AGENDA
MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting, Monday, April 4, 2011, 7:30 p.m.
Or upon completion of Inland Wetlands Meeting
Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

“ Minutes
3/21/11

: Scheduled Business

7:35 p.m. Zoning Agent’s Report
A. Monthly Activity

B. Enforcement Update

C. Other

Old Business

1. Application to Amend the Zoning Map, Rezone a 10.4 acre parcel from R-20 to PB-1,
K. Tubridy o/a. File #1297 (ML.A.D. 5/6/11)

2. 4-Lot Subdivision Application, {3 New Lots) Wormwood Hill & Gurleyville Roads, S. Plimpton
o/a, PZC File #1298
Reports from Director of Planning, Assistant Town Engineer, EHHD, Fire Marshal, Open Space
Preservation Committee, Conservation Commission

3. 3-Lot Subdivision Application, (2 New Lots) 64 Puddin Lane, R. Hellstrom-applicant/Sterling
Trust Company, owner, PZC File #1299
Reports from Director of Planning, Assistant Town Engineer, EHHD

4. Reguest to review and revise Plan of Conservation and Development regarding Hunting Lodge
Road area

5. Approval Request: Revised Plans for exhibit building Paideia Greek Theater Project, 28 Dog
Lane, File #1349-7
(to be tabled until April 19 meeting)

6. Other

.. New Business _ :
1. Request to ston collecting bond eserow funds for Freedom Green Phase 4C
(to be tabled until April 19" meeting)
2. Regulatory Review Committee recommended revisions to the Zoning Regulations
Report from Director of Planning
3. March Drafi: UConn Water Supply Plan updafe
Report from Director of Planning
4. Verbal Update from Director of Planning on Storrs Center Garage/Intermodal Center
5. Other ‘

Reports from Officers and Committees

_ 1. Chairman’s Report

2. Regional Planning Commission

3. Regulatory Review Committee (Next meeting scheduled Apml 13, 2011 at 1:15 pm in Room B})
4. Other :

Communications and Bills

1. 3/21/11 Letter from Mayor Paterson to Masonicare
3/28/11 Quarterly Status Report from Town Manager
CT Appellate Court Decisions Re: Alternates

Other

oall el






DRAFT MINUTES
MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
- Regular Meeting
Monday, March 21, 2011
Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

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

Members absent: K. Holt

Altermnates present: K. Rawn, V. Ward

Alternates absent: F. Loxsom

Staff Present: Gregory J. Padick, Director of Planning

Chairman Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. and appointed alternate Ward to act in Holt’s
absence and Ryan as acting secretary.

Minutes:

03-07-11- Hall MOVED, Ryan seconded, to approve the 3/7/11 minutes as corrected. MOTION PASSED
with Beal disqualified. Ward and Pociask noted they listened to the recording of the meeting,.

03-15-11 Field Trip- Beal MOVED, Ryan seconded, to approve the 3/15/11 field trip minutes as written.
MOTION PASSED with Favretti, Beal, Rawn and Ryan in favor and all others disqualified.

Zoning Agent’s Report: Hirsch noted a minor modification that he and Chairman Favretti signed off on for
the installation of a “Red Box” DVD kiosk at the CVS on Middle Turnpike. Hirsch also noted renovations at
the Phil’s Building where Select Therapy will relocate during the construction of the Dog Lane 1 Building.

Old Business

1. 3-Lot Re-Subdivision Application (1 New lot), Property on Candide Lane and Stearns Road.
J. Listro o/a, File #1296
Plante MOVED, Hall seconded, to approve with conditions the subdivision application (File #1296), of
John and Suzanne Listro, on property owned by the applicants, located on Candide Lane and Stearns

Road, in a RAR-90 zone, as submitted to the Commission and shown on plans dated November 4, 2010
and as revised to March 3, 2011.

This apprdval i granted because the application, as hereby approved, is considered to be in compliance
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. All conditions of the Inland Wetland Agency’s license approval shall be met.

3. Pursuant to subdivision regulations, particularly Sections 7.5 and 7.6, this action specifically approves,
subject to revisions noted below, the depicted Building Area and Development Area Envelopes and a
setback waiver for lot 1. 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 be specifically Noticed on the Land
Records and the deeds for the subject lots. This condition also shall be incorporated onto the final
plans.

