.28.09: Mr. Chernushek has indicated he has made arrangements with 
DeSiato Sand & Gravel to remove 750 cubic yards of material. 
Staff is in the process of clarifying permit requirements. 

W1445 - Chernushek - application for gravel removaa from site 
11.30.09: Packet of information representing subm~ssions by Mr. 

Chernushek, Mr. DeSiato and myself is in this agenda packet 
as Mr. Chernusheks's request for modification. 

12.29.09: Preparation of required information for PZC special permit 
application is in progress. Tabling any action until the 
February 1, 2010 meeting is recommended. 

1.12.10: 65 day extension of time received. 



2.18.10: No new information has been received. 
2.25.10: This application has been withdrawn. 

Mansfield Auto Parts - Route 32 
12.08.08: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
1.16.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
2.24.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
3.06.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
4.14.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
5.11.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
6.10.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
7.16.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
8.12.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
9.14.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
10.27.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
11.30.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands. 
12.28.09: There are two cars that need to be moved. Mr. Bednarczyk 

indicates their payloader is down for repairs and the cars 
will be moved as soon as it is repaired. 

1.27.10: No change - the payloader is apart with parts on order 
to complete repairs. It is of 1986 vontage and finding 
parts is a major proposition. 

2.18.10: Same - they are in the process of rebuilding the engine 
on the payloader, 

3.30.10: Same - Mr. Bednarczyk indicates a contuing problem finding 
engine parts. 



A newsletter of the Connecticut Association of Conservation 
and filland Wetlands Conlmissions, Inc. 

This article, which is a sltnzmaty of misting research on riparian buffers, has been n~odzfidfioriz its original 
fonnatfor The Habitat Thefill set of citations for the sr~pporting researclz calz befou~zd at caciwcorg. 

INTRODUCTION 

0 pponents of environmental protections on 
private residential and commercial proper- 
ty, such as the requirement of riparian buf- 

fer zones, are often concerned that restrictions will 
lower property values. In fact, there is grow- 
ing evidence to suggest that modest and evenly 
enforced environmental protections within an 
entire wetlands area can substantially enhance 
property values. Studies also suggest that envi- 
ronmental protections can boost state revenues 
by enhancing the des&ability of communities and 
recreational areas, while limiting the unforeseen 
growth in state expenses that often accompanies 
expanded residential and commercial develop- 
ment in watershed areas. 

The economic benefits of the ecological services 
provided by Connecticut's rivers and wetlands run 
in the tens of billions of dollars annually. Maintain- 
ing a minimum level of protection for these as- 
sets can help to ensure that the rapid expansion of 
residential and commercial development does not 
negate the benefits of economic growth. 

POTENTIAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

Studies have demonstrated that riparian buffers are 
a relatively low cost. easilv enforceable and effec- 
tive means of delivering valuable ecological servic- 
es - such as the prevention of diffuse source pollu- 
tion, protection of water supplies, flood mitigation, 
and aesthetic enhancement of communities and 
recreation areas. The spread of residential and com- 
mercial land development is eequently accompa- - 

nied by an increase in water pollution when fertil- 
izers, sediment, chemicals and other contaminants 

are carried from lawns and pavement into neighboring 
wetlands by storm water runoff. Numerous studies 
document the important role that riparian buffers can 
play in reducing diffuse source pollution that may oth- 
erwise result in eutrophication, increased toxicity, and 
loss of water clarity. Studies have also demonstrated 
that protection is far more efficient than clean-up. 

The ecological services provided by Connecticut's riv- 
ers and wetlands are worth many billions of dollars an- 
nually. The natural protection that riparian buffers offer 
to the quality of these assets can safeguard and enhance 
the desirability of communities and recreational areas, 
protecting property values and promoting tourism. 

Recreatioizal 
Clean water, abundant and diverse wildlife, healthy 
fish stocks, and scenic views are a few of the assets 
that riparian buffers protect. This natural capital leads 
to a steady stream of retums in the form of tourism 
and recreational income and related tax revenue. Both 
the volume and range of outdoor recreational activi- 
ties has increased dramatically in the United States 
over the last few decades. For example, expenditures 
associated with wildlife-watching increased by over 
20% in the U.S. between 1995 and 2006, from $37.7 
billion to $45.7 billion (in 2006 dollars). In 2006, 
fishing, hunting and wildlife watching activities by 
Connecticut residents alone generated $755 million in 
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Working Together to Preserve 
Connecticut's Farmland 

by the Connecticut Farmland Trust 

C onnecticut's farmland is disappearing at the alarming 
rate of 8,000 acres a year. Fertile, highly productive 
land is being converted to residential and commercial 

uses at one of the fastest rates in the country -- in less than 
20 years, we have lost 21% of our state's farmland. If this 
rate of conversion continues, all of our remaining farmland 
wi l l  be gone in less than two generations.  his is why it is 
so important for organizations to work together to protect our 
state's working lands. 

"Towns and local land trusts are becoming more and more 
active in farmland preservation within their communities. 
As a result, sbonger partnerships are being formed with the 
combined resources of local, state and federal programs," 
says Henry Talmage, Executive Director of Connecticut 
Farmland Trust. "CFT has always been about collaboration 
and we take great pride in our ability to complete projects 
through teamworlc and leveraging of funds." 

The Connecticut Farmland Trust (CFT) is the only private, 
statewide nonprofit conservation organization dedicated 
exclusively to protecting Connecticut's farmland. CFT holds 
agricultural conservation easements that protect 1,766 acres 
of farmland around the state, has assisted partners in the 
preservation of 157 additional acres, and serves as a leading 
resource on conserving Connecticut's worlcing farmland. By 
working with like-minded groups and pooling our resources, 
CFT is able to preserve more land than we would be able to 
do alone. These collaborations benefit all of us. 

Everyone in Connecticut reaps the benefits of farmland. 
From producing fresh, local food to providing pastoral vistas, 
farms are a vital part of our history, culture, and economy. 
Connecticut farms contribute $2 billion annually to our local 
economy, provide a myriad of enviromental benefits, and 
help balance town budgets. Studies have documented that 
farms require less than 50 cents in town services for every 

Farmland coiztinzred on page I 3  



B~%fer.s, continuedfrompage 1 
recreation related revenues in Connecticut. Another $9 
billion was spent by tourists visiting the state, generat- 
ing over 1 billion in state and local tax revenue, and 
employing 1 in 15 workers in the state. 

But Connecticut's recreational and tourism dollars are 
heavily reliant upon the maintenance of healthy eco- 
systems. For example, numerous studies emphasize 
the importance of preserving the natural habitat of fish 
- including shade trees, submerged grasses and other 
food sources - to maintaining healthy fish populations 
in spots popular amang anglers. Numerous studies 
have found that individuals express willingness to pay 
substantial sums to protect the regional environment. 
One study in the 1990s found particularly high dollar 
values placed on improving water quality to a "swim- 
mable" level. 

Loss of natural riparian buffers can lead to pollution 
of streams by sediment, nutrients, and other con- 
taminants, destroying fish habitat and closing swim- 
ming areas. The 1994 EPA National Water Quality 
Inventory Report to Congress identiiied 374 sites in 
22 states where recreation was restricted due to poor 
water quality." In a 2009 survey of recreational boat- 
ers on Candlewood Lake in Connecticut, over half 
of respondents stated that poor water quality due to 
invasive species was "a major problem". And almost 
three quarters of boaters who owned lakefront proper- 
ty found it to be a major problem, indicating that they 
were the group most likely to benefit from riparian 
buffer zones designed to prevent such eutrophication. 

Over the last two decades, an 18.2% increase in the 
land area covered by construction in Connecticut has 
been accompanied by a 14.5% decline in farmland, 
6.5% decline in deciduous forest, 6.9% decline in 
area covered by water, and a 5.5% decline in forested 
wetland; trends that highlight the importance of safe- 
guarding the remaining wetlands from environmental 
degradation. In Connecticut, an extensive study of 
coastal areas suggests that landuse restrictions within 
a 100 ft wetland buffer zone has helped to reduce the 
loss of natural vegetation during residential and com- 
mercial land development. 

Aestlzetic Value 
Historically, Connecticut's great natural beauty and 
well-preserved historical villages have ensured it some 
of the most prized real estate in the world. Its very 
desirable communities have attracted a relatively high- 

skilled, high-income population that, in turn, has 
attracted a dynamic commercial sector. The desir- 
ability of communities is strongly influenced by the 
surrounding environment, and the health of neighbor- 
ing wetland ecosystems plays a particularly impor- 
tant role. Reduced water clarity, algae blooms, and 
eutrophication have been shown to greatly diminish 
adjacent property values. And in regions where water 
quality has been allowed to deteriorate substadally 
as a result of over-development, studies have docu- 
mented dramatic declines in regional property values. 

Environmental restrictions on privately held land are 
often fought by those with short-term interests in the 
sale of local residential and commercial development, 
who fear that new restrictions will diminish market 
profitability. Though there is little evidence of dimin- 
ished individual property values when all properties 
are similarly restricted, or regional economic loss, 
studies do show that land use restrictions that improve 
water quality often lead to substantial increases in 
property values both on and near wetland areas. 

By maintaining a minimum level of protection for 
rivers and wetlands, riparian buffers can also help 
to mitigate a number of unintended consequences of 
rapid residential and commercial development that 
can drain state budgets, such as increased flooding, 
declining water tables and increasing strain on public 
water systems, as well as the spread of invasive plant 
species. Failure to address these issues can negate 
many of the benefits of economic growth. 

Drinkii~g Wnter 
Safe, dependable supplies of groundwater - for 
residential, agricultural, commercial and public uses 
- are crucial to a healthy economy. Among the many 
ecological services offered by riparian buffers is 
their ability to help protect and restore groundwater 
reserves. Public agencies spend large sums each 
year to obtain, treat and maintain water supplies: The 
loss of ecological services provided by riparian buf- 
fers can increase these costs. Increased sedimentation 
leads to the need for dredging and more frequent 
repair and replacement of equipment. Increased run- 
off of nutrients and other contaminants from lawns, 
fields, and pavement into wetlands increases the need 
to treat drinlcing water with chemical coagulants and 
disinfectants. And contaminants can also cause costly 
depreciation of commercial equipment. Expanding 
riparian buffers has the potential to limit these costs. 

Bt&s contintled oiz page I 2  



What to Do While Applications are Hibernating 

Tom ODell asked me to write a colllnlil on what wet- Regulated activity: The Appellate Court in 2003 ruled 
lands ageilcies could be doing ~vhile awaiting t!ze that in order to h a ~  authority regulate activities that 
return of "busiitess as usual. " In this coluntn Ishare take place outside of wetlands or watercourses for 
two thol~gl~ts: one task for the present andplanning their effect on those resources the agency must first 
for thefi~h~re.  have adopted a regulation establishing the authority to 

regulate conduct in the upland. The DEP has pro- 
Part I posed language to establish that authority. Check the 

definition section of the model regulations, § 2.1. If 
If your wetlands agency has not amended its regu- you're fuzzy on the legal reasoning of that case, you 
lations for a while or if you're just not sure if your can read my blog entry of December 28,2009 ad- 
agency has kept its regulations current with state law, dressing the case, at www.ctwetlandslaw.com. 
start with this task. There are a few tools that will 
really streamline this job. Depending on the size of Aquatic, plant or animal life and habitats in wetlands 
your agency, you could consider setting up a smaller 
group to meet on these issues. Of course, the meetings 
would need to be noticed according to the Freedom of 
Information Act, be held in a public place (i.e., not in 
someone's home), be open to the public, have minutes 
created, etc. The major tool to rely on is the 2006 
version of the DEP Model Regulations. The model 
regulations are available on the DEP website at: http:ll 
www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/water~inland~wetlands/mod- 
elregsfinalof4thedition.pdf. The regulations begin 
with a list of revisions on pages 2 through 6. The list 
also includes the reason for the change in very suc- 
cinct language. This will come in handy when you 
need to state on the record during the public hear- 
ing the reason for the proposed changes. The revi- 
sions clarify prior regulations, or are mandated by an 
amendment to the state law. Within the 2006 model 
regulations themselves it is very easy to distinguish 
the changes, as new or revised language is underlined. 
I have been before too many agencies in the past six 
months with outdated regulations. Here are some 
of the procedural and substantive problems in some 
towns' existing regulations. 

Date of receipt: The law no longer allows you to 
require submission three business days prior to the 
next regularly scheduled meeting. The date of receipt 
is now the day of the next regularly scheduled meeting 
iiizinediately following the day of szrbnzission. 

or watercourses: Maybe some agencies have had a lot 
of turnover since 2003 and don't remember the outcry 
when the Supreme Court held that wildlife did not 
fall within the protection of the wetlands act. Then 
the legislature amended the statute in 2004, upholding 
the Supreme Court decision in part and reversing it in 
part. You will not be able to properly figure out what 
to do with wildlife considerations without the statutory 
language in your regulations. It is not intuitive; it was 
a political compromise. You will need to have the 
language as you review applications and decide how 
to consider wildlife impacts. Want to brush up on the 
wildlife controversy? You can read my blog entries 
of December 30,2009 and December 3 1,2009 at 
www.ctwetlandslaw.com. 

Right of agency to enter onto private property: In 
prior versions of the DEP model regulations, there 
seems to have been language that suggested that 
agencies or their agent had the authority to enter onto 
private property without the consent of the property 
owner. The 2006 version clears up that misnomer. 

To complete the tasks, the DEP has made available 
online all of the legislative advisories. From the DEP 
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses main page, click 
on "Legislation, Regulation and Case Law." You 
would only need to review the advisories from 2006 to 
the present, as the earlier advisories are already incor- 
porated into the 2006 model regulations. 

Legal, contii~~red onpage 6 



CONSULTING SERVICES TO MUNlClPALlTlES FOR 30 YEARS 

Municipal Inland Wetland and Watercourse Application 
Reviews 
Review of Land Development, Stormwater Management, 
Drainage Improvement, and Low Impact Development 
Design Plans . Environmental Monitoring of Projects for Permit and E&S 
Control Compliance by Certified Professionals 
Provide ExpertTestimony before Land Use Agencies and In 
Court Proceedings 
Wetland (iniand/Tidal) Delineations, Mitigation, Creation & 
Restoration Plans 

www.londtechcansultcom 
205 Playhouse Corner, 5outhbury.CT 06488 203.264.8300 
3 1  Franklin Street, W ~ t p o r t ,  CT 06880 203.454.2110 

Municipal Permit Review 
Wetland Delineation 
Wetland Assessment 

Vernal Pool Survey 
Wildlife Survey 

Impact Assessment 
Mitigation. Creation 

JODlE CHASE 860.550.1703 
Ecologist www.chaseecological.corn 

- MICHAEL S. KLEIN, Principal - 
Certified Professional Weilond Scientist /Registered Soil Scientist 

89 BEWAP ROAD * WEST HARTFORD, CT 061 17 
PHONEIFAX: (860) 236-1 578 

Fresh Creek Technologies, Inc. 

Netting Tras$rTrapB 
America's leading net  capture system for trash and floatables. 

- More than 170 installations in cities all over the 
U. S. and Canada. 

- Over 4 million pounds of trash removed yearly. 

- 5 models: in-line, end-of-pipe, open channel, 
floating and pipe retro-fit . 

- Full engineering support; Turnkey installation 
capabilities and O&M services. 

- Meets all BMP and government standards. 

Get all the facts on the web at: 

www.fveshcreek.com 
Fresh Creek Technologies, Inc. 

"Proud to be an All-Amencan Company" 
1425 Pompton Ave. Suite 1-2 

Cedar Grove, NJ 07009 
973.237 9099 

Copyright 2009. F m h  Cleeklechnologlas Inc 
Fax' 973.237.0744 



I note that DEP has not posted an advisory for the 
legislative change in the 2009 session. Last year the 
legislature amended the act to state that wetlands permits 
issued from July 1,2006 to July 1,2009 "shall expire 
not less than six years after the date of such approval" 
and that the total period of time such permit may be in 
existence, including renewal time, cannot exceed 11 
years. To read more about the change, go to the January 
26,2010 enby onmy blog at www.ctwetlandslaw.com. 

One more task derived from your regulations: Almost 
all agencies have a section equivalent to 5 4.4 in the 
model regulations which requires any person wishing 
to engage in an exempt activity to notify the agency 
"on a form provided by it." It is the rare agency that 
has developed that form. Some agencies invite let- 
ters with supporting documentation. Some use the 
application for regulated activities - which makes me 
shriek, because it prompts the agency to begin an inap- 
propriate inquiry. The application form for regulated 
activities delves into areas that are irrelevant to an 

Water 1 Wastewater 
Stonwater 

Watershed Studies 
Ecological Risk Assessments 

Ecological Restoration 
Third-Party Review of Plans and Permit Applications 

Wetlands Delineations 
Water Quality and Biological ~oni to l ing 

for facts that establish whether or not the person's ac- 
tivities fall within the exemption? 

Part II 

Training of individual agency members, on the one 
hand, is a personal matter. A member is aslted to give 
up time from other personal or family responsibilities 
or pleasures to become and to stay an informed mem- 
ber. But it is also an agency concern, as well as a pub- 
lic one. The wetlands act requires at least one member 
of the agency or staff to have completed the DEP com- 
prehensive training program. DEP is required to allow 
one person from each town to attend the entire training 
program at no cost. Of course, the notion that only 
one person be trained is an inadequate benchmark. It 
is merely a point of departure. 

Training should not be a matter that occurs only when 
- and if- agency members happen to sign up and attend. 

Priority #I: The trainine of members within a calen- 
dar year should be a matter of business to be discussed 
earlv in the vex. 

Legal, continued or1 page 7 



Legal, continued fron~page 6 the CACIWC meeting is inNovember. This year 
I believe it should be placed on the agenda once a almost all of the Appellate and Supreme Court cases 
year to discuss the year's goals for training agency covered in the CACIWC annual meeting workshop 
members. The discussion can establish who has corn- had been issued in the late summer and fall, too late to 
pleted what aspects of existing training. Are members be covered in the DEP Segment II training. 
feeling overcommitted time-wise between training 
and agency duties? An idea that was discussed at A& yes, I agree that folks should go get the technical 

the january, 2010 council on ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ l  ~ ~ ~ l i ~ ~  training as well. I just want to stress the need for the 

meeting was to excuse members fiom attending an agency to stay up to date on the changes in the law. 
agency meeting, as long as the agency would still have That wili serving on a commis- 

a to proceed with pending business, so that the sion for twenty years. It is not a matter of experience; 
member could spend the equivalent time in training. it is a matter of howledge. 

Priority #2: A11.v member who has not attended Seg- 
ment I and the basic legal training should strive to do 
so. When I routinely offered Segment I legal training - 
while at the Attorney General's Office, I often had 
agency staff people with many years of experience 
state that they learned something new at Segment I. 

Priority #3: A maioritv of agency members should 
sttive to attend the DEP Segment 11 Legal Update 
or the CACIWC annual meetine workshop on Legal 
Update. In facf your agency should try to be in at- 
tendance at both. (Different members could go.) The 
DEP's Segment II is generally in May and June, while 

Priority #4: The statute reauires the follow-up step 
that the newlv trained member summarize the content 
of the training promam at an aeencv meeting. At a 
minimum that should include distribution of any writ- 
ten materials provided at training. 

Up to date regulations and forms, and current knowl- 
edge of the law, are the best bases for being prepared 
for the return to "business as usual." 

Attorney Janet P. Broolcs is in solopractice in East Berlin 
and ltas started a blog on wetlands law, wltich yon can 
read at w.ctwet1aitdslm.cont. * 



Editor's Note: Conservatio~l Comncissions take note - stewardship of nzlinicipal andp~ivateprotected open space 
is a challenging responsibility. The followircg article discusses the consequences of igrzoring that respo~lsibility and 
elzcolirages action to protect against unintended consequences. 

T n  Connecticut we are fortunate to have a si@- 

11 cant forested landscape which forms an aestheti- 
cally pleasing backdrop to our daily lives and pro- 

vides important ecological functions which contribute 
to our quality of life. Unfortunately, numerous issues 
have developed that threaten the forest's ability to 
sustain these valuable environmental services. This 
article summarizes the main impediments to sustain- 
able upland forest ecosystems. 

Forest Fragmentation 
As development starts to devour a continuous forest, 
it fragments the remainder. Edge habitat occuning 
at the forest /development interface is inhospitable 
to many species of wildlife. The edge habitat is well 
suited for skunks, raccoons, dogs, cats and other ani- 
mals that prey upon the eggs of ground nesting buds. 
Also, brown-headed cow birds, a brood parasite that 
lay their eggs in other birds' nests, are more prevalent 
the closer to the edge. The host bud raises aggressive 
cowbird fledglings which crowds out its own fledg- 
lings. Brood parasitism and nest predation lead to 
the inability of smaller fragmented forests to sustain 
many interior bud species. Additionally, non-native 
invasive plants are usually more abundant in frag- 

Numerous non-native (exotic) invasive plants have 
gained a well established foothold and threaten to 
become pervasive in Connecticut forests. Many are 
characterized by "hypercompetitive behavior" that 
includes earlier leaf out than native competitors, the 
ability to re-sprout vigorously and produce large 
amount of seeds that are spread by birds and deer. 

Non-native invasive plants that can be ecologically 
disruptive in Connecticut's forest include Tree-of- 
Heaven, Japanese barbeny, and Oriental bittersweet. 
The former has been documented to cause heart at- 
tack-like symptoms if a person's slcin is exposed to an 
excessive amount of the plant's sap. The incidence of 
black-legged ticks, a major vector for- Lyme disease, 
is greater in dense thickets of Japanese barberry. The 
thickets provide an ideal refuge for the tick carrying 
white footed mouse. Bittersweet vines aggressively 
climb trees and monopolize forest understories. The 
vines aid in bringing down supple trees while exten- 
sive mats in the understory smother tree seedlings and 
other native understory vegetation. 

The foothold these invasive plants have gained may 
turn into a stranglehold without considerable interven- 

mented forests. Generally, habitat qualiry declines tion. The next &cane may greatly speed up the hostile 
with the size of the forest. More information about takeover as sienificant disturbance in the u~oer forest 
forest eagmentation can be found on the University 
of Connecticut's Center for Land Use Education and 
Research (CLEAR) web site, (http://clear.ucom.edu/ 
projects/landscape/forest-%ag.htm). 

The aggregation of a large continuous protected forest 
is often a more valuable conservation strategy than 
preserving smaller isolated forests. Planning tools 
such as cluster housing and transferable development 
rights have the potential to retain a modest to si@- 
cant amount of continuous forest while allowing for 
limited residential and commercial growth. 

Invasive Plants 
'Won-native invasive species pose a serious risk to 
North American forest ecosystems, threatening to 
change existing ecological trajectories, suppress rare 
and endangered native species, reduce productivity 
and biodiversity and damage wildlife habitat."' 

- .A 

canopy wi l l  provide sunny new ground for the germina- 
tion of invasive plant seeds. Forest harvesting is thought 
to promote the invasion of non-native invasive plants 
where there is a nearby seed source. But one study found 
no increase in abundance of barberry after low- to moder- 
ate intensity selective harvesting. 

Complete control of exotic invasive plants is unlikely. 
Herbicides provide the most definitive control but 
often meet public opposition. Uprooting smaller inva- 
sive plants is possible but unlikely to cover extensive 
areas; repeated cutting or burning immediately after 
leaf out kills a si@cant proportion if done in the 
same growing season. 

For more information on invasive plants go to the 
Connecticut Invasive Plant Worlcing Group (CIPWG) 
web site, http://www.hort.uconn.edu/CIF'WG/. 

Forest, continued on followingpage 



Deer 
In addition to aiding the spread of invasive plants by 
depositing their seeds throughout forest, an abun- 
dance of deer may aid in changing the composition of 
the forest. Deer often browse heavily on oak seedlings 
but avoid species such as black birch, which contains 
the same chemical component as the muscle rub Ben 
Gay. Nearly 100 threatened or endangered species are 
browsed by white tailed deer. They have been known 
to browse the native understory plants so much that 
it allows an opening for invasive plants to germinate. 
Conversely, where deer had been fenced out, the under- 
story was lush with native plants. 

Deer populations were almost 
extirpated with the loss of 
mature forests and unreshict- 
ed hunting in the late 1800s. 
Citizens reported only 12 deer 
in Connecticut in 1893. With 
increased suburbanization, 
maturing oak forests, and a 
decline in hunting, the deer 
population has grown expo- 
nentially. Their population is 
currently estimated at 65,000. 

SignZicantly expanding 

Today's maturing oak forest originated after extensive 
clearcuts, fires, chestnut blight and farm abandonment 
from about a century ago. The prolonged absence 
of similar events and excessive deer browse has 
started to facilitate the slow transformation of much 
of Connecticut's oak forest into shade tolerant birch, 
beech and maple forests. Oak seedlings are found in 
the understory of an intact forest after an acorn crop 
but most die out within a few years because of lack 
of adequate sunlight Survivors are severely hindered 
by overtopping competitors. Oak seedling survival on 
ridge-tops an'd droughty soils where competition is 
limited is an exception. The ability of a new genera- 

tion of oak to graduate to the 
forest canopy is severely lim- 
ited under current conditions. 

The potential future displace- 
ment of oaks has enormous 
ecological consequences as 
around 50 animal species 
depend upon acorns for their 
primary source of protein. 
Oak forests host more spe- 
cies and a higher abundance 
of birds than maple forests. 
Oaks cumulatively host over 
500 species of buttedies 

responsible hunting, reducing a regeneration I~arvest and controlled bum. Grasses and moths (Lepidoptera). 
forest fragmentation by mini- become establisl~ed ajier S I I C ~  repeated disturbances. Their Larvae, the immature form of 

seedsprovide an importantfood sollrcefor the fall bird mi- 
mizing conversion of forests pation. Farests near ~ a t i v e  ~ ~ e ~ i ~ ~ ~  villages wereprob- Lepidoptera, are an important 
to conventional subdivi- ably bumedfregllently creating an openparlr-likeforest. food source for birds. 
sions could h e l ~  stabilize an Thefirer killed tilir~ned barked trees and sltrubs. The older 

A 

oakand chestnut trees wereprotectedfrom low intensity severe fire other distur- 
excessive deer population and jires by their thick bark Yo~otmnger o a h  re-sprouted more the plants favored vigorously than other hardwoods killed by t h e w .  bances historically sustained 
bv deer. a small  art of the landsca~e 

Lack of Appropriate Disturbance 
Some upland forest ecosystems have evolved to 
sustain themselves after disturbances such as fire, 
hunicanes and tornadoes. These disturbances create a 
temporary open environment where sun-loving plants 
could perpetuate themselves and their offspring could 
outgrow competing shade tolerant species. Native 
Americans used to frequently bum extensive areas 
of the forest to create an environment that attracted 
their game animals, increased berry production, and 
provided numerous other benefits necessary for their 
survival. Pre-settlement forests experienced fires 
exponentially more frequently than today's forests. 
Fire that sustained oak ecosystems for thousands of 
years has been extinguished as fire preventive systems 
evolved to protect people and houses that now the 
increasing fragmented forest. 

A. 

in young forest habitat. The majority of the forest 
landscape should be made up of sawtimber-dominated 
forests in order to provide habitat for the bulk of the 
wildlife species. (Sawtimber are trees greater than 11" 
in diameter measured 4.5' above ground level). At the 
same time, very young forests provide requisite dense 
shrubby habitat for 22 bird species and four mammal 
species in New England, including numerous declin- 
ing species such as blue-winged warbler, chestnut-sid- 
ed warbler, New England cottontail and bobcat. The 
unique assemblage of dense cover, herbaceous vegeta- 
tion, and associated insects is short-lived as the habitat 
structure changes as the forest ages. Forests as young as 
eight years old have already lost their habitat value for 
some species. A frequent infusion of relatively small 
but severe disturbances is necessary to sustain popula- 
tions of those animals that depend upon this habitat. 

Forest, coiltintled on page 15 



Applied Ecology Research Institute 
Providing Solutions for Connecticut's 

Inland Wetlands & Conservation Commissions 

Michael Aurelia 
Certified Professional Wetlands Scientist 

72 OakRidge Street Greenwich, CT06830 
203-622-9297 

maaurelia@optonline.net 

STEVEN DANZER, PHD &ASSOCIATES LLC 
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WE APPRECIATE YOUR SUPPORT! THANK.Y.OU! ,. ,, , I .. . . . . . . . . . 

I AF of UUI Inn. 30,2010 records, rhc followurg Town conunissions have supponed CACnVC through membership ducs for rhc 2009-2010 fiscal 
Year (July 1.2009 - Junc 30. 2010). If vow Commiss~on is nor on the l~si. nlcnse rncounrc vow commission ro ioin. For a ~nrmbenhio ducs - . . .  , . . - A 

farm go to caciwc.org, About CACIWC, scroll to Membership and download form; ar  ernail todell@snet.net Ifwe are in error we apologize and 
would appreciate howing. Member Commissions receive a copy of l71e Habitat for each commissioner if dues have been paid. Please consider 
joining as a sustaining member (SUS). 
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Buffers, contintredfrom page 3 

Flood Control 
By impeding and absorbing flood waters, riparian for- 
est buffers reduce the damage caused by floods. And 
by reducing the sedimentation of rivers and streams, 
which m s  streambeds and makes them more prone to 
overflowing, riparian buffers also reduce the frequency 
of flooding. According to one study, reducing runoff 
by 10% within a watershed could reduce flood peaks 
with a 2 to 5 year return period by 25% to 50%. 

According to the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP), the value of flood losses in the U.S. between 
1996 and 2005 totaled over $2.4 billion. Rapid land 
development and the loss of riparian buffers have the 
potential to increase these costs. Ironically, where new 
land development leads to increased flooding, it has the 
potential to drive down the value of existing housing 
stocks in flood prone areas. 

POLITICAL FEASIBILITY 
AND "WILLINGNESS TO PAY" 

Numerous studies find that Americans express a 
willingness to pay substantial sums for programs 
that will imurove water aualitv. While such stud- - 
ies might overstate the true willingness to pay for 
ecological services, the notable consistency of such 
res& indicate a very real concern over thk avail- 
ability and security of safe drinking water. One study 
that explored the difference between the hypotheti- 
cal willingness to pay among survey participants 
and taxpayers' actual willingness to pay for a river- 
front improvement project, found that there was no 
statistically sigdcant difference between the two. 
Since the benefitkost ratio to households of wetland 
restoration projects is often very high, it is perfectly 
rational for residents to be willing, if not eager, to 
pay for such p;ojects. 

. . . . ,  
. . .  . . 
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Chemical Remediation in Wetlands: Not Your Average Cleanup 
By Wayne H .  Bugden, LEP mistalce For petroleum. Such variabiliry problems must be carefully evaluated to 
Director of Environmental Services, WE malces it  impossible to develop 'bne-size- determine if remediation is needed. When 

Wlten remediaring conaminants in sedi- 
ment, how'klean" is dean enough? Wetlands 
are very sensitive to pollution, but Connect- 
icut remains ~vichout a standardized regu- 
latory approacb to this problem. are 
many reasons for this, including: 
Unique Physical a n d  Chemical Properties: 
Sediments range from densesands and silts, 
to loose or,&cpeats. Some bind tightly to  
heavy metals while others contain natural 
organic compounds chat laboratories may 

fits-alYilmlup srankrds. 
Uncr.rt.xin Source(s): Findin: 
me "responsiblu party cxn be 
tricky if a wetland rcieivcs run- 

off fiorn multiple propsines. 
Inrestigarors call usc forensic 
cechniqucs ro " 6 n o e r p ~ ~ r "  con- . . 
taminaion, but success depends on careM 
planning and experience. 
Need to Balance Risks: Sorncrimes, remov- 
ing contamination may cause more damage 
than leaving it  in place. Knowing how, and 
when, ro remediate wetlands cannot be de- 
termined using a Statc-wide policy. Instead, 
ecological risk assessments must weigh rhe 

pros and cons of aU alternatives. 
Counecdcut DEP is worldng to develop 

sediment cleanup criteria, but it is unknown 
when, or if, chese standards will go into 
d e c t .  Meanwhile, wetland contatnination 

it  is, the cleanup 
professionals must 
consider the wetland's 
many unique proper- 
ries to avoid damaggg 
its essential functions 
and values. 