4, This approval accepts the applicant’s proposed dedication of conservation easements as appropriate to
address the open space dedication requirements of Section 13 for the subject 3-lot subdivision.
Conservation easement documents shall be approved by the Director of Planning and Town Attorney



and filed on the Land Records in association with final plans. The easements shall utilize the Town’s
model format.

5. Final plans shall include erosion and sediment control contact information (see 3/3/11 report from
Assistant Town Engineer).

6. Final plans shall incorporate Building Area Envelope revisions as recommended in the 3/3/11 report of

the Director of Planning. Revised envelopes shall be approved by the PZC Chairman and Director of
Planning.

7. 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, conservation easements and a Notice on the
Land Records to address condition 3 {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 (including delineation of the conservation easements with Town markers every
50 to 100 feet on perimeter trees or on cedar posts) with Surveyor’s Certificate, shall be completed
or bonded pursuant to the Commission’s approval action and Section 14 of the Subdivision
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.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

2. 4-Lot Subdivision Applieation, (3 New Lots) Wormwood Hill & Gurleyville Roads, S. Plimpton o/a.
PZC File #1298

Item tabled until 4/4/11- awaiting staff reports.

3. 3-Lot Subdivision Application, (2 New Lots) Puddin Lane, R. Hellstrom-applicant/Sterling Trust
Company, owner, PZC File #1299
Item tabled until 4/4/11- awaiting staff reports.

Public Hearing

Application to Amend the Zoning Map, Rezone a 10.4 acre parcel from R-20 to PB-1,

K. Tubridy o/a. File #1297

Chairman Favretti opened the Public Hearing at 7:16 p.m. Members present were Favretti, Beal, Goodwin,
Hall, Lewis, Plante, Pociask, Ryan, and alternates Ward and Rawn. Ward was appointed to act. Padick read
the Legal Notice as it appeared in the Chronicle on 3/8/11 and 3/16/11 and noted in addition to applicant

submissions, a 3/17/11 memo from G, Padick, Director of Planning. Favretti noted that this site was visited on
a field trip.

Kevin Tubridy, owner and applicant, submitted return receipts noting all are accounted for except one which
was returned. Tubridy reviewed the proposal to change a 10.4 acre parcel he owns which is zoned R-20to a
PB-1 zone consistent with the abutting parcel he owns to the east.

Favretti noted no comments or questions from the public or Commission. Plante MOVED, Beal seconded, to
close the Public Hearing at 7:25 p.m. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Hall agreed to work with staff on a motion for the next meeting.



New Business

1. Modification Request, 86 Storrs Road, Proposed Tenant Space, College Mart/U.S. Properties Inc.,
o/a, File #483-4
Joseph Boucher, Towne Engineering, representing the applicant, reviewed the proposal to utilize the
spaces currently occupied by Sears and the Salvation Army for a Petco. He stated that only exterior
improvements to the facade will be performed, adding that no structural changes to the exterior are

proposed. Padick noted that the occupancy use for the spaces has not changed and therefore no parking
changes are necessary.

Plante MOVED, Hall seconded, that the PZC Chairman and Zoning Agent be authorized to approve the
3/10/11 modification request of U.S. Properties, Inc. for a new retail tenant (Petco) and related site work at
82-86A Storrs Road as described in the submitted Statement of Use and depicted on submitted plans. This
authorization is subject to the following conditions:

1. All previously approved plans and associated conditions of approval shall remain in effect except as
altered by this modification approval.

2. An appropriately sized refuse/waste storage area that would address disposal and recycling
requirements of the Town shall be provided. The size and configuration of the refuse/waste storage
area shall be determined after consultation with the Director of Planning and Recycling Coordinator.

3. Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Permit, it shall be confirmed that the proposed signage will be in
compliance with all zomng requirernents.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

2. Approval Request: Revised Plans for exhibit building Paideia Greek Theater Project, 28 Dog Lane,
File #1049-7
Item tabled pending staff review and neighborhood notification.

3. Request to review and revise Plan of Conservation and Development regarding Hunting Lodge
Road area (3/16/11 Letter from A. Hilding)
Allison Hilding expressed concern for continued development in this area of Mansfield and the
detrimental effects she believes it will have on ground water and wells. She discussed the nearby
abandoned landfill and its effects. She also expressed concern that any further development nearby will
cause further contamination to ground water. She requested the Commission consider revising the Plan of
Conservation and Development to not concentrate high density housing in this area.