...................................... 
CME Associates, Inc. Is a Connecticut-based 
carpomtion providing architectural; civil, struc- 
tural and tmnsportatlon engineering; planning; 
environmental and land surveying services. 
They have o R c s  located in East Hartford and 
Woodstocl( CT, Southbridge MA and Salt Lake 
Citv UT. 

CME ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Compr~hcrrrivr Servirufar tbr Bettcrnirnt a j  
Bttill and Natilrol Environnrentr 



Farnlland, co~zti~zziedfionl page 2 
dollar they generate in local taxes -- while residential 
development costs towns more than one dollar for 
every dollar of revenue generated. 

Connecticut Farmland Trust assists towns and land 
trusts by offering technical assistance and guidance 
in the specific area of agricultural conservation 
easements. These easements give landowners the 
flexibility to change their operation and practices 
to meet future agricultural needs. CFT's criteria 
for easements focus on viable, active farms with 
prime and important agricultural soils. There is no 
restriction on property size. CFT may also contribute 
funds toward the acquisitio~l of an easement and may 
sometimes hold the easement. 

"There is a big difference between open space and 
agricultural easements, and we are happy to provide 

Vaishing Geese Farm, Durham 
Preserved in 2009 
43 acres of hay &pasture, Scottish Highland cattle, 
chicken, and honey bees 
Collaboration with Durham Conservation Commission 

P h i p s  Farm, Southhury 
Preserved in 2004 
20 acres of support land for local dairy 
Collaboration with Southbury Land Trust 

Lovdal Farm, Southbury 
Preserved in 2005 
36 acres of support land for local dairy 
Collaboration with Southbu~y L a d  Trust 

On the Hill Farm, Salem 
Preserved in 2005 & 2006 
76-acre beef and hay farm 
Small seasonal farm stand open to the public 
Collaboration with Salem Land Trust and the USDA- 
Natural Resources Conservation Service's Farm and 
, Ranch Lands Protection Program. 

towns and land trusts with guidance on conservation 
language that includes specific terms to help 
protect farmland," says Elisabeth Moore, CFT's 
Conservation Director. "Who gets the credit for 
preservation or holds the easement on the property 
isn't important. The most important thing is 
protecting Connecticut's remaining farmland." 

Organizations contact CFT for assistance and 
partnerships, but CPT also seeks out groups to 
collaborate with when their presemation projects 
fit with our mission of protecting farmland. We 
are currently working with the Town of Branford 
to preserve a farm and are collaborating with the 
Town of Lebanon to preserve three farms. Below 
is a listing of farms Connecticut Farmland Tmst has 
preserved with help from towns and land trusts: 

Photos courtesy of Con~lecticzrt Farmland Trust 

Hunt Hill Farm, New Milford 
\ 

Preserved in 2008 
40-acre Christmas tree fanu 
Seasonal farm stand - open to the public 
Collaboration with Weantinoge Heritage Land Trust and 
the Town of New Milford 

Marvel & Mitchell Farms, Salem 
Preserved in 2009 
206 acres of hay & pasture 
Collaboration with The Nature Conservancy 

Osuch Farm, Watertown and Bethlehem 
Preserved in 2007 , 

40 acres of support land for local dairy 
Collaboration with Watertown land trust 

Little Pond Farm, Stonington 
Preserved in 2010 
96 acres of corn & hay 
Collaboration with Town of Stonington 

- 

For more infom~ation abozb Connecticut Farmland Tnrst and 
o~rrprotectedfimzs, please visit www.CTFarmlond.org. # 



Go NATIVE! 
NEW ENGLAND WETLAND PLANTS, INC. 
OFFERS A LARGE SELECTION OFHlGH QUALITY 

NATIVE TREES AND SHRUBS 
NATIVE HERBACEOUS AND FLOWERING PLANTS 
NATIVE SEED Mms 
EROSION CONTROL PRODUCTS 
BIOENGINEERING PRDDUCTS 

WHOLESALE FOR USE IN 
CONSERVATION 
WETLAND RESTORATION 
MITIGATION 
N A W  LANDSCAPMG 

DELIVERYAVAILABLE 

New England Wetland Plants, Inc. 
820 West Street 

Amherst, MA 01002 
413.548.8000 

Fax 413.549.4000 
www.newp.com 

- 

Inqthe nrliont lerdlng mllcd d o n  mntml pmdvm 
cmdon ronvol blrnkrt are yrnncecd to assirtin 
md m d d n f a m c n t  mucdng the EPAk NPD5 
product mmuhduw Phase II mylrdonr lor 
is dared to o k r  our emdon mntml an slo~cr. 

Team EJ Prescon 
36 Clark Road. Vernon. CT 06066 

(860) 875-971 1 



Forest, continuedj?om page 9 
The maintenance of disturbance-dependent ecosystems 
is a m c u l t  task in a mostly suburban state. Controlled 
bums can be an effective tool, but there is very limited 
opportunity to implement and they pose an element 
of risk Mechanical grinders or masticators can create 
young forest habitat by grinding up a forest whose trees 
that are approaching 7" in diameter. Though mechani- 
cal treatments can mimic historic disturbances such as 
fire to a certain extent, they are unlikely to capture the 
full ecological value of a natural disturbance. These 
treatments are usually expensive. The Wildlife Habitat 
Incentive Program (WHIP) may provide federal cost 
sharing for controlled bums and creating young forest 
habitat. More information about creating young forest 
habitat can be found through the "Coverts Program" 
from the UCom Cooperative Extension's web site, 
http://www.canr.ucom.edu/ces/forest~coverts.htm. 

The most cost efficient method for maintaining a 
disturbance dependent ecosystem often involves forest 
management. Forest management also often entails 
cutting trees too small to market but necessary for 
freeing up overtopped oak seedlings and saplings. It 
should be noted that some harvests can be ecologi- 
cally regressive. Harvests in oalc forests can accelerate 
succession towards other species if only the valuable 

Ferrucci & Walicki, LLC 
Land Management Consultants 

Environmental Stewardship 
and Land Management since 1982 

Forest & Open Space Management Services 
* Property Tax Reduction 

GIS & GPS-based Mapping 
Forest & Wildlife Habitat Improvement 

e Timber Inventories &Appraisals 
Professionally Managed Timber Harvests - Environmental Oversight 
Municipal Watershed Management 

Vlar OUR WEBSITE FOR EXAMPLES OF WHAT WE CAN DO FOR YOU! 
FREE DOWNLOADS ATWWW.FWFORESTERS.COM- UNDER "RESOURCES" 

6 WAY ROAD 
MIDOLEFIELO. CT 06455 

860-349-7007 Fnx: 860-349-7032 
EMAlC FW@FWFORESTERS.COM 

WWW.FWFORESTERS.COM 
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trees are harvested and most of the small non-oak trees 
are left. Appropriate forest management can sustain an 
ecologically viable forest and, in addition, yield wood 
products to offset management costs. 

Forest Management Assistance 
DEP Division of Forestry conducts a detailed assess- 
ment and extensive planning before implementing 
forestry operations on state forests. Likewise, it is 
recommended that landowners and land trusts have 
a stewardship plan prepared by a certified forester to 
provide a detailed evaluation of the forest resources 
and management options before any harvest. The 
Connecticut Division of Forestry offers a service 
where their foresters can provide a limited initial as- 
sessment at no charge to the landowners. 

The complex social and biological issues confronting 
Connecticut's forest are in the process of being col- 
laboratively addressed by stakeholders in the 5-year 
revision of the Connecticut Statewide Forest Resource 
Plan. More information on forest management can be 
found at the DEP Division of Forestry Website: hi$:// 
www.ct.govldeplcwplview.asp?a=2697&q=322792&d 
epNav_GID=163 1 &depNav=l 

For the most part, the forest is not sustaining viable 
populations of the full array of fauna and flora native 
to the area. The forest is being compromised because 
the cumulative effect of our collective actions and 
inactions brought unintended and often unnoticed 
consequences. It will take a mindful concerted effort 
to substantially change this course. 

End Notes 

'chomesky et a1 2005. Science priorities for reducing the 
threat of invasive species to sustainable forestq. Bio Sci- 
ence 55(4): 335-348. 

This article and the$ll set of supporting citations can 
be fozlnd at  caciwc.org. k% 

Assessment o f  Pollutant Loads and 
Evaluation of Treatment Systems 

(A.P.L.E.T.S.) 
Water Quality Software for Land Development Projects 

Developed by Steve Trinkaus, PE, CPESC, CPSWQ 

Trinkous Engineering. LLC Coiculote poilutont loads fo r  
114 Hunters Ridge Rood TSS.TP,TN, DIN, ZN, Cu & TPH 
Southbury, CT 06488 for 23 land use conditions, 
www.trinkousengineering.com evaluate effective of 34 
oplets@enrthlink.net treatment systems t o  
203-2644558 remove pollutants from runoff 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVlRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

February 22,2010 

University of Connecticut 
31 LeDoyt ~ o a d  -Unit 3055 
Storrs, CT 06269-3055 

Attn: Richard Miller 

The project consists of improvements to the existing Swan Lake Drainage ouffall as shown on plans 
entitled YJniversity of Connecticut Gurleyville Road Storrs, Connecticut Job # 07-444", dated May 7, 
2008 revisedMay 28,2009. 

RE: FM-200903092 
Swan Lalce Outlet 
University of Connecticut 
Mansfield 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

The Inland Water Resources Division of the Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed the 
flood management certification prepared by James Ericson of Lenard Engineering and signed by 
Richard Miller of the University of Connecticut. The certification document dated October 1,2009, 

The above referenced certification is hereby approved with the following condition. : I 

- 

- 
- 

1. There shall be no modifications to the existing contributing stormwater drainage system 
discharging into the Swan Lalce drainage outlet prior to receipt of all required state permits, 
specifically, the Inland Water Recourses Flood Management Certification and Diversion 
Permit. The outlet protection design must be verified upon final design of the future diversion. 

states that the proposed activity has been designed in compliance with the requirements of Section 25- 1 
68d@) of the Connecticut Generd Statutes (CGS) and Section 25-6831-1 through 25-6831-3 of the 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA). 

I 
' I  

No revisions or alterations to the approved plans are allowed without first obtaining written approval 
from this Division of such alterations. If there are any questions, contact Sharon Yurasevecz of the 
Inland Water Resources Division at 860-424-3019. 

Director 
Inland Water Resources Division 

(Prinlcd on Reeyeled Pope0 
79Elm Slrccl m HnNonl. CT 05106.5127 

www.cl.govldep 
All E~,rol Oppoponra~ir]? E8nplojer 
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As rve wrap rrp this issue of Connecticut Wildlife, it is still cold and 
snowy outside and we are wondering ifspring will ever come. Whenever 
it is time to work on the MarcWApril issue, I start looking forward to 
spring and one of my favorite events of the season - the migration of 
fmgs and salamanders from theirforest homes to nearby vernalpools 
wherr: lhey breed and lny eggs. Being a rranxplanr to ~onnecticrrtfmn~ 
first the ,\lid~vsst and rlien rhe Roch hlarmrainu. nlv initial m e r i e n c ~  , r 

with this amphibian migration was a moment to remember. During 
thejrsr spring at o~rr horlse in Meriden rnore than two decades ago. I 
opened the back door on a uvarnl, rainy night tofind a slew of spotted 
salamanders waiting to come in. Walking outside, Ifound salamanders 
moving throlrgl~ the grass, across the patio, down the walkway, and 
into the mad, headedfor the large "swamp" across the street. Spotted 
salamanders were not the only ones making tl~e migration; they also 
were joined by Jefferson salamanders (a Connectic~rt species of special 
concern), woodfrogs, and spring peepers. Although I did not see as 
manyJmgs as salamanders, I could definitely hear them. On some 
warm, rainy nights the sound of woodfrogs croaking and peepers 
peeping can be deafening. 

I had never seen Jefferson salamanders before and when I mentioned 
finding them to fellow biologist Julie Victoria, she told herpetologist DI: 
Michael Klemens (author of Amphibians and Reptiles of Connecticut 
and Adjacent Regions). He visited our "swamp" to verifi that I 
hadfound a previorrsly nnhnown population of this rare species. He 
explained that the steep, rocky area behind my house was a favored 
habitat of the Jefferson salamande,: Knowing that, I've taken it upon 
myself to watch over these creatures every year during their migration. 
My biggest concern in the beginning was the jorrrney these animals 
had to take as they lefr the woods behind the houses, traveled thmugh 
the yards, and then navigated the road that separated them from their 
breeding pool. Forhmately, the road is a dead end with a handful of 
houses and is not heavily traveled Howevec a good number offrogs 
and salamanders are still run aver as they cross the road. So, there I 
am, out in the rain on those spring nights, with my flashlight, picking up 
fmgs and salamanders and carrying them across the mad during their 
trips to the breeding pool and then back to the forest. My neighbors 
thought I was a bit eccentric atfirst. But, as the years went by, they 
started watching out for the amphibians, too. When my kids were old 
enough, they also pitched in, along with theirfriends. It has become 
an annual event for all and, in the process, the kids (and even the 
adults) have learned about these fascinating animals and have come to 
appreciate them This experience is not unique - each one of IIS slzolrld 
take the time to learn rnore about the natural world amund us and do 
our part to conserve it forfrrtrtre generations. 

Kathy Herz, Editor 

Cover: 
The ring-necked ddrrclc is comnzon in Connectic~rt during spring 
migration Itfrequentsfieshwarer marshes andponds. 
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f he Spring Turkey Hunting Season Approaches 
By Michael Gregonis 

The spring wild turkey hunting 
season is an event that many hunters 
loolc fonvard to on an annual basis. 
The 2010 spring gobbler season is 
no exception. This year's season has 
several changes that provide additional 
hunting opportunities. The season will 
st& on April 28 and end on May 29. 
Private land hunters will he able to 
harvest 3 birds, while state land bunt- 
ers can harvest 2 buds. New regulation 
changes have increased the spring 
season by one week and allow hunters 
to purchase both private and state land 
permits. Hunting licenses and turkey 
permits can be purchased on the DEP's 
Web site (ww.ct.eov/dep/s~ortsmen- 
kn&& and at most town clerks, 
some sporting goods stores, and DEP 
offices. Hunters are required to have 
a 2010 tirearms hunting license or a 
small game and deer archery permit to 
apply for a spring turkey permit 

Seasoft Outlook - -~ ~ - 
Preseason scouting may make the difference between harvesting a turkey and just enjoying a cxpectto day aileld.Hunters should head Into thefleld before the season to locate slgns of turkeys and 

jakes (males lcss than one year old) listen for gobbling aclivity.This extra elfort helps increase your chances ol success. 
diring the 2010 season because last 
summer's turkey brood survey indicated 
productivity on the lower end of the 
spectrum. Connecticut also has experi- 
enced several years of lnwerproductivity, 
which have caused some declines in the 
overall statewide wild turkey population. 
Despite these factors, with preparation 
and persistence hunters should be able to 
find cooperative gobblers throughout the 
stale. 

Preparation is a Must 
As is consistent with hunting for most 

species of wildlife, preseason scout- 
ing may make the difference between 
1i&esung a bird and just  enjoying a day 
afield. I-Iunters should head into the field 
before the season to locate signs of tur- 
keys and listen for gobbling activity. This 
extra effort helps increase your chances 
of success. 

Some signs that hunters should be 
looking for include tracks, feathers, and 
droppings; each of these signs can indi- 
cate sex and abundance of buds. For ex- 
ample, the track of an adult male turkey 
averages about 6 or 7 inches in length. 
whereas a hen track is smaller at about 
4.5 to 5 inches. Breast feathers from 
turkeys that have recently been in the area 

also can help identify the sex of the bid. 
Male breast feathers have black tips while 
the female's are buffed-colored. Drop- 
pings from male turkeys are j-shaped and 
about 1.5 to 2 inches long versus drop- 
pings from females which are smaller 
andmore compact than elongated. These 
signs are useful for determining number 
of buds, frequency of use, and h-avel cor- 
ridors. It is as simple as knowing that the 
more signs that are observedin an area, 
the larger the turkey population. 

Another important preseason scout- 

the same tree, during spring. To locate 
turkey roosts, hunters should e v e  at 
their bunting area an hour before sunrise, 
h d  a high vantage point on the property, 
and listen for gobbling activity. This 
lype of scouting should be conducted 
on days with light winds and increasing 
barometric pressure. By locating roosting 
areas, hunters should have a good idea 
of where the gobblers are at fist lighf 
which will be advantageous for setting up 
a strategy for harvesting a hird when the 
senson starts. Spending time in the field 

ing technique is locating and monitoring before the season starts can pay off with 
gobbling activiry. hI;tlc turkeys announce additional buds in the bag. 
their presence to hens by gobbling from 
a roost tree. Hunters can use gobbling ac- Mike Gregonis is a biologist with the 
tivity to their advantage because gobblers Wildlife Division's DeerjTurkey Program 
will often roost in the same vicinity, iF not 

Spring Turkey Junior Hz~ater Days, Aptill7 & 24 
Spring turkey junior hunter tralning days provide junior hunters with an opportunity to 
learn safe and effective hunting practices from experienced hunters. Licensed junior 
hunters may hunt for turkeys when accompanied by a licensed adult hunter 18 years of 
aue and older.The adult mentor mav not carrv a Rrearm.The iunior hunter must have 
a h i d  sorlno turkev season oermi6for state br orivate land.ihose huntino on orivate ~. ~-~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ,~ 
land also must have writtenconsent from the i&dovmer.The adut mento;may assist 
in calling turkeys. Hunting hours for Junior HunterTralning Days only are one-half hour 
before sunrise to 5 0 0  PM. Harvested turkeys must be tagged and reported. Consult 
www.ct.aov/dee/hunti~ to learn more aboh tagging and reporting requirements. 

MarchlAoril20io Connecticut Wildlife 3 



Fish Habitat Enhanced Along the Shelucket River 
By Brian D. Murphy 

During the last decade, the DEP's In- 
Land Fisheries Division has been actively 
adding Large Woody Habitat (LWH) to 
river systems as a component of individu- 
al stream restomtion projects, particularly 
in rivers that are LWH deficient Large 
Woody Habitat is typically defined by 
fisheries biologists as trees or logs with a 
minimum diameter of four inches and a 
minimum length of six feet that protrude 
or lay within a stream channel. Research 
has shown that LWH is an important 
natural component of a river's biological 
diversiLy and health. Large wood func- 
tions to create and enhance new instream 
fish habitats and also helps stabilize 
stream channels. In addition, wood helps 
collect organic materials, such as leaves 
and twigs, that provide an importaut food 
source for aquatic insects. In essence, 
LWH functions as a mini-ecosystem. 

Shetrrclcet River Project 
The Shetucket River below the Scot- 

land Hydroelectric Facility in Wmdham 
has been identified as LWH deficient 

long-term river management and restora- 
tion efforts. Two reasons for the LWH 
deficiency are: 1) LWH is collected and 
removed at trashracks associated with 
the hydroelectric facility, and 2) the 
facility, which regulates instream flows, 
operates in a peaking mode, thereby 
disrupting the transport and settlement o i  
wood that would naturally be recruited 
into the Shetucket River. Currently up 
for relicensing with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, the facility is 
proposed to he operated in a run-of-river 
mode in the future. Future run-of-river 
operation mode, which simulates a more 
natural streamflow regime, will be more 
conducive to the recruibnent and reten- 
tion of LWH. 

Iizstalling Habitat Structures 
The Shetucket River habitat enhance- 

ment project entailed the installation of 
three constructedlog jams and three float- 
ing log covers placed along the east side 
of the river, adjacent to Salt Rock State 
Park propex@. The W d W e  Division's 

using low ground pressure excavators. 
Construction management oversight was 
provided by Todd Bobowiclr. fisheries 
biologist with theU.S. Department of 
Agriculture's Natural Resources Censer? 
vation Service. 

The construction of log jams in the 
river involved the careful group place- 
ment of multiple trees @ranches inclnd- 
ed) to form an intenvoven complex of 
wood simulating the formation of natural 
log jams. Each structure was comprised 
of 8 to 10 hardwood trees. Log jams were 
secured in place with soil anchor devices 
and wire rope and will remain in place 
providing woody habitats for an estimat- 
ed 15 to 20-year period. Log jams were 
located in water depths between 1 and 4 
feet extending away from the hank, hut 
extending no greater than 25% of the low 
flow channel width. Given these width 
parameters, structures will not impact 
navigation uses within the river. It is an- 
ticipated that the structures may also trap 
mobile wood naturally recruited into the 
Shetucket River during high flow events. - - 

It was determined that this section of wetlands  ̂~ i b i t a t  and Mosquito Manage- Floating log covers are structures 
the river would greatly benefit from the ment Program was responsible for the- comprisedof individual trees felled into 
inboduction of LWH as part of overall installation of these habitat structures the river at locations where there is no 

access for heavy equip- 
ment These structures 
were installed in 
the river near larger 
boulders and bedrock 
outcrops, signiiicantly 
adding to the complex- 
ity of instteam habitats. 
These floating log cov- 
ers, designed to float 
with changes in stream- 
flow, were secured in a 
similar fashion as the 
log jams. They mainly 
provide overhead cover 
and velocity refugia 
(rehge from strong 
currents) for the fish 
community. 

Fislzing tlze 
Slzehrclcet River 

The Shetucket 
River supports a highly 
diverse 6sh community 
(23 species, 15 native) 
comprising both inland 

This constructed log jam in the Shetucket River in Sprague creates "Large Woody Habitat"that provides instream and diadr&iouS spe- 
fish habitats and heips stabilize stream channels. cies. Diadromous fish 

4 Connecticut Wildlife March/April2010 



Donnie Hargreaves of the DEP'sWetlands Habitat and Mosquito Management Program constructs a log jam In the Shetucket Riverto 
createmLarge Woody Habitat.'' 

are migratory species that exhibit a life viduals can exceed 12 inches in size. The supportive of this habitat enhancement 
history strategy that includes movement Sbetucket River also is managed as an At- project as the river is apopular fishing 
between fresh and saltwater. The river is lantic salmon broodstock fisherv from the location for its members. 
managed as aTrophy Trout Stream with 
a daily creel limit of 2 fish and an open 
season from the third Saturday in April 
to the last day in February. It is annually 
stoclced by the Ioland Fisheries Division 
with adult brown and rainbow trout and 
surplus broodstock trout ranging from 
1 to 10 pounds in size. Many tributary 
streams to the Shetuclcet River provide 
important thermal refuges for trout in 
particular, downstream of the Scotland 
Dam are MemckBrook (Scotland) and 
Beaver Brook (Sprague). Areas within 
100 feet of the mouths of these tributar- 
ies are closed to all fishing from June 15 
to August 31. Occasionally, wild brown 
trout and native book trout that have 
moved $lo h e  river from these coldwa- 
ter hibutaiy streams can he found in the 
Shetuclcet River. In addition to a trout 
fishery, the Sbetucket River supports an 
abundant smallmouth bass population. 
The bass are generally small (less than 8 
inches in length); however, some indi- 

 dotl land s am downstream to the Occum 
Dam (Nonvich). A total of 500Atlantic 
salmon broodstock were stocked in this 
area of the river during 2009. 

More complete fishing regulation 
information can be obtained in the 2010 
Connecticut Anglers Guide at www. 
cteov/deu/fishing. Anglers can access 
the Shetucket River at several locations 
on state property in the Town of Sprague, 
including 2,300 feet of shoreline at Salt 
Rock Park Campground and 2,500 feet of 
shoreline at Mohegan State Forest. 

Furzdiizg tlze Project 
The Inland Fisheries Division re- 

ceived grant assistance from the Natu- 
ral Resuurces Conservation Service's 
Wddlife Habitat Incentive Program to 
fund project implementation. Additional 
funding was provided by the U.S. Fish 
and Wddlife Service's Partners for Fish 
and Wddlife Program. The Thames Val- 
ley Chapter of Trout Unlimited also was 

The Inland Fisheries Division has 
successfully completed many stream 
habiwt restoration projccti &roughout 
Connecticur since 1995. More informa- 
tion on these projects can be found on the 
DEP Web site at www.ct.novlde~/iish- 
ing (click on "habitat restoration" under 
Featured Links). A 6-page fact sheet 
about Large Woody Habitat management 
also is available on the habitat restoration 
section of the Web site. 

With the completion and promo- 
tion of more successful riverine habitat 
projects, like the one on the Shetucket 
River, it is hoped that similar efforts 
will be undertaken by municipalities, 
non-governmental organizations, and 
private laudowners in other rivers and 
streams that are deficient of Large Woody 
Habitat. 

Brian Murphy is a Senior Fisheries 
Habitat Biologist with the DEP's inland 
Fisheries Division 
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2018 Midwil 
Canada Get 
L3y'~in Huang 

Every winter since 
1955, the Wildlife 
Division has conducted 
the annual Midwin- 
ter Waterfowl S w e y  
to obtain an index of 
long-term wintering 
waterfowl treods. This 
survey is conducted in 
early January through- 
out the Atlantic Elyway. 
The Atlantic Flyway is 
a bird migration route 
that generally follows 
the Atlantic Coast of 
North America and the 
Appalachian Mountnins. 
The states and Canadian 
provinces that make up 
the Atlantic Flyway a l l  
participate in the survey. 
The survey is conducted 
from a helicopter in 
Connecticut and a cen- 
sus is obtained from the 
coast, the three major 

ter Waterfowl Survey Shows High Numbers of 
se 

Counts of  all puddle ducks during the Midwinter Waterfowl Survey were above their byear average, lncludlng 
counts of the American wlgeon. 

river systems (Con- 
necticut, Thames, and Housatonic) and 
selected inland lakes and reservoirs. 

Conditions for the 2010 survey were 
excellent. Many of the inland lakes and 
ponds were frozen due to prolonged cold 
weather in the weeks prior to the survey. 
When inland water areas freeze, water- 
fowl concenhate along the coast and on 
the major river systems. Clear skies and 
moderate winds on the day of the survey 
led to unlimited visib'ity and good flying 
conditions. 

Counts o i  all puddle ducks were 
above their 5-year avenges. The mallard 
count (2,500) was the highest in over 
15 years, as was the count for American 
blaclc ducks (3,200). American wigeon 
and gadwall counts also were above their 
respective 5-year averages. Following a 
recent trend, however, most puddle duclm 
were observed in urban sanctuaries where 
supplemental feeding by the public oc- 
curs. The Division discourages citizens 
from feeding waterfowl for a number 
of reasons, including increased risk of 
disease transmission and the potential for 
poor nutrition. The Division has puh- 
lished a brochure, "Do Not Feed Water- 
fowl,'' that outlines the potential hazards 

of feeding waterfowl. It is available on 
the DEP Web site (www.ctnov/den/wild- 
m. 

The scaup count (800) was well 
below that of 2009 and continued to be 
lower than historical wintering numbers 
for Connecticut The decline in the scaup 
population throughout North America 
continues to be of concern for biolo- 
gists nationwide. Habitat changes on the 
scanp's breeding 

and slightly above their 5-year averages. 
Atlantic brant numbers (1,000) were 

lower than in 2009 and below the recent 
average. Canada goose counts (4,800) 
were high for this survey and the highest 
recorded in a decade. 

Min Huang is the leader of the Division's 
Migratory Gamebim' Program 

gto6ds may be  a 
factor in the long- Coizizecticut Mid~viizter Waterjiowl Survey 
term decline of the Results for Maior Soecies* . . 
population. 

Mer~ansers were Species 2010 2009 Five-year Avg. 
abundant but below 
levels observed in 
2009 (900) and just 
under the 5-year 
average. The com- 
mon goldeneye 
count (400) also was 
less than last year. 
Counts for bufEe- 
heads (1,100) and 
long-tailed ducks 
(200) were above 
those from last year 

Atlantic Brant 1,000 
Black Duck 3,200 
Buffiehead 1,100 
Canada Goose 4,800 
Canvasback 0 
Mallard 2,500 
Merganser 900 
Mute Swan 700 
Long-tailed Duck 200 
Common Goldeneye 400 
Scaup 800 
'rounded to nearest hundred 
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An Assessment of Deer, Ticks, and $-poster Devices 
By Howard Kilpatrick 

Numerous com- 
munities in Connecticut 
are concerned about the 
abundance of ticks and 
the risk of contracting 
tick-related diseases, 
such as Lyme disease, 
babesiosis, and ehrlichi- 
osis. Many studies have 
demonstrated a close 
relationship between 
deer abundance and 
tick abundance. As deer 
populations increase, 
tick populations and the 
risk of contracting Lyme 
disease also increase. A 
13-year study in Mum- 
ford Cove in Groton 
demonstrated that by 
reducing deer popula- 
tions during the hunting deer feed, thei, rub their head and neck agalnst a paint roller cr 
season, the community 
saw less ticks and human cases of Lyme is initiated and from a treated and control 
disease. site will allow researchers to evaluate 

Recently, a "&poster device" was de- the effectiveness of the &poster devices. 
veloped to kill ticks on deer. The device Acorn production may infiuence deer 
uses corn to amact deer an4 as the deer use of 4-poster devices, therefore inast 
feed, they rub their head and neck against surveys are being conducted amually to 
a paint roller covered with a tickicide. A quantify acorn production. 
cooperative study was initiated in 2008 Tick sampling was initiated at Mason 
on Mason Island in Mystic, Connecticut, Island and Black Point prior to use of 
to learn more about the effectiveness of the 4-poster devices and will continue 
the &poster device. Study cooperators throughout the study. Ticbs were sampled 
included the Mason Island Community, by dragging a piece of fleece on the 
Connecticut Agricultural Experiment ground along w a l h g  trils, stone walls, 
Station, and the Wddlife Division. The yard edges and through open forest at the 
goal of the study is to test the effects of treated and control sites. The Connecticut 
4noster devices on tick abundance. tick Aericultural Exneriment Station exam- - - -  

Gection rates, deer herd health, and hu- 
man cases of Lyme disease in the small, 
isolated communily on Mason Island. 

Data are being collected on tick and 
deer populations at both Mason Island 
(treated site) where the &poster devices 
are being used and Blaclc Point (control 
site) where there are no 4-poster devices. 
Collecting data before and after treatment 

inLd all ticks toassess infection mtes. 
Spotlight surveys were initiated to 

assess the number of fawns produced 
per doe (deer herd health). Evaluating 
changes in the number of fawns produced 
per doe will provide insight into how 
supplemental feed, used to attract deer to 
the &poster device, may affect deer herd 
health. Spotlight surveys were conducted 

at Mason Island and Black Point before 
use of the &poster devices and will con- 
tinue throughout the experimental study. 

The Mason bland Association is an- 
nually surveying residents to record the 
number of human cases of Lyme disease 
in the community. This survey will be 
conducted throughout the study to assess 
changes in the number of human cases of 
Lyme disease in the community. 