The Commission briefly discussed her proposal and decided to add this item to the next agenda for a
decision.

4. Request of A. Kotula to acquire existing Town land on Maple Road (2/16/11 and 3/9/11 letters from
A. Kotula: 3/15/11 report from Open Space Preservation Committee)
Anthony Kotula discussed his request to acquire a .15 acre parcel of existing town-owned land on Maple
Road which abuts his property. He distributed a map showing that this land was “carved” from his lot in
order to accommodate parking for the old Bennet Road trail. However, parking was located elsewhere
because of site-line issues. Discussion followed. Some members felt that selling the piece in question
would set an undesirable precedent, while others felt that this is a unique situation because of the
configuration of the .15 acre piece. After extensive discussion, Plante MOVED, Hall seconded, that the
Planning and Zoning Commission recommend that the Town Council authorize Mr. Anthony Kotula’s
proposed acquisition of a .15 acre portion of existing Town owned open space land on Maple Road
subject to conditions that specify that the land only be used for agricultural purposes and that there be no
disturbance to the stone walls on site. MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Lewis and Favretti who
were opposed.




Reports from Officers and Committees:

Chairman Favretti noted a Regulatory Review Committee meeting for 3/30/11 at 1:15 p.m. in Council
Chambers.

Communications:

Padick noted that he expects comments from staff to be prepared for the next meeting regarding the UConn
Campus Wide Drainage Master Plan.

Adjournment:
Chairman Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m.

Respectfuily submitted,

Bonnie Ryan, Acting Secretary



TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to; Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Gregory Padick, Duector of Planning -
Date: 3731711

Re: Plimpton subdivision, 4 lots (3 new) on Gurleyville and Wormwood Hill Roads, File #1258

General

The following comments are based on the applicant’s submissions (including a 15-page set of subdivision plans
dated January 2011, as revised to 2/9/11, as prepared by Swamp Yankee Survey LLC and P. Biscuti Consulting Civil
Engineer and a February 2011 drainage report) and consideration of applicable subdivision and zoning regulations.

The subject application seeks approval to subdivide 49.4 acres of land into four lots ranging in size from 4.7 to 32.9
acres. Lot 1 (6.5 acres in size) is located at the corner of Wormwood Hill and Gurleyville Roads and contains two
existing dwellings. Lot 2 (5.3 acres in size) and lot 3 (4.7 acres in size) are located off of Gurleyville Road. Lot 4,

which includes a 19.2 acre conservation easement area, is situated off of Wormwood Hill Road.. The property is in
an RAR-90 zone.

The subject site is primarily wooded in character and contains a significant amount of wetland/watercourse areas and
steeply sloped areas. The drainage report and the submitted plans provide details of the existing site characteristics.
A wetland license is pending before the Inland Wetland Agency. The property is not within designated flood hazard
or stratified drift aquifer areas and it is within the Willimantic River drainage basin.

The proposed new lots on Gurleyville Road would be accessed by a proposed 700 foot common driveway. The
proposed Wormwood Hill Road lot would be accessed by an individual 1000 foot long drive. Proposed lots 2,3 and
4 do not have 200 feet of frontage on a Town or State road and necessitate frontage waivers. The applicant has
submitted a yield plan which depicts a potential Town Road in the location of the commeon driveway from
Gurleyville Road. To authorize the necessary frontage waivers, the PZC must determine that the yield planis
feasible and approvable by both the PZC and Inland Wetland Agency. Depending on final building area euvelope
depictions, approval of some setback waivers may also be appropriate.

The Open Space Preservation Committee and Conservation Commission reviewed the plans (see attached comments)
‘and comments have been received from abutting property owners C, and K. Gottman (email attached). It must be
confirmed that refurn receipts have been submitted as per subdivision provisions.

. Sanitary
s A 3/24/11 report has been received from Eastern Highland Health District. 1t has been determined that all lots
can meet Health Code requirements.

¢ The proposed lots would be served by individnal well and septic systems that have been designed for 4-bedroom
homes.

Road/Drainage/Driveways

*  Reports are expected from the Assistant Town Engineer and Fire Marshal. Any identified issues should be
addressed by the applicant.