Five, 4-poster devices were deployed 
onMason Island in October 2008. Tick 
sampling was initiatedin June 2008 and 
spotlight surveys of deer were initiated 
in November 2008. Potential effects of 
the 4-poster devices on deer herd health 
were observable in fall 2009 (after first 
year of treatment) and potential effects 
on nymphal tick populations should be 
observable by June 2010 (after second 
year of treatment, due to the life cycle of 
ticks). 

The 4-poster devices were active for 
22 weel- (9 weeks in fall and 13 weeks 
in spring) during the k t  year of the 
study. Total corn consumption was 3,960 

Tick and fa~vlz prodztction at Mason Island and Blaclc Point drcring pounds, or 62.9 pounds of corn per day, 

the pre-treatment (2008) and 1-year post-treahlzeiltperiod (2009). during the 9-week fall period. Spotlight 

2008 2009 
surveys were conducted at Mason Island 
and Black Point in November 2008 

No. Total % Ticlts Fawns Total %Ticks Fawns (pre-mabent) and~ovember 2009 
Sites Ticks Tested Per Ticks Tested Per (post-treatment), me offawns 

Site Sampled Collected Positive Doe Collected Positive Doe produced per doe increased at Mason 
Masons Island 37 44 30% 0.36 70 31 % 0.86 Island, but decreasedat BlackPoin& 
Black Point 39 132 39% 0.71 135 26% 0.38 continued on page 13 
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2009 a Better Year for Mast Production in CT9s Forests 
Wriffen by Michael Gregonis 

Research on mast is important 
because the availability of mast can 
infiuence annual productivity of squirrels, 
deer, bears, wild turkeys, f l e d  grouse, 
and many other wildlife species. Mast is 
a word that biologists often use; however, 
many may not know what constitutes 
mast. In general, mast is the nuts and 
berries produced by trees and shrubs. All 
mast falls into two categories, bard mast 
such as acorns andhickory nuts and soft 
mast such as blueberries, wild cherries, 
and blackberries. 

States from Maine to West Vuginia 
are pdcipat ing in a cooperative research 
project that tracks annual hard mast 
productivity, resulting in a single online 
database that is available to wildlife 
biologists and the public. The goal of this 
survey is to gather regional information 
regarding hard mast production, which 

aid the management of wildlife 'TWenty-five trees were selected from dance at both the regional and statewide 
species in die nonhcastcm United Sutcs. only the red oalc group at one site because level. Thc swtcwidc index for thc 2009 

The Wddlifc Division initialed a field an insufficient number of white oaks field milst survev was 3.2. whereas h e  in- 
. study in 2007 to assess hard mast produc- were available for sampling. Survey trees dex was 2.4 in i008. The'index for 2009 

tion in each of Connecticut's 12 deer and are numbered and m d e d  with white indicates that statewide acorn abundance 
turkey management zones (see map on paint indicating species from the white was moderate to abundant On a regional 
page 17). This information, in conjunc- oak group and red paint for the red oak basis, acorn abundance ranged from a 
tiou with an ongoing acorn abundance group. Marldng the trees with paint and a high of 5.0 in deer and turkey manage- 
assessment &om the deer hunter survev. metalnumbered tae assists with locatine ment zone 5. to a low of 1.0 in zone 8. 

A .  

will provide more insight into annual 
acorn productivity throughout C o ~ e c t i -  
cut's oak foiests. 

The 2009 survey was conducted from 
August 15 to September 1. Tweny-be 
trees f ~ o m  the white oakgronp (e.g., 
white, chesimuf swamp oak species) 
and red oalc group (e.g., red, black, 
pin, scarlet oalc species) were selected 
for sampling at 11 of 12 survey sites. 

- - 
each tree on an annual basis. The crown 
of each tree is scanned for 30 seconds 
with binoculars to detect the presence or 
absence of acorns to assess annual hard 
mast productivity. All trees are assessed 
to determine the proportion of sample 
trees that have masf providing an index 
of productivity. 

A productivity scale of 0 (scarce) to 6 
(abundant) was used to rank mast abun- 

Conrzecticut Hard Mast Sz~rvey, 2009 
Percent Acorn Abundance 

Zone Site Location White Red Total 

1 Housatonic WMA 24 36 30 
2 Sessions WMA 24 96 60 
3 Scaniic River SP 0 64 64 
4 Belding WMA 60 96 78 
5 Yale-Myers Forest 68 100 84 
6 Aldo Leopoid WMA 0 96 48 
7 Sleeping Giant SP 12 64 36 
8 Cockaponset SF 1 33 17 
9 Hurd SP 16 64 40 
10 Franklin WMA 48 92 70 
11 Huntington SP 44 72 58 
12 Barn island WMA 0 88 44 

Mean 

Research 
Mast index 

1 .a 
3.6 
3.8 
4.7 
5.0 
2.9 
2.3 
1 .o 
2.4 
4.2 
3.5 
2.6 

3.2 

The mast index in the remainder of the 
management zones fell into the moderate 
to abundant category. 

Information provided by the mast 
survey also will be used to predict pro- 
ductivity in some wildlife populations, 
as well as the deer harvest Past research 
has shown that in years with high acorn 
abundance, there is more food for some 
wildlifespecies (e.g., tree squirrels), thus 
creating 'onditions that enhance survival 
and increase production of young the fol- 
lowing year. Information reported on the 
annual deer hunter survey demonstrates 
that the deer banrest increases in years 
of low acorn abundance. This increase in 
harvest can be attributed to deer moving 
more often from feeding to bedding areas 
and foraging for longer periods as they 
search for sparse acorns and other foods. 
Acorns are an i m p o m t  food for many 
wildlife species and can affect the size 
of populations and their vulnerabity to 
bunting pressuie. 

Michael Gregonis is a biologist with the 
Wildlife Divislonls Deerrurkey Program 
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Weasel project Completed: Restllts Shed Light on Disiributio~z of 
Short- and Long-tailed Weasels 
By Christina Kocer 

A two-year status and dishibution study of short-tailed and 
long-tailed weasels in Connecticut was completed in 2009. 
Trapping efforts were conducted throughout the state at federal, 
state. and tom-omedproperties, as weU as at several privately- 
owned properties. Three merent  types of live traps were used, 
including squirrel-sized HavahartO traps, PVC tube-shaped 
traps, and wooden box haps. llvo kinds of bait (rabbit or 
mouse) also were evaluated for effectiveness. 

Behveen July andDecember 2008.11 individual weasels 
were captured 19 times during 1,549 trap nights (one hap night 
was defined as one 24-hour perindin which a trap was set). 

An additional 40 weasel specimens were collected from fur 
trappers, designated wildlife rehab'itators, Nuisance Wildlife 
Control Operators, nature centers, and by collecting weasels 
lcilled by domestic pets and vehicles. 

Short-tailed and long-tailed weasels are similar in appear- 
ance and difficult to distinguish, even when biologists are able 
to examine them closely in hand. Therefore, small tissue sam- 
ples were collected for genetic analysis kom every individual 
weasel encountered. Tissue samples were analyzed in 2009 and 
it was confirmed that 6 individuals were short-tailed weasels 
(all females) and 44 were long-tailed weasels (23 males, 17 
females, aud 4 unlmown), Only 1 individual was unconfirmed. 

Of the 11 weasels capturedin traps, 1 was confirmed as a 
short-tailed weasel (female) and the remaining 10 were long- 
tailed weasels (4 males, 6 females). Initial captures of female 
long-tailed weasels were accomplished twice as often with 
rabbit bait than with mouse bait However, once a female chose 
a particular bait type, all successive captures of that individual 
were made using the same bait Male long-tailed weasels did 
not appear to exhibit a bait preference. No female weasels of 
either species were captured in PVC tube traps initially and 
no male weasels were ever captured in HavahartQ traps. No 
animals were recaptured in wooden traps; however, PVC tube 
traps were more likely to capture a weasel as a recapture than 

Reszclts of Wensel Distribution Stzcdy 
2007-2008 

0 Long-tailed and short-Qiled weasels 

Wildlife Dlvision technician Christina Kocer transfers DNA into small 
plastic tubes as part of the species verification process. Because short- 
and iong-tailed weasels are diMcult to distlngulsh, genetic analyses 
were used to accurately differentiate the two species. All lab work was 
completed at the University of Connecticut. 

as aninitial capture. The wooden box haps were the only trap 
type used for this study that did not appear to exbibit a sex bias 
as they were successful in capturing both male and female loug- 
tailed weasels equally as often, r e g d e s s  of bait used These 
data suggest that it may be important to incorporate a variety 
of bait and hap types thmughout a study to reduce sex, species, 
and individual preferences and to increase capture success. 

Similar to historicaLly described ranges for the 2 weasel 
species, loug-tailed weasels were found throughout Comecticut 
while short-tailed weasels tended to be found in the north and 
western pa~I$ of the state. Limited data for short-tailed weasels 
were collected so the species' range may be underestimated. 

Wddlife Division staff continues to collect weasel sigbtings 
from the public and specimens for iuture analyses. An addi- 
tional 12 weasel specimens have been collected since the initial 
analyses were completed, so genetic analyses will resume in the 
future. 

Christina Kocer is a technician with the Division's Wildlife 
Diversify Program 
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Sentinel of the Marsh -The Red-winged Blackbird 
Article a n d  photography by Paul Fusco, Wildlife Outreach Program 

In late winter, as the coastal salt marshes of Connecticut 
begin to thaw, one of our best known birds begins to return to 
the state from its wintering grounds. Flocks of adult male red- 
winged blackhiids are among the first to anive to the partially 
frozen wetlands across the state. Some are vanguards that will 
be passing through on their way fuaher.porth, and some will 
claim tenitories for the upcoiing breeding season. As winter 
turns to spring, their loud "konk-la-ree" song emanates from all 
comers of the wetlands across Connecticut as malered-winged 
blackbirds sing from the tops of reeds and cattails. Resident 
adult females and immature males generally appear in increasing 
numbers after the beginning of Apd. 

epaulets are used as a 
tenitorid warning to other males during the breeding season. 

Red-winged blackbirds are dimorphic in that the male and 
female have different plumages. While the male has all black 
plumage with red shoulder patches, the female is brown and 
heavily streaked At k t  glance, the female actually looks 
somewhat like a large sparrow. The red shoulder patches are only 

. found o n  the male. Young males are dusky brown with mottled 
streaking and show some red on the shoulders. 

Ro~zge 
Rcd-wvhgcd black- 

buds ar6 conside~d to bc 
one of the most abundant 
birds in Nonb America 
Thcy cm be found coast 
to bomAjask;l lo 
eastern Canada, and south 

. . . . . . . . . . , to Florida and down into 
Mexico. In Connaticut, 
they m found statewide 
andin large numbers. 

They have adapted well to development, and can be found in wet- 
lands of even the most urban areas. In fall, they migrate from the 
noahem parts of their range for the winter. 

Habitet Use 
Freshwater wetlands ara the primary breeding habitat for the 

red-winecd blackbird. The buds m most freouendv associarcd . ,  
with cat& marshes and marshes with shrubs and small trees. 
Cup-shaped nests are built in cattails, shrubs, and small eees, 
sometimes over water. Red-winged blackbirds also frequently 
nest close to the ground in thick grass fields, especially those that 
are close to wetlands. In coastal areas, they usually are not found 

The red-winged blackbird is slightly smaller than a robin, and has 
a straight, sharply pointed blll. Males are black wlth red and buff 
shoulder patches. 

in hue saltmarsh habitats, but instead in brackish and wetland 
edges close to saltmarshes. 

Foraging occurs in open areas where the blackbirds pri- 
madly feed on insects, other invertebrates, and weed seeds. In 
agricultural areas, the birds feed on insects, grubs, and worms 
that are brought up by plows. Red-winged blackbirds consume 
an astounding number of harmful insects and weed seeds. The 
list includes, but is not limited to, cankerworms, w b s ,  caterpil- 
lars, w~evils, grasshoppers, and weed seeds like panic grass - 
and ragweed. In some farm regions, large blackbird flocks may 
become agricultural pests when they damage crops, such as rice 
and corn. The destruction mainly occurs in areas where grains 
are grown in great abundance. Overall, the damage caused by 
this species is outweighed by the beneficial service it provides to 
farmers and homeowners in the form of pest control. 

Beltavior 
Red-winged blackbirds are aggressive. They will boldly 
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attacklarger bids, like crows, ravens, herons, and hawks, that the huge flocks 
stray into their tenitory, driving the potential predators away. may feed on culti- 
On occasion, observers have reported red-winged blackbirds vated grain or rice. 
actnally riding on the hacks of these larger birds, pecking and Also, large roosts 
jabbing while holding on. may be a nuisance 

Males have breeding territories that can be close to each because of the 
other. Adjacent temtories with common borders are good places noise and drop- 

displays to defend a territory, including song with feather spread, 

walking and pecking as they go. They may be seen hopping bers are declining 
only on occasion. In Right, red-wings have an irregulw flapping significantly due 
flight pattern. Flocks are loosely grouped and may be vocal. to habitat loss and 

~o?zse.vation to stem crop dam- 
All blaclcb'uds are native migratory buds that are protected age. Draining and 

by the Federal Migratory BirdTreaty Act of 1918, a formal EUing of wet- Females with thelr heavily streaked brown 
treaty with Canada and Mexico. There are exceptions to their lands, changes in plumage appear similar lo a large sparrow. 
protection in that they may be killed when found "committing or farming practices, 
about to commit depredations upon ornamental or shade kees, and suburbanization have dl contributed to a reductionin the 
agricultural crops, livestock, or wildlife, or when concentrated red-winged blackbird's habitat According to information from 
in such numbers and manner as to constitute a health hazard or National Auduhon Society and the U. S. Geological Survey, 
other nuisance." red-winged blackbirds have declined in Connecticut by as much 

The buds begin to form flocks in late summer, which by fall, as 70% over the last 40 years. Strong inland wetland protections 
could grow to enormous numbers. Their flocks are frequently and enforcement of wetland protection laws are important for the 
mixed with cowbirds, grackles, starlings, and msty hlaclcbirds. conservation of these birds as well as other wildlife that depend 
They may come into con5ict with peoplein some areas because on wetland habitat. 
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Landowner incentive Program Projects Continue 
By Judy Wilson 

The Wildlife Division's 
Landowner Incentive 
Program provides technical 
advice and cost assistance 
to landowners for habitat 
management that will result 
in the protection, restora- 
tion. reclamation, enhance- 
ment, and maintenance of 
habitats that support fish, 
wildlife, and plant species 
considered at-rislc This pro- 
gram has beenmade pos- 
sible through grants from 
the U.S. Fish and lVildlife 
Service, which recognized 
the need to help states with 
the stewardship of their 
at-risk species. Landowners 
who have or are currently 
participating in the Program 
were required to submit an 
application to the Division. 
Applications were accepted 
from 2005 to 2007. 

Because hnding w~s the exlstlng pastures and seedling sapllng habitat found on thelr land, will provldc habitat for ai-risk zpecles, 

ljmitcd, wimts were award- such as fleld sparrows, indigo buntings, woodcock, and chestnut-sided vrarblers. 

ed through a competitive 
process. The Division developed ranking 
criteria to ensure that these limited funds 
were distdbuted with maximum benefit 
to at-risk plants and wildlife. Some of the 
most important ranking criteria included 
presence of and benefit to at-risk species, 
presence and value of priority hahitab, 
presence and integrity of imperiled 
natural communities, and total acreage 
of property and project. The Landowner 
Incentive Program provides up to 75% 
of the project cost, while the landowner, 
conservation organization, or other non 
federal grant source must provide the 
remaining 25% match. In some cases, 
landowners provide the matching funds 
through in-ldnd services, such as brush 
hogging, plowing, and harrowing. 

Despite no new funding in the past 
few years, the Program continues to work 
using the original grants, but does Face 
an uncertain future. Staff continues to exe- 
cute contracts and prepare project propos- 
als for all previously approved projects. 
Several projects were completed in 2009 
and more will be implemented in 2010. 

Pequot Fish and Game Clzrb 
The Pequot Fish and Game Club 

completed its second Landowner Incen- 

tive Program project to create additional 
early successional habitat on its 85-acre 
game clnb property in Newtown. Ap- 
pmximately 2.5 acres of maturing, low 
quality hardwoods were cut around 
an existing 2-acre field to increase the 
amount of early successional habitat. A 
special machine called a brontosaurus 
was used to cut the trees. As part of its 
match requirements, the Club will cut any 
remaining hardwoods that were too big 
for the brontosaurus. The site will regrow 
into seedlinglsapling habitat, which will 
provide abundant nesting and foraging 
sites for species at-risk, k e  blue winged 
and chestnut-sided warblers, as well as 
improved cover for hunting during the 
fall season. This is the second Landowner 
Incentive Program project the clnb bas 
undertaken as it expands the amount of 
early successional habitat it manages to 
approximately 10 acres. Those 10 acres 
include a warm and cool season field, 
reverting old field, and seedling/sapling 
habitat. The Club conducts an informal 
bud s w e y  each spring. 

Ear;ly Szrccessional Habitat 
Project in Ledyard 

Tom Jannke of Ledyard has been 

an active conservationist all his life and 
passionate about managing his land since 
he attended the University of Connecticut 
Extension Service's COVERTS program 
several years ago. This intensive work- 
shop educates landowners, land trust 
stewards, and consenration groupleaders 
about forestry, wildlife ecology, and habi- 
tat management principles, and how to 
apply them to their land. The workshop is 
co-sponsored by the DEP's Wildlife and 
Forestry Divisions. 

Tom started by working with a con- 
sulting forester to write a forestry plan 
for his property and also received some 
technical assistance about planlings from 
Wildlife Division habitat biologist Ann 
Kilpahiclc He planted numerous native 
hit-bearing shrubs in part of a field 
that was fenced off Erom a horse pasture. 
Under the Landowner Incentive Program, 
funding was used to hire the services 
of a state approved forestry contractor. 
The contractor cleared over-topping, 
low quality hardwoods Erom a 3-acre old 
field, leaving behind eastem red cedars 
and some white oaks. The red cedars 
provide year round cover and their fruits 
are a source of food for several species of 
buds and small mammals. The white o a h  
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provide acorns, which are sought after by 
a variety of wildlife. Tom went well over 
the requked 25% match by hiring alocal 
contractor to clear an additional area of 
woods that resulted in another 3 acres 
of seedlinglsapling habitat Tnis project 
resultedin about 6 acres of newly-created 
early successiooal habitat that compli- 
ments the diversity of pasture, wetlands, 
and forest found on the Jannke property. 

sioo could explain to project participants, 
residents, and other interested citizens 
the purpose of the Landowner Incentive 
Program and how and why phragmites 
control is implemented. 

Approximately nine acres of phrag- 
mites is scattered in clumps of various 
sizes over the 20-acre marsh The marsh 
consists of 17 parcels that are owned by 
16 different landowners. Thmugb the 

and follow-up mowing. 
Because of the positive support this 

project has received from the dedicated 
members of the Committee to Save 
Guilford Shoreline and the citizens of 
Guilford, along with documented benefits 
of restoring native vegetation to critical 
shoreline bahitats, theTowo of Guilford 
is planning to cany out phragmites con- 
trol work on adjacent town-owned land at . .  ~ 

This new habitat also adds to a much nofiring efforts of phari ly  ~ u d i e ~ i n e  of Jones Beach on Seaside Avenue and pas. 
largcr, adjaccnt area d~ar  is protected and The Comminec toSavc Guihrd Shorn sibly sevcral other sites. This is anorher 
manaaed bv the Avalonia Land Conser- line. 14 landowners simcd "lencn of cxamole of how a small. but imnortanc - d - 
vancy, thus increasing the value of both per&ssion" to participate in the project ~ a n d k n e r  ~ncentive ~rbgram knded ' 
properties to wildlife. The first herbicide spraying was complet- ~roiect can lead bv example and result . . 

ed in September 2009. &treated &s in a larger area ofhahitaibeing restored, 
Marslr Restor-ation in Guilford were over the winter to mulch enhanced, or managed for wildme. 

Neighbors Camlyo Cooper and Judie thephragmites. The Division's Wetlands 
F i e  from Guilford had read about a Habitat and Mosquito Management Pro- Judy Wilson is a biologist with the Wildlife 
Landowner Incentive Program project gram conducted the herbicide spraying Division's Private Lands Habitat Pmgram 
to restore tidal marshes in North 
and South Cove, Old Saybroolc, by 
treating the invasive common reed, 
phragmites, through a series of 
spraying and mulching treatments. 
By controlling the tall, thick stands 
of phragmites, native vegetation can 
once again grow and provide nitical 
habitat to at-risk species like the blue 
crab and seaside sparrow. Over 250 
landowners are participating in this 
multi-year project in Old Saybrook 
to control approximately 113 acres 
of phragmites located on over 250 
acres of tidal wetlands. 

Carolyn and Judie felt that a 
similar, but smaller, project could be 
conducted to restore a tidal marsh 
in Guilford. The Committee to Save 
Guilford Shoreline applied to the 
Landowner Incentive Program for 
fund'ig to restore a 20-acre marsh 
on Seaside Avenue. Funding was 
awarded to the Committee in 2007 
for 3 rounds ofphragmites control 
treatments. The project would be 
done in pmership with the Wddlife 
Division. The Committee to Save 
Guilford Shoreline organized an in- 
formational meeting in August 2009 
so that representatives from the Divi- 

Members ofThe Comrnltlee to Save the Gullford Shoreline, Judle Fine, Charles Magby (President), 
and Carolyn Cooper, pose In front of a stand of phragmites, an lnvaslve planLThe Landowner 
Incentive Program has provided funding lor the restoration of 20 acres marsh In Gulllord by 
controlling phragrnltes. 

4-poster Device 
continl~edfiompnge 7 

period were similar at Black Point but provide more insight to the effects of 
increased at Mason Island. 4-nosier devices no ticknooulations and 

from the pre-keament to post-keatment Preliminary data suggest that supple- deer herd health. ~omm;$ties coo- 
period. l ick infection rates were similar mental feed may increase the number sidering using +poster devices will be 
at Mason Island and Blaclc Point during of fawns produced per doe. The ef- required to obtain a permit from the DEP. 
both thepre-treatment and 1-year post- fects of the +poster devices on the tick 
treatment period. Tick numbers from the population will not be detectable until Howard Kilpatrickis the leader of the 
pre-treatment to the 1-year post-treatment June 2010. Additional years of data will Wildlife Division's Deer Program 
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Conservation at a Crossroads? 
Decliniltg rzzlnzbers of hunters may spell troz~ble for habitat coizservntioiz 
By Min in Huang 

Conservation of critical habitat hunting license sales and excise taxes. in the passage of important conservation 
has been at the foundation of wildlife One of the benchmarks in the conserva- legislation, such as the Conservation Re- 
management efforts in this counhy. W~th  tion movement in the United States was serve Program, which has savedmiUons 
that purpose at hand, the Noah American the Pi--Robertson Act of 1937 (also of acres of farmland from development. 
wildlife management model - a user pay lmown as the FederalAid in Wildlife A telling example of the importance 
model - has become the most success- Restoration Act). This monumental legis- of dedicated funding for the conservation 
ful in the world. Forming the base of the lation levied a tax on the sale of 6rearrns of wildlife and habitat can be observed 
Noah American conservation model are and ammunition. These funds are given in a recent report published by the U.S. 
hunters and the hunting badition. Since back to the states for the purchase of criti- Fish and Wddli£e Service on the conser- 
the early 1900s. hunters and those who cal habitat and for wildlire management vation status of buds throughout North' 
embrace the bunting culture and alove of programs. Since 1937, over $4.2 b i o n  America. The majority of species that 
the dutdoors have been at the forefront of has been raised by hunters for state wild- were hunted (e.g., waterfowl) andthose 
efforts to conserve our precious wildlife Life programs. In fiscal year 2010 alone, species associated with wetlands as a 
heritage. over $269 million will likely be allocated group (about one-quarter of all birds) 

Participation in hunting, however, is to the states through Pittman-Robertson have been increasing overthe past 40 
declining, despite an increasing popula- for conservation. Approximately 62% years. This increase was due largely to 
tion in theunited States. Nationwide, of all Pimuan-Robertson funds have the Bow of doUats from hunting revenue. 
over the past 20 years, the number of been spent on land acquisition, with the These fundslue subsequently directed 
hunters has declined 10%. Connecticut remaining amount spent on wildlife man- toward the conservation of wetlands. The 
alone has lost a third of its hunters in the agement programs. Noah American Wetlands Conservation 
same timeframe. Approximately 1.5% of The acquisition of over 4 million Act and the Federal Duck Stamp Pro- 
Connecticut's population currently hunts. acres of critical habitat and an nddi- gram have generated billions of dollars 
Despite unprecedented hunting opportu- tionall4 million acres of land conserved for wetland conservation, with over 30 
nities, hunters continue to drop out and through easements and landowner a p e -  million acres of habitat being conserved 
new hunters are not being recruited at n ments have benefited all wildlife, not just throughout North America. Connecticut's 
high enough rate to replace those that are those species that hunters pursue. The Duck Stamp Program, funded largely by 
leaving. The reasons for this decline are protection of critical habitats in Con- Connecticut waterfowl hunters, hns raised 
many, indthey vary across the country. necticuf such as the Roger Tory Peterson over $1 million for wetland conservation 
Some of the more signiticant reasons that Wildlife Area in Old Lyme, not only in our state. On the other band, in the 
have been idenaed inclnde the tran- benefits waterfowl, wading buds, and absence of a reliable, dedicated source of 
sient nature of societal values, increased shorebuds, but also endangered species funding, the majority of nongamewildlife 
demands on leisure lime, an increasingly like salt marsh sharp-tailed sparrows, a species are not increasing, but instead are 
technological environment in which our population in our state that has global declining, in some instances to the brink 
youth focus their recreational pursuits, importance. of extiuction. 
the proliferation of organized sports par- Another way that hunters have fueled So, as the bunting population ages 
ticipation, and a growing ethnic popula- the conservation of habitat and wildlife and declines, what does that really mean 
tion that has not baditionally had hunting is through donations and membership in for conservation in Connecticut and 
as a cultural foundation. This declining vasious conservation organizations. In throughout North America? We are truly 
@end, should it continue, may ultimately Connecticuf 57% of waterfowl hunt- at a conservation crossroads. Those who 
lead to the demise of hunting as we h o w  ers belong to one or more conservation enjoy the outdoors - whether it is for 
it today. organizations. These private, non-profit hunting, biding, spiritual renewal, or just 

The progressive loss of the hun.ting organizations are no different than their peace of mind - have the obligation to 
culture in our society and the myriad of collective membership in their dedication ensure its vinbity for future generations. 
benefits derived fxom that culture could for conservation. As an example, since The hunting community has borne the 
result in far reaching negative impacts on the passage of the North American Wa- financial brunt of this burden. W~thout 
North America's wildlife management terfowl Management Plan in 1986, over new sources of dedicated funding andlor 
program, which has historically relied $4.5 b i o n  has been spent on wetland new groups stepping up to the plate 
upon significant participation and &an- habitat conservation across the continent. to champion our natural heritage, the 
cialsnpport from hunters. The loss of the A large portion of this total has been outlaolc is bleak. As an example, there is 
bunting culture also could have nega- spent by conservation organizations, such a growing concern and almost resigna- 
tive economic impacts on rural America . as Duclcs Unlimited and Delta Waterfowl, tion throughout North America among 
and result in an accelerated loss of open whose funds are largely driven by hunters wetland habitat managers that the current 
space. and private benefactors. Ducks Unlimited pace of development, changing land uses, 

Throughout our country, public agen- has spent over $73 million on habitat con- and lack of funding will make it diff~- 
cies and programs involved with habitat servation in the Atlantic Flyway alone. cult to just maintain the current amount 
conservation and wildlife manaeement Hunters have tradilionallv been ianu- and Function of wetlands in the future. ~ - ~-~ - 

are largely funded by hunters Gough ential politically, and have been integral Without a n ~ G u x  of funding andpolitical 

-- ~p 
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iduence  on wetland policy, this does not 
bode weU for any wildlife species depen- 
dent on wetlands. 

As state wildlife agency budgets 
shrinlc and operating costs continue to 
increase, tough choices will have to he 
made with regard to how limited dollars 
are spent on the resource. Should the 
Wildlife Division forego a monitoring 
program that provides nieded informa- 
tion on system response to management 
activities, pass on purchasing a critical 
parcel of land, or not conduct basic inven- 
tory and distribution surveys? Although 
new sources of funding for wildlife 
conservation have recently been appropri- 
ated, they arejust that, appropriations. 
They can he reduced (which has already 
happened to initial allocations) or taken 
away to fund something else. 

Stemming the tide of declining 
participation in hunting is going to be 
W c u l t ,  hut not impossible. Several 
national surveys indicate that there is a 
large pool of potential hunters. The social 
reality of everyday life, however, presents 
numerous challenges to recruiting those 
individuals. Becoming a hunter involves 

more than just Ering a firearm or how 
or going into the field to harvest game. 
Being a hunter is based on attitudes and 
involves development, over time, of an 
individual's perception of himherself as 
a hunter and as pan of the hunting cul- 
ture. This development does not occur in 
a vacuum and requires a broad and deep 
social system of initiators, companions, 
and mentors. Importantly, not everyone in 
the hunting cultnre is a hunter. Long-term 
paaicipation in hunting depends on de- 
velopment of a personallcultural identity. 

Providing and enhancing social 
support for hunters is the ley to fume 
hunting participation. Efforts to increase 
participation should focus on "becoming 
a hunter" and not on "going hunting." 
How someone develops a personallqul- 
turd identity as a hunter is a long-term 
process involving a myriad of activities, 
and always occurring in a paaicular 
social context. Any individual can go 
hunting once or even multiple times, 
but development of a personallcultural 
identity is necessary for long-term com- 
mitment and participation. We can take 
steps through existing hunter education 

and wildlife outreach programs to focus 
more on these "non-consumptive" facets 
of the hunting culture, as well as promote 
more participation by the non-hunting 
constituency. Many graduates of hunter 
education classes throughout the country 
never intend to hunt Ensuring that hunter 
education and wildlife outreach pro- 
grams emphasize the "non-consumptive" 
aspects of the hunting culture will lilrely 
foster a more sympathetic and better-in- 
formed non-hunting puhlic. 

Hunting and the hunting tradition 
have been a fabric of Arderican culture 
since the settlement of the ''New Wodd." 
As we have l e d  that conquering na- 
lure provides far fewer benefits than those 
derived from living with nature, conser- 
vation was born. Hunters have been at the 
forefront of this movement. Despite the 
current declining trend in hunting, it is 
not too Late for us ta maintain and build 
upon an instilution that is truly American. 

Min Huang is the leader of the Wildlife 
Division's Mlgrafory Gamebird Program. 