»  The front property lines of Lots 1, 3 and 4 do not appear to be setback 30 feat from the centre of the abutting
town road, 1f confirmed, a right of way dedication is required pursuant to Section 8.3 of the regulaticns. .

= A catch basin/pipe drainage sysiem has been proposed for the Lot 4 driveway. As depicted, the drainage system
would convey storm water northerly along Wormwood Hill Road to an existing cross culvert outiet area. It
must be confirmed that this proposed drainage work is acceptable to the Assistant Town Engmeer and that all
required easement rights have been obtained.

¢ Drainage concerns have been expressed by property owners abutting the Lot 2/3 common driveway (see email
from C. and K. Gottman). As proposed, the common driveway will have a gravel surface and stormwater would
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sheet flow from driveway edges. Potential drainage issues for property owners abutting the Lot 2/3 driveway
should be reviewed with the applicant’s engineer and plans need to be found acceptable by the Assistant Town
Engineer.

Sidewalks could be required, but are not considered appropriate.

The proposed driveways exceed 300 feet in length and are subject (o bypass and turnaround requirements (See
Section 7.11).

The Lot 2/3 common driveway does not include a required pull-off area and only one pull-off area is depicted
for the Lot 4 drive. Pull-offs are required at an average interval of 300 feet. The Lot 2/3 drive is about 700 feet
long and the Lot 4 drive is about 1,000 feet long. This issue needs to be reviewed with the applicant and pull-

- offs and turnarounds need to be found acceptable by the Fire Marshal.

The plan includes acceptable sightline information for both driveways. No roadside tree cutting or road edge
work is required for acceptable sightlines.

Driveway cross-sections are provided on the plans. The Lot 4 drive will be paved for the initial 450 feet and a
retaining wall is proposed. Section 7.9 authorizes the Commission to require driveways over 10% in grade to be
constructed by the subdivider.

Section 7.10.e. requires common driveways to be completed or bonded prior to the filing of a subdivision on the
land records. This can be addressed in any approval motion and should be noted on the plans.

The plans depict underground utility routes to Lot 2 and Lot 4 and along a portion of Lot 3. Final plans should
include the proposed underground utility lines to Lot 3.

Environmental Impact/Erosion Control

As noted, the subject plans are pending before the IWA and no PZC action can be taken until the wetland
license application has been acted upon.

Sheet C-2 of the plans includes erosion and sediment control notes and sheet C14 of the plans depict erosion
checks downgradient of areas to be disturbed. Anti-tracking construction entrances are proposed. The E&S
control plan includes daily inspections of controls during periods of construction and monthly E&S monitoring
reports are indicated. It must be determined that the E&S control plan is acceptable to the IWA and Assistant
Town Engineer.

Other than proposed driveway construction, no significant fill is proposed. To meet regulatory requirements, the
plans need to provide an estimate of the amount of fill are needed for each house site exclusive of septic system
Al

As previously noted, the site is not within stratified drift aquifer areas or flood hazard area. It is within or the
Willimantic Reservoir watershed. The Windham Water Works has indicated that the plans are acceptable
subject to implementation of E & S control measures.

The depicted houses have an acceptable solar orientation and an adequate note encouragmg solar orientation and
energy efficient design. -

As per regulatory requirements, soil classification information is provided on the plans.

Based on DEP mapping, there are no areas with species of special concern on the proposed areas of
development.

The proposed Development Area and Building Area envelopes for Lots 2 and 3 are within regulated wetland
areas. The Conservation Commission has recommended envelope revisions for Lot 3. It must be determined
that proposed envelopes are acceptable to the Inland Wetlands Agency.

Subdivision Design Criteria

The plans indicate that proposed DAE's meet the 40,000 square foot provisions of Artlcle VHI, Section B.6 of
the Zoning Regulations.

As previously noted, the proposed subdivision necessitates frontage waivers for 3 of the proposed 4 lots. These
waivers cannot be granted unless the Commission determines that 3 conventional lots with standard frontage are
feasible and approvable based on all applicable requirements. Based on the provisions of Section 6.10.6, the
applicant has submitted a yield plan that depicts a new 1,100 foot long road from Gurleyville Road. Yield plan
lot focations and planned house and septic sites are similar, if not identical, to the proposed subdivision. The
open space dedication and the depicted DAE's on the yield plan also are similar to the proposed development.
The submittal includes a plan and profile of the new road and drainage details. My review indicates that a new
road would have somewhat greater potential for drainage and environmental impact than the proposed plan.
However, with appropriate stormwater management and design, it is considered approvable.
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It is important to note that there is no apparent alternative way to access a majority of the 49 acre site without
building a new Town road.

Section 7.4.a authorizes the PZC to require a cluster design with lot sizes less than 90,000 square feet and a
larger open space dedication. While any significant reduction in lot size does not appear warranted, some
increase in the size of the conservation easement could be considered to enhance wetland protection and interior
forest characteristics. These issues should be reviewed in conjunction with the open space dedication.

Final plans must include appropriate notation that depicted BAE's serve as setback requirements and that
revisions in envelopes need PZC approval. Authorized frontage and setback waivers also need to be addressed
on the map as well as in any approval motion.

On a lot by lot basis, I have identified a few additional DAE and BAE issues that should be reviewed and, as
appropriate, incorporated onto the plans. More specifically:

— As recommended by the Conservation Commission, the Development Area Envelope and Building Area
Envelope on Lot 2 should be moved further away from wetland areas. The currently depicted DAE is over
55,000 square feet. The current plans have common borders for the DAE and BAE. The BAE does not have
to be over 40,000 square feet in size.

— The DAE’s on both Lots 3 and 4 need to extend out to Town roads and include all areas that will be
disturbed in association with driveway construction.

- On Lot 4 the existing stone wall west of areas of proposed development should be used for both the DAE and
BAE.

—~ No BAE setback is indicated between Lots 2 and 3. This would allow structures to be built on the property
line which could be considered problematic. Consideration should be given to moving the BAE’s away from
the common boundary line.

— OnLots 2 and 3, the plans indicate that four existing trees will be saved “as appropriate”. The protection of
these trees needs to be reviewed with the applicant and if saving them is appropriate, the plans should clearly
indicate that they “will be saved” and will be protected during construction activity. It must be determined
that the provisions of Section 7.8 have been met.

— The submitted plans indicate that the only significant views are on Lot 4

— The plans indicate a number of stonewalls and that some of the existing wall segments will be disturbed for
septic system construction {(Lots 2 and 3). The plans note on Lot 3: “Reuse removed stones to enhance other
existing stonewalls”. Section 7.7 authorizes the PZC to require more specific provisions for protecting
existing stonewalls. Wherever possibly, stonewalls should be used as property lines or boundaries for
development area or building are envelopes. This issue needs to be reviewed with the applicant.

Open Space/Recreation

Reports have been submitted from the Open Space Preservation Committee and Conservation Commission,
Sec. 13 provides criteria for judging the suitability of an open space dedication. The PZC must make a final
determination based on the criteria and standards of Sec. 13, particularly subsection 13.1.2. Any approval
motion should require deeds or easements for open space dedications to be finalized before maps are signed. In
addition, any approval should require the perimeters of all open space areas to be delineated with the Town’s
official medallions every 50 to 100 feet. Depending on the PZC’s determination of the appropriate dedication
alternative, map notes and details may need to be revised.

Mansfield’s Existing and Potential Conservation Areas map depicts wetlands on the subject property within an
open space preservation classification and the entire property is within an “interior forest” open space
preservation classification. The site does not abut any existing preserved open space areas.

To address Mansfield's open space dedication requirements, the applicant has proposed a 19.2 acre conservation
easement area on Lot 4. The reports from the OSPC and Conservation Commission have recommended the
expansion of the easement area to include more of the steep hillside on Lot 4.

The applicant has not provided any data regarding the percent of wetlands or slopes over 20% on the subject
property. Accordingly, character of land provisions of Section 13 are difficult to address. My review indicales
that this is not an issue for determining compliance with a conventional 15% dedication but the lack of this
information is an issue for reviewing a 40% cluster dedication. This issue should be reviewed with the applicant.
In this reviewers opinion, the use of a conservation easement is the most appropriate alternative for addressing
open space dedication requirements. Due to expressed concerns regarding the wetland areas on Lots 1 and 2,

3



cansideration should be given to including a conservation easement to protect the observed pool area.
Additionally, the PZC can require a more specific analysis of the percent of wetlands and slopes over 20% in
order to determine the maximum open space dedication that can be required pursuant to Section 13.