As state wlldllfe agency budgets shrink and operatlng costs contlnue to lncrease,tough choices will have to be made vllth regard to how 
lirnlted dollars are spent on the wlldllfe resource. Both game and nongame species, like the great blue heron, wlll be affected. 
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Bill Hyntt 1Vew Bllr.enu 01 
Nat~rml Resources Chief 

Bill ilvao \\as rcccntlv scl~ctcd a thc 
new ~ u r e i u  Chief to leadihe~~i?'s Bureau 

Il~terizationnl &iigratoly Bird Day, May 8,2010. of Natural Resources. He now oversees 
the Divisions of Wddlife, Foreslry, Mand 

The Power of Fisheries, and MadneFishenes. Bffl brings 
Partnerships in to the position 30 years of experiencein 
Bird Conserv n ti on: natural resource management. and a strong 
Celebrate the enthusiasm for the work that is done. He has 
partnerships that make worked for the DEP in positions of increasing 
bud conservation responsibility since 1981; most recently as 
programs a success, the Director of Inland Fisheries, a position 
along with the 20th he held since2001. Under his direction, the 
anniversnry of Partners Inland Fisheries Division has impmved both 
In Flight In 2010, the quantity and quality of fish raised at state 
International Migratorj hatcheries, increased the number ofTmut and 
Bud Day focuses Bass Management Areas, created new wnlleye 
on the 'Tower of fisheries, establishedTrout Parlc;, and initiated 
Partnerships" in bird an urban fishing program. 
conservation through Bill has served on numerous b o d s ,  
its annual art and councils, and task forces over the years. 
education materials. including the Connecticut Institute of Water 
Wenty species of bids  mmoByp~J.FuscO Resources, Connecticut InvasivePlant 
ace highlighted on a poster to illuslrate the conservation theme and represent species that Council, Fisheries Advisory Council, and 
benefit from partnerships and depend on our support to help their populations in the y e m  Executive Committee of the Americau 
to come. Visit www.birddav.org to lcam more about International Migmtory BirdDay. Fisheries Society. Bill holds a B.S. in Ecology 

and an M.S. in R s h e e s  fmm the University 
of Connecticut 

40 Years of Earth Day 
2010 marl;s thc 40th amivcrsary of Earth Day, wluch was Grsr celebrated in April 1970. Sincc Ihe Tust Endl Day, great progress b;ls been 

made in Cont~eclicut to cleim up our au and water, preserve own soace, Drotect wildlife. and iniuatc sti~tcwide urom.m5 libe recvclin~. The . . . - 
40th m i v m a r y  of Emb Day an ~ ~ n l 2 2 , 2 0 1 0 ,  p;ovides an oppormni~ to focus namdon on lhesc environmcni successes, ns well as on 
the chnllcnges we still fucc. Working in coopcm~ion will1 a conlition of environmenul advocacy groups, the DEP is planning to celrbrate this 
milestone. DeLzils of rlte Eanh Day "tlgcnda" are still being developed but you can expect lo sce even& at LIle Sfate Capitol, oumach to schools, 
outdoor activities, and marc. The DEP p l u s  to hivc a special "Eanh Dai" feature on i& \Veb sire that wffl urnvide iniomation so that vou can 
joinin the celebration. Stny hmed- &.cieov/de~/~rthday.  

Please send it to: your ~us;~ons~nswsred, DEP - Wildllb Division, P.O. Box 1660, Burlington, CT 06013; Emall: dep.ohviIdiifa@ct.gov 

illy bird feeders uere jlut raided and desrm)ed by a black bear. or mnkc loud noiscs Gom a snlc diimce to nttempr to scxe the bear 
Con lconrinue feeding birdr thm~rahorrr tlae spring und srtntn~er? away. Li the bear stous to feed on mih, bird seed, or othcr llumnn . . . . 

Unfortunately, your best option is to remve  your b i d  feeders. The 
Wildlife Division recommends that residents discontinue the feeding 
of birds *om late March thmugh November and also in winter if 
feeders are visited by bears. When b e m  leave their winter dens in late 
winler/early spring, haturd foods arc sparse and bem will scck higb- 
energy foods ;lssociatcd wih ~eaplc,  such as bird seed and ~3rb;tac. 
This sihlation can lead to co&ck and potential safety haz& foy both 
people and hem. 

Bern typically avoid people, but food nnncrm& near homes can 
cause thcm lo become h~bituated to humims. Bern are atllactcd by binl 
seed, garbage, outdour pet food, compost piles with food scraps, h i t  
mes, and berry-producing shrubs. Once a bear learns where to find 
human foods. L will return, looling for marc. Evcn if fcedcrs are made 
inaccessible to b c m  (by hangjq thcm at least LO frcr abovc ground and 
6 feet away Gom m e  VUL!), b e  sccnr of surt and sccd may sull attract 
bears. If bcars lasc theu fear of ueoule and dcvelon a waste for bumm 
foods, they can become bolder &d become peniitent nuisances. 

If a hear is observed passing thmugb your neighborhood without 
stopping, you can eiher leave the bear alone and enjoy the experience 

gendrated foods, remove those foods after the hear has left and advise 
your neighbors to do the same. In residential areas where bem nre 
&own t i  be present, the entire neigbbothood must take recommended 
actions or beam will move from yard to yard seeldag food. There are 
seved  recommended actions you can bke to avoid attracting hem. 
the most important being to never intentionally feed bears. Garbage 
should be kept in an airtight container, with a tight lid, and stored in a 
garage or shed. Wait until the morning of collection beforebringing out 
garbage. Add n few capfuls of ammonia to m h  bags and garbage cans 
to mask food o d m .  Pet food should not be left outside overnight and 
livestock food should he stored in airtight containers. Do not put meats 
or sweet-smelline fmitrinds in comnost niles. L i e  can be sndnMed 
on compost piles-to reduce the smei anddiscourage bears. 61omughl~ 
clean gdlls after use or store in agarage or shed. The actions you take 
to woidco&cts with h e m  sbould also reduce problems with olher 
common wildlife species, such as coyotes, raccoons, slcunks, and foxes. 
More black bear information is available on the DEP Web site at www. 
ct.eov/deo/wildlife. 
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Recent Changes Aff 
By Andrew LaBonte 

Many changes occued during the 
2009 deer hunting season, such as o n h e  
permits and licenses, paperless tags, tele- 
check, and Internet reporting. Compar- 
sons were made between permit sales and 
hunting season results in 2008 and 2009 
in an effort to evaluate the changes. 

A total of 59,161 permits were issued 
during the 2009 deer season. Permit sales 
have not been below 60,000 since 1993. 
Overall permit issuance in 2009 declined 
7.6% from 2008 (64,060) and 4.4% from 
the 3-year average (61,859). Issuance for 
muzzleloader pennits bad the greatest 1- 
year decline (15%), followed by shotgun! 
rifle (7.6%) and archery (2.5%) permits. 
When the cost of permits increased on 
October 1,2009, it was expected that per- 
mit issumce would declinc. Tl~e archery 
season showed lillle decline, m d y  
because permits were purchased prior to 
the price increase. As expected, there was 
no change in permit issuance for land- 
owner permits because they are offered at 
no cost. Of all permits purchased in 2009, 
75% were purchased prior to the price in- 
crease. It is expected that permit issuance 
will continue to decline in 2010. 

With areduction in permit sales and 
an abundance of acorns, it was assumed 
that fewer deer would be harvested dur- 
ing the 2009 hunting season. A regres- 
sion analysis comparing tcends in deer 
harvests and acorn abundance was 
created to predict the harvest for the 2009 
season. The expected archery harvest, 
based on acorn abundance indices, was 
approximately 3,097. Through the use of 
a new hunter reporting system in 20D9, 
the actual harvest was calculated at 4,718 
deer, a 3 1% increase over the reported 
harvest of 3,608 in 2008. 

The reported archery harvest in- 
creased in deer management zones 1-10 
between 15% and 116% from2008 to 
2009. The expected muzzleloader harvest 
in 2009, based on acorn abundance 
indices, was about 822. In deer manage- 
ment zones 11 and 12, where hunters 
are required to report harvested deer and 
bring them to a check station to receive 
a hee replacement tag, reported harvest 
only increased 2.3% and the reported 
muzzleloader harvest only increased 
6-7%. These results indicate that the 
reported harvest in zones 11 and 12 in 
past years is probably more reflective 
of the actual harvest than in zones 1-10. 

'ect Deer and Deer Hunting in CT 

harvest was'4,948 
deer using reports 
ifom check stations, 
telephone, and the 
Internet, a 31% 
decrease fiom 2008. 
Warm temperatures 
and an abundant 
acorn crop likely 
minimized hunter 
success during the 
2009 shotgudrifle 
season. Reported 
harvest during the 
2009 landowner 
season (1,065 deer) 
was similar to the 
2008 season (1,176 
deer). Unlike the 
3-week shotgudde 
season, the land- 
owner season runs 
from November 
to December and 
is less affected by 
periods of inclement 
weather. 

The new report- 
ing system appears 
to be a convenient 
and effective means 

Previous research has indicated that when 
incentives for reporting harvested deer 
were provided to hunters, compliance 
with repolting increased. The increase in 
the reported archery and muzzleloader 
harvest in zones 1-10 may be due more to 
the convenience ofthe new reporting sys- 
tem than that of a true increase in harvest 
rates in 2009. 

Hunters were required to bring their 
deer to mandatory check stations during 
the first 4 days of the 2009 shotgun1 
rifle season. A total of 2,547 deer were 
checked at these stations (an additional 

~p ~- ~~ 

Connecticut Deer 
Ma~zagei~ze~zt Zones 

134 deer were incidentally reported us- for hunters to report their harvest and 
ing the new reporting system), resulting allow the Department to easily acquire 
in a 28% decrease from the 3,556 deer accurate data Hunter opinions about the 
checlted in 2008. Aside from the slight new tagging and reporting system are 
decline in permit sales and the abundance being assessed and should provide insight 
of acorns, reporting rates during the first about the changes in the near future. 
4 days of the shotgudde season should As we move forward, it is expected that 
have been similar because no change oc- hunters will appreciate the changes that 
curred in the reporting method Thus, the were made to mnke hunting both reward- 
actual harvest rate declinedin 2009. ing and convenient. 

The expected shotgudde harvest in 
2009, based on acorn abundanceindices, Andy LaBontw is a biologist with the 
was about 7.209. The actual shotmudrifle Wildllfe Divlslon's Deer Program 



Connecticut Waterfowl Association Donates Wood Duck 
Nest Boxes 

The Connecticut Waterfowl Association (CWA) has 
been a conservation partner with the Wildlife Division 
for many years. The organization's mission is "to pre- 
serve, reclaim, and enhance wetland and wildlife habitat 
in the state of Connecticut in a manner that promotes 
Ihs wise use of o w  natural resources and the progress 
of society:' Cooperative projects have included public 
awareness programs, youth hunting program participa- 
tion, a s s i sbce  with the statewide wood duck nest box 
program, and funding assistance to the Division for 
equipment and habitat enhancement projects. 

Recently, 17 members from CWA, met at the Fla- 
herty Field Trail Area in East Wmdsor to build 78 wood 
ducknest boxes. The organization donated 70 of these 
to the DEP to he installed thcoughout the state. The 
donated boxes will be used as replacement boxes in the 
Division's wood ducknest box program. 

The Wildlife Division extends its 
Conneoticut gratitude to CWA for its cooperation 

9 on this valuable conservation project 
The =vision also l o o h  forward to 
many future partnerships that will ben- 
efit wetland habitats and the species 
that use these important sites. 

CWA members built 78 wood duck boxes. 70 for the state. on Februaw 20. ~ ~~ ~ ~~~ 

2010, at Flaherty FieidTrall Area in ~ a s t ~ l n d s o r .   embers who participahd 
include Jack Eerlanda, Rich Chmiel, Frank Davis, Matthew Davis, Jim Gavin, 
John Larkin, Bruce Strlckland. Sue Strickland, David Eraah,Tanner Braat?, 
Noah Braatz, Ganatt Braat?, David Proulx.and David Elovlch. Not plctured 
are Paul Capotosto (photographer),Tanner Steeves, and Roger Wolfe. 

Do qou hsve 6n lnreresrlng w dlfe 
ooservatlon ro repon ro me 
Wtd~fe DIVISIO~? 
Reasr send l r  Land on, photasl to. 

Wlaife 0oserva:tans. DEP W d  fe 
D.vis.on. PO F o x  550. &i lnglcn, CT 
06013. or ernsl: d e e m  dlfe~croou 

Bald Eagle Mirror Ziizage 
from Burlington 

Frnnk Rossi of Burlinglon wos 
fortunate to caphlre this image of two 
immature bnld eagles soaring though the 
sJsies this past December These bt year 
birds wil l  not exhibit the distinctive adult 
plumage of a snow-white head and tail and 
brownish-black body unlil they are about 
5 yeus old. Young bald eagles are oEtea 
conFused with golden eagles; however, 
they are Gayer thm the darker golden 
eagle, and the bill is much heavier. Also, 
the golden eagle's legs are covered with 
feathers while an immature bald eagle's 
lower legs are bare. 

Report your observations of black bears arzd nzoose orz the DEP Web site at 
www. ct. gov/rEep/wildl~fe. 
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Late March .............. Remove bird feeders from your yard to avoid allracting hungry bears that are emerging from their winter dens. Whenever a 
bear visits a bird feeder, take the feeder down immediately. To learn more about what to do if you encounter a black bear, 
visit the DEP's Web site ( w w w . c t s o v i t l e o ~ ) .  

March 15-19 ........... National Wildlife Week, sponsored by the National Wildlife Federation. An easy way to pa~cipate in this weei<.long event 
is bv maldno time for outdoor olav and interaction with the natural world. The National Wildlife Week Web site i ~ . n w i . o r o i  - . . 
-) offers resources lor kids, teens, parents, and educators to make spending time outdoors easier than 
ever 

March 28 ................. Fiflh Annual Benefit Dinner and Auction for the Mount Vernon Songbird Sanctuary, 1 :00-5:00 PM, at the Aqua Turi Club 
in Southinston. Ticket cost is $55 per person. For more information, visit the Sanctuav's Web site at -9. 
~eseruat i~ns can be made by sending a check to Mount Vernon Songbird ~anciuary,l024 Mount Vernon RoaT~outhin~Zn,  
CT 06489 or pay (credit card) by phone at 860-276-8433. 

Late April-August .... Respect fenced end posted shorebird nesting areas when visiting Connecticut beaches. Also, teep dogs and cab off 
shoreline beaches to avoid disturbing nesting birds. 

April 22 ................... Earth Day (celebrate the 40th anniversary, see page 16 for more Information). 

May 8 ...................... international Migratory Bird Day. To learn more about this annual celebration, visit the Web site www.birddav.oro. 

Programs at tlze Sessions Woods Conservatiort Edzrcation Center 
Programs are a cooperative venture belween the Wildlife Division and the Friends of Sessions Woods. Please pre-regisler by calling 860-675-8130 
(Mon.-Fri, 830  AM-4:30 PM). Programs are free unless noted. An aduii must accompany children under 12 yean old. No pets aiiowedi Sessions 
Woods is located at 341 Milford St. (Route 69) in Burlington. 

March 21 ................. Mushrooms, from 930-11:30 AM. Join the Connecticut Valley Mycological Society, during their annual meeting at Sessions 
Woods, for a presentation on mushrooms. There will be a coffee hour at 9:30 a m., followed by the speaker at 10:30 a.m. 

Aorii11 .................... The Friends of Sessions Woods Annual Meetinq with a Proqram on Bats, startino at 1:00 PM. This annual meetino 
at the SEsslons Wooos Conservalion Center 1s open to al I ~ e a j n  abo~ t  Connecdcut'i oats and nnite-nose syndrome- 
In a presentation bv Wildlife Division staff Wnlle-noso svnorome Is acono~llon assoclateo w tn the oeaths of h~noreas 
of thb~sands of hi&rnatlng bats In the nonheastem ~ n l i e o  Stales. It was lirst notlceu near Aoany, New York, in 2007. 
Since March 2008, blolosisls an0 cavers nave oocumentco oead and dyinq bak at over 25 c a m  and rnincs in NEN York. 
Vermont.   as sac nu set is, and Canneclic~L Wnat do we know aoo-t wniternose syndrome and llow nas I affected tne oms 
of Connecdc~t? A potluck dessert exlravagenza rvlll precede the presentation at 1230 p.m. Please brlnq a dessert to 
share. 

Hzmting Season Dates 
April 28-May 29 ...... Spring Turkey Hunting Season 

April 17 & 24 ........... Spring Turkey Junior Hunter Training Days provide junior hunters with an opportunity to learn safe and effective hunting 
practices from experienced hunters. Visit the DEP Web site (www.ct.oovldeaihunlin41 lo learn more. 