Other

It must be confirmed that the applicant has mailed cerlified notice to abutting property owners.
Final plans must be signed and sealed by all responsible professionals, as per Sec. 6.3.d.
Final plans need to be submitted in digital format, as per the requirements of Sec. 6.3.g.

Subject to resolution of identified subdivision issues, any approval motion should address the filing
requirements of Sec. 6.12.6.

Summary
Within this report I have identified a number of issues and a number of recommended map revisions that should be
reviewed with the applicant and resolved to the PZC’s satisfaction. The primary issues to resolve are:

Confirmation that the plans are acceptable to the Inland Wetlands Agency.

Confirmation that driveway construction and associated drainage and easement issues are acceptable to the
Assistant Town Engineer.

Confirmation that the submiited yield plan is adequate to address regulatory requirements and that the proposed
use of a common driveway and necessary frontage waivers are acceptable to the PZC.

Confirmation that the proposed open space dedication is in compliance with Section 13 and considered
acceptable to the PZC.



Memorandum: March 30, 2011
To: Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Engineer
Re: Plimpton - Gurleyville & Wormwood Hill Rds
4 lot subdivision

plan reference: bearing latest revision date February 9, 2011, 21 sheets

This application proposes 3 new lots together with one lot containing the existing
Plimpton homestead and asscociated buildings.

The new lots are numbered 2, 3, and 4. Lots 2 and 3 are on a shared driveway
located on Gurleyville Road. Lot 4 is on a drive located on Wormwood Hill Road.

®

Traffic

Traffic at this location is guite light and the amount of traffic from these three
new lots will be easily accommodated. 7T have timed approaching traffic at the
proposed driveway location for Lot 4 on Wormwood Hill Road and found 8.4 seconds
for northbound vehicles. This is ample time for an exiting vehicle to be seen and
the approach vehicle to be seen as well. Most cars were travelling at very moderate
speeds.

The maximom slope on the driveways:

"1l. Lot 4 is set at 12.0 percent and is paved from Wormwood Hill Rd to the top of
the hill at about 450" from the road where the drive levels off.
2. The drive for Lots 2 & 3 has 3.0 percent slope at its steepest point.

Drainage

The shared drive for lots 2 and 3 is graded to keep outflow on the west side of the
drive. Protection for potential construction period impacts has been provided by
beginning excavation away from Gurleyville Bd and directing collected water to a
dirt bag to filter sediment from the water being removed. This is appropriate
treatment.

I recommend placing stone filled areas on the west side of the drive near the edge
of Gurleyville Rd and at stations 131+00 and 12400 to limit outflow for the longer
term, .

On Wormwood Hill Rd for the Lot 4 driveway, upgrading of the roadside drainage from
the present 6" underdrains to 15" pipe is shown. Additional piping is needed to
maintain the roadside flow coming from the uphill section of roadside swale.

The proposed pipe ends where the existing pipe size increases to. 15". Adding new
water to this pipe system across the Potz property and Lot 1 on the Plimpton
property requires the acquisition of drainage rights in favor of Lot 4 from each of

these properties.

Sediment & Erosion Plan

Silt fencing has been provided along downhill edges of the house construction area
on Lot 4. The sediment & erosion plan provides for excavation starting at the top



of the hill on both driveways and excavation towards the adjacent roads. This will
trap water and allow suitable treatment with fabric bagging to trap sediments.

Silt fencing on Lots 2 and 3 should be extended to protect wetland areas located
downhill to the rear of each lot.

Summary Recommendations:

1.

I recommend professional comment be sought from an appropriate expert to
comment on the potentlial for significant impact on the poeol on Lot 2 that is
likely a vernal pool.

I recommend placing & stone filled excavation on the west side of the shared
drive near the edge of Gurleyville Rd and at stations 11+00 and 12+00 to limit
outflow for the long term.

On Wormwood Hill Rd for the Lot 4 driveway, upgrading of the roadside drainage
from the present 6" underdrains to 15" pipe is shown. 2dditional piping is
needed to maintain the roadside flow coming from the uphill section of
roadside swale.

. Adding new water to the system carrying water across the Poiz property and

Lot 1 on the Plimpton property requires the acquisition of drainage rights
in favor of lot 4 from each of these properties along the frontage of each
lot.

. A street dedicatien of right of way 30 feet from the centerline of Wormwood

Hill Rd and Gurleyville Road is reguired. _
Silt fencing on Lots 2 and 3 should be extended to protect wetland areas
located downhill to the rear of each lot.



Eastern Highlands Health District
N 4 South Eagleville Road « Mansfield CT 06268 « Tel: (860) 429-3325 » Fax: (860) 429-3321

PLAN APPROVAL MEMO

March 24, 2011

Scott Plimpton
627 Wormwood Hill Rd
Mansfield Center, CT 06250

Re: Subsurface Sewage Disposal System Plan for: 4-lot subdivision (3 new)
Address: 627 Wormwood Hill Rd Mansfield Center CT

Plan Designed by: Swamp Yankee Survey

Plan Date: 1/7/2011, Latest Revision Date: 2/9/2011

Dear Scott Plimpton:

The above referenced plan has been reviewed for compliance with the Connecticut Public Health Code and
Technical Standards. The plan is approved with the following conditions:

1) Lots 2, 3 and 4 have been shown to be capable of supporting site development in compliance with the
requirements of the Public Health Code, pending final approval of design plans by this office.

2) Designation of depth to firm layers as the soils’ restrictions rather than depth to mottling has resulted in
lower values for calculated MLSS on data from test pits #1 and 4 than should be applied. Even so, the
proposed leaching areas show available space for required MLSS: ‘
3) Lot 1 has been evaluated for compliance with Section 19-13-B100a of the Public Health Code and found
to satisfy requirements for reduction of potential repair area.

Please note that this plan approval is not an approval to construct the sewage disposal system.

If not already done, a completed application and fee for the Permit to Construct the Sewage Disposal System
must be submitted to the health district for review and approval. The permit will be approved when all above
noted conditions of approval have been met.

If you have any questions, please call the health district office at 860-429-3325,

Sincerely,
/ .
P
-~ Geoffrey W. javens

Sanitarian ]I

/C/c:Greg Padick, Mansfield Town Planner



TOWN OF WINDHAM
WATER WORKS

174 Storrs Road
Mansfield Center, CT 06250
Tel. 860-465-3075 « FAX 860-465-3085

(X) Inland Wetlands Commission
(X)  Zoning Commission

( ) Planning & Zoning Commission
( )  Zoning Boards of Appeals

TOWN: () Ashford {) Chaplin () Eastford
() Hampton (X) Mansfield () Pomfret
()  Union {) Willington () Windham
()  Woodstock

INSPECTED BY: e (e

Troy Quick . Iﬁ_;’,/W.’ Watershed Inspector

DATE: March 8. 2011. WW File #M0111

The Windham Water Works has received notification of a proposed project per the
requirements of Public Act 89-301.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

4-lot subdivision on 49 acres w/septic systems & wells, 2-lots at 5 ac+/-, l-lotat32 ac
+/-, 1 lot w/house existing at 6-1/2 ac +/-

Applicant: Scoft Plimpton
COMMENTS:

The Windham Water Works has reviewed the proposed project and with best
management practices and with proper soil and erosion control measures throughout the
duration, we would have no objections, we will monitor accordingly.



Town of Mansfield
Mansfield Fire Department
Office of the Fire Marshal

To: Planning and Zoning Commission

R
From: John Jackman, Deputy Chief/Fire Mﬂshm ‘) ’ \

Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2011
Re: Plimpton — 627 Wormwood Hill Road Subdivision

After reviewing the site plan and file for a proposed 3 lot subdivision located at Gurleyville Road
and Wormwood Hill Road, submitted by S. Plimpton, I have the following comments:

¢ Proposed duveway (Driveway A) is a common dtiveway setving lots 2 and 3 approximately
700 feet in length and has a maximum slope of 3 %. With the exception of the requirement
for a pull off area the dtiveway meets the requitements of § 7.10. To be considered
acceptable to this reviewer, a pull off area (that meets the requirements of § 7.11.b) should
be located approximately 300 feet from Gutleyville Road.