....Consult the 2010 Connecticut Hunting and Trapping Guide for specific season dates and details. The guide will available 
in April at more than 350 locations statewide -including town hails, bait and tackle shops, DEP facilities, and commercial 
marinas and campgrounds. The guide is also on the DEP Web site -). Go to 
$oonsmenlicensi&to pjrchase ConnccllcLl n-nting. trapping, ard lishing icenscs, as weil as a11 required a&, turkey, and 
migratory oird permirs and stamps. The synem accEpis paymenr by V SA or Mastercard. 

Subscription Order 
Donation to the 

Please make checks payable to: Wildlife Fund: 
Connecticut Wildliie, P.0. Box 1550, Burlington, CT 06013 Checkone a - 
Check one: 

[7 1 Year ($8.00) [7 2Years ($15.00) 3Years ($20.00) 

Nnme: 

Address: 

C] Renewal 

New Subscription 

Gift Subscription 

Gifi cord to rend: 

8 -  
Heipfundpmjecrr 
tho1 benefi songbinl, 
rhnoienednnd endongemd 
species, r*priles, 
nmphibions, bars, and orher 
wiidifc speciee 

City: State: 

Zip: Tei.: 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Fenton River, located in Tolland and Windham counties, Connecticut, is a locally 
valuable ecological and recreational resource. Flowing adjacent to the University of 
Connecticut's Storrs campus for a portion of its length, an aquifer underneath the Fenton 
River serves as a water source for the University and the local community. In September 
2005, when peak water demand coincided with severe drought conditions, flow ceased 
and the streambed dried in a 116-mile reach of the Fenton River adjacent to the University 
of Connecticut pumping well fields. Owing to concerns over the damage to the aquatic 
communities within the dried reach of river, the University of Connecticut initiated and 
contracted a study of re-colonization by macroinvertebrates of the dried river reach. The 
goal of the study was to determine what effect the drying of the reach of the Fenton River 
between September 5 and 15, 2005 had on the macroinvertebrate community and to 
assess re-colonization by macroinvertebrates of the reach subsequent to the event. 

Following the first macroinvertebrate sampling in September 2005, a significant flood 
event occurred in the Fenton River with flows peaking on October 15. The fnst year of 
sampling following these two extreme hydrologic events (drought followed by flood) 
suggested that macroinvertebrate communities were severely affected in all study reaches 
following the 2005 flood event. Monthly sampling following the flood event and through 
2006 had shown significant recovery by the benthic community by summer 2006. By 
this time, macroinvertebrate community richness and abundance curves had largely 
leveled off, suggesting that much recovery occurred in the fnst seven months following 
the disturbance events. Sampling in both 2007 and 2008 (performed in April and 
November and May and November, respectively) supported 2006 findings that 
macroinvertebrate communities largely recovered in the months immediately following 
the disturbance events, as seasonal conditions measured in 2007 and 2008 remained 
similar to those measured in 2006. 

Sampling was continued in 2009 to determine whether community conditions continued 
to improve over those measured between 2006 and 2008 and to examine what effect any 
other extreme hydrologic events would have on benthic communities to provide further 
context to the effects of the events of 2005. This report documents those conditions 
measured in 2009, representing the 4Ih year of investigation of recovery dynamics. 

* Five reaches - two occurring within the dried reach, two occuning upriver of the dried 
reach (upriver reference reaches), and one occuning downriver of the dried reach 
(downriver reference reach) were sampled in May and November 2009. 
Macroinvertebrate community data were examined for differences in community 
composition among reaches inside and outside the dried section of river and for 
deviations from conditions measured in the previous year. Response variables included 
measures of community similarity (Jaccard Community Similarity Index and the 
Coefficient of Community Loss), measures of taxa richness (total richness and EPT 
richness), total macroinvertebrate abundance, and total EPT abundance (EPT = 

ABR, IIIC. 2009An11nal Report i Fenton River Macroiilve~-tebrates 



Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, and Trichoptera, the scientilic names for the mayfly, 
stonefly, and caddisfly insect orders, respectively). 

2009 results supported earlier findings that macroinvertebrate communities largely 
recovered in the months immediately following the disturbance events, as seasonal 
conditions measured in 2009 generally remained similar to those measured in 2008 and 
earlier years following the disturbances. While total and EPT abundances have shown 
some fluctuation since May of 2006, this temporal variability has appeared to be 
unrelated to differences in conditions between drought-affected and reference reaches. 
Taxa richness (both total and EPT richness) has remained relatively stable since 
recovering to levels first measured in May of 2006, punctuated by a slight decrease in 
richness from both drought-affected and reference reaches between April and November 
of 2007. This stability in richness since May of 2006 suggests that most benthic taxa 
occurring in the Fenton River had remained in or had re-colonized the study reaches 
within seven months of the October 2005 flood. 

Despite the apparently devastating initial effects of these combined events on the 
macroinvertebrate communities of the Fenton River, this study demonstrated the 
resilience of these communities to such disturbances, as the communities appear to have 
recovered to pre-disturbance conditions based on the shapes of recovery curves. This 
recovery pattern was f ~ s t  evident following the 2006 sampling year. Similarity of the 
macroinvertebrate community conditions in 2009 to those measured between 2006 and 
2008 further establishes that recovery primarily occurred in the months immediately 
following these hydrologic disturbances and that communities throughout the river have 
largely returned to pre-disturbance levels of richness and abundance. 

ABR, Inc. 2009Anr1~lal Report Fellton River Mncroiniiertebrates 
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Integrated Management in the Lake Cochituate Watershed 
Meclznizical, Sziction and Hand 
Harvestiizg, Alunz and Herbicide 
Treatment 

For the past several years, Lycott has 
worked with the Massachusetts Depart- 
ment of Conservation and Recreation 
(DCR) and the Town of Natick on mul- 
tiple integrated lake management pro- 
jects within the Lake Cochituate sub- 
basin of the Sudbury River Watershed. 
Water bodies include Dug Pond, where 
Aluminum Sulfate and Reward" treat- 
ments allow swimming at a very busy 
town bead?, Fiske Pond where harvest- 
ing for Water Chestnuts is funded by 
DCR, and North Pond of Lalte Cochit- 
uate where an integrated management 
program battles Eurasian Milfoil 
(Myriopl~yllu~n spicatlan, E. Milfoil). 
While essentially separate, each of these 
programs work to remediate negative 
impacts due to growth of nuisance and 
invasive aquatic vegetation 

E. Milfoil began to invade the northem- 
most basin of Lake Cochituate in the late 
1990% with fragments traveling down- 
stream From the middle and south 
basins. By 2009, the entire littoral zone 
was inundated with E. Milfoil, negative 
ly impacting recreational activities such 
as swimming, fishing, and boating, as 
well as the natural habitat of fish, wild- 
life, and indigenous aquatic vegetation. 
Lycott was contracted by DCR in the 
spring of 2009 to conduct an herbicide 
treatment and detailed p r e  and post- 
treatment s w e y s  of the lake. The herbi- 

cide treatment 
was conduct- 
ed in June 
2009 and was 
successful in 
removing 
100% of the E. 
Milfoil within 
three weeks. 

Diver errtm Lake Codribrate Concern for 

re-infestation of 
the North Basin 
due to current 
and boat traffic 
from tlie lower 
ponds, which 
remain heavily 
infested with E. 
Milfoil, prompted 
the installation of 
a fragment barrier 
at the inlet to 
North Pond to 
minimize hag- 
mentation. The 
project was also 
extended to 
include Diver 

Assisted Suction Harvesting (DASH) in 
the channel leading into North Pond. A 
single diver and two topside assistants 
harvested a total of 1,425 gallons of E. 
Milfoil from approximately 1.15 acres in 
six days. This project was the first state- 
funded DASH project in Massachusetts. 

2 
Managing Eurasian 

3 Restadng The Beauq 

3 In Mernoriurn of 

4 
Wetlands Resloration 

Watemdlfoil in of Fwlm Pond -Update "ICim" Prcscott at a Connecticut School 
Lake George 



Managing Eurasian Watermilfoil in Lake George 
With a surface area of 28,160 acres and a depth of just over 
200 feet, Lake George is the largest lake situated within Ice Geoi.ge integrated plniit 
New York's Adirondack Park. This deep, oligotrophic lake project niiloiig our inany 
is a major tourist destination and is laown as the "Queen of 
American Lakes". Lake George is among the cleanest lakes in 
the world and serves as a drinking-water source for area resi- 
dents. In addition to being an important sports fishery, i t  is 

home to many native and rare organ- . . . . . .  

isms, induding at least six species on 
the New York Rare and Endangered 
Plants List. However, in 1985, an estab- 
lished stand of the invasive Eurasian 
Watermifoil (Myriol~/lyl/lriir spicnhrrrr) 
was first discovered near Bolton 

Landing. This alien species is capable of invading hundreds of 
acres of pristine lake habitat if it is left unchecked. 

Smce the discovery of this invasive species in Lake George, 
Danin Freshwater Institute (DFWI) has published dozens 
of research articles on the impact, spread, and management of 
the non-native milfoil. In 2002, the Lake George Park Com- 
mission (LGPC) procured the services of Lycott Environ- 
mental to implement the integrated plant management pro- 
gram developed through the cooperation of LGPC, DFWI, 
and ENSRP. At the onset of Lycott operations there were 144 
documented milfoil sites in Lake George - 25 of which were 
large, dense, uncontrolled stands up to four acres in size. 
Lvcott has since documented an additional 35 locations. for a 
total of 179 h o r n  
Eurasian Milfoil 
sites. Of these 179 
sites, 164 were 
cleared of milfoil in 
2009 and an addi- 
tional three were 
brought into con- 
trolled status, leav- 
ing only 12 sites (7%) 

Lnke George dine boat  

benthic barrier plac&ent by specially trained SCUBA divers. 

Lycott divers have hand pulled nearly 120,000 plants and 
installed 14 acres of benthic barrier in Lake George in our 
efforts to bring milfoil stands under control. In addition, 
we have removed and reused seven acres of panel material, 
reducing client costs. We anticipate that by the end of summer 
2010, Lake George will have just three or four remaining 
uncontrolled milfoil beds. These sites are located near high 
traffic areas in Lake George Village, or within environmentally 
sensitive wetland areas near the outlet at Ticonderoga, New 
York, and thus they present special logistical constraints for 
which alternate strategies are being tested. 

We know of no other water body approaching the size of Lake 
George where strictly physical management has been so suc- 
cessful in the long-term eradication and control of invasive 
Eurasian w a t e d o i l .  Our in-lake efforts are aided in part by 
a comprehwive public boat launch monitoring project, inde- 
pendently funded and operated by the Lake George 
Assodation, which helps to reduce the number of reintroduc- 
tions. We count the Lake George integrated plant manage- 
ment project among our many success stories in Lycott's 40- 
year history of lake and pond management, and look forward 

that need future management effort. As herbicides are not io expandi& our uniquely successf;l physical management 
permitted in Lake George, to date, all management efforts strategies in the Adirondack Park, and beyond, as we begin 
have been strictly physical - primarily hand h e s t i n g  and our next 40 years of service. 

I, water Cambridge botanical garden in Fresh thomy nutlets (seeds) - . &:4$7+i ) . j ; : ; j ~ o n & ~ ~ ~ @ & ~ ~ ~ ~ e h  tlets are viable for up to 12 years, 
st geminate within 2 years 

cre of water chestnut can pro- 
seeds to cover 100 acres 
year " 

the late 1800's by a ga&ener at the * Each rosette can generate up to 20 



Fiske Pond - Update Fkke  Porufpnrfinll~ 

We reported in our 2009 Newsletter that after the First 
of Uuee contracted harvesting seasons at Fike Pond the 
Governor of Massachusetts lx=d canceled the funding was still contained within the o r i d  40 acres 
for the Fislce Pond Water Clxestnut project. Much to our sur- of infestation; 24 acres of dense growth, 10 acres of heavy to 
prise, in April of 2009 the Massachusetts Department of moderate growth, 4 acres of moderate to light growth and 2 
Conservation and Recreation (DCR) allocated funds for this acre of light to trace growth. The harvesting efforts, over 35 
project to ensure its success. davs of o~eration, vielded a total of 94.4 tons of plant material, 

F k k e  Pond drrrilrg opcrntiotu. harvest the Water 
Chestnut plants included the use of aquatic weed harvesters 
with the assistance of a hydro-rake and physical hand-pulling 
to clear the shoreline. 

A survey was conducted in June of 2008 to document the s p e  
cific locations and extent of Water Chestnut infestation before 
the initial harvesting event. The sunrev showed that a total of " 
40 acres were infested; 34 acres of dense growth, 5 acres of 
moderate to light growth and 1 acre of light to bace growth. 
Fifteen days into the first season's harvesting operation the 
removal of plant matedal From open water improved water 
clarity and restored the natural northerly water flow. Over 24 
days of operation, the 2008 harvesting efforts yielded a total of 
225 tons of plant material which were transported From the 
site and incinerated. 

The June 2009 prellanresting survey revealed a reduction of 
Water Chestnut coverage and density, compared to 2008. The 

. , 
a reduction of 130.6 tons of biomass From the previous hat- 
vesting season. 

The additional 11 days of operation in 2009, compared to 
the project duration 

~ ~ 

in 2008, was tlie 
result of three late 
blooms that occur- 
red during tlie har- 
vesting event. Due 
to consistent rainfall 

.. . . . . . . and below average 
. . . . . temperatures in June 

and July, the water 
lrvrl rrmainrd hieh-  . - -. . -. - .. . - D- 

er than normal and 
the water temperature was cooler tlm normal. The high 
water level, lack of sun penetrating through the water col- 
umn, and water column volatility stirring the sediment 
were contributing factors, causing more seeds to germinate 
throughout July. 

Project funding has been secured for the 2010 season - the 
third and final year of the current contract. Look for an 
update on the progress made, after three years of mechan- 
cally harvesting this invasive plant, in our 2011 Newsletter. 



Wetland Restoration at a Connecticut School 
In 2009, Lycott was contracted by a private 
preparatory school innorthwest Connecticut to 
restore an area of wetlands on the schwl's prop- 
erty that, over time, had become overtaken by 
dense s b d s  of an invasive species called 
Common Reed (Nu'ngllitffi ntffihnlis). 

Ntmgrrlitffi can quickly transform productive and 
balanced wetland ecosystems into sterile monw 
culkw cmwding out other indigenous plants 

O u e ~ w r r  wetlands. with its tall, fast growing and sun bbxking stalks 
that can grow to heights oEup to 18 beet 

Horizontal rootstock called rhizomes can grow to lengths of 15 feet 
in a single year, with each rllizome capable of inhududng 100 new 
stalks fmm a single s m  These rhizomes absorb large quantities of 
water horn the surrounding soils limiting its availability to other 
plant life. 'Ihese mots a e  adept at living mmpletely submersed in 
water, or running over the top of moist soils. 

New research, out of the University of Delaware, has discovered 
that these rhimmes secrete a toxin called Gallic add, which, when 
exposed to uhaviolet light, breaks down into another toxin, 
Mesoxalic add. When exposed to neighbodng plants, these two 
compounds can kill the other plants by dis~pting key protein 
production in tl~eir rook 

Lycott utilized a US EFAand stabapproved systemic herbidde 
to spray the onehalf acre site. Tnis site once contained walking 
trails and nature observation mas  used by the students at the 
schooL The shnds of Ntmngllitffi had altered these wetlands to a 
degree that made it inaccessible to the walking tmils and unsuitable 
for educational purposes. Due to- or as a result of the herbicide 
treatment, this area will be restored b r  use in myunction with the 
school's nature studies progam. The school has made a mmmit- 
ment to continue katinszother areas on the property affected by 
Pltragtiitffi growth with the long-term goal of helping return these 
wetlands to a more nahual, productive state. 
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