¢ Proposed driveway (Driveway B) is a driveway serving lot 4 approximately 900 feet in length
and has a2 maximum slope of 12 %. It was noted that the applicant proposes to pave the
area of the driveway with slopes exceeding 10%. With the exception of the requirements for
pull off areas every 300 feet the driveway meets the requirements of § 7.11. To be
considered acceptable to this reviewer, an additional pull off area (that meets the
requirements of § 7.11.b) should be located approximately 600 feet from Wormwood Hill
Road.

Page 10of1






OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION COMMITTEE
Comments on Plimpton Subdivision Proposal
March 15, 2011
To: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission, Greg Padick

The committee reviewed this proposed four-lot subdivision at their meeting on March 15, 2011.
The proposed open-space dedication is a 19.21 -acre conservation easement in the southwest corner of the
property on Lot 4,

COMMENTS

The proposed conservation easement (rather than Town-owned land) is acceptable for the
open-space dedication area since there does not appear to be present or future access to the area.
The ratio of wetlands vs. uplands in the proposed open-space area is not indicated. This ratio is
supposed to be consistent with the wetlands vs. uplands ratio in the development area, but it
appears that there are more wetlands in the open-space area than in the development area.

The committee recommends that the open-space area be extended up the slope on Lot 4
for these reasons:

¢ address the wetlands vs. uplands ratio issue
= protect more of the interior forest habitat
s provide a wooded buffer on this steep slope to protect the wetlands below.

A conservation easement boundary beginning at 50 feet from the development area envelope of
Lot 4 1s recommended.

QOther issues:

The yield plan does not show the required 200-foot frontage on either Wormwood Hill
Road or on the proposed new road for Lot 4. Does PZC plan to waive this requirement? The
yield-plan table indicates only 50 feet of frontage.

The proposed driveway for Lot 4 would be steep and be located in a deep cut in the
hillside. The committee has concerns about stormwater ronoff onto Wormwood Hill Road

" (which already has stormwater problems) and about how snow could be removed from the deep
cut,



TOWN OF MANSFIELD
CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Memo to: Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency and Planning and Zomng Commission

From: Mansfield Conservation Commission
Date: - Wednesday, March 30, 2011
Re: Plimpton Subdivision

At a meeting held on 3/16/11, the Mansfield Conservation Commission unanimously agreed on the
following comments:

“The Commission suggests (1) that the house on Lot 2 be moved farther from the wetland lying to the
northeast and (2) that the conservation easement on Lot 4 be enlarged by moving its eastern boundary
farther up the slope to increase protection of the large wetland below from logging and other activities.
The Commission observes (a) that the common driveway provision of the subdivision regulations is again
being used to enable development at less expense to the developer with no off-setting environmental gain
from clustering, (b) that some stone walls will apparently be disturbed by construction, and (c) that no
open space calculation has been provided. It hopes that disturbed stone walls will be rebuilt as required
and that the open space calculation, when done, will take account of previous lots carved out of the
Plimpton property.”

Commuissioner Lehmann visited the Plimpton site on the 03/15/11 IWA Field Trip; and made the
following comments:

IWA #1474 (Plimpton, Wormwood Hill & Gurleyville Roads). A 3-lot subdivision is proposed for 43

interior acres off Wormwood Hill and Gurleyville Roads.

A 32.9 acre back-lot (numbered 4) would be accessed by a long driveway ascending from Wormwood
Hill Road (between two existing houses) along the path of an old woods road. We did not walk to the
house site. This lot does not appear to raise wetland issues: house & septic system would be located at
considerable distance from, and about 80 vertical ft above, a large wetland, which would be protected by a
19-acre conservation easement.

The remaining two back lots (numbered 2 and 3 — 5.3 and 4.8 acres respectively) would be accessed by a
common driveway (running between three existing houses) off Gurleyville Road. The interior end of this
common driveway is close — around 60 ft — to a wetland that may be a vernal pool. (It did not have a
particularly vernal aspect when we saw it, being still partially ice-cavered.) The house proposed for Lot 2
is also about 60 ft from this wetland, A minimum distance to wetlands of 100 ft is recommended for
vernal pools; both the driveway and this house could be moved to honor this recommendation. There is
also a small area near Gurleyville Road and about 70 ft from the proposed driveway entrance that was
submerged when we visited -- probably runoff dammed by the next driveway to the east. Development
proposed for Lot 3 1s not as close to wetlands as the house on Lot 2.

 Logging on Lots 2 and 3 this past fall removed every tree of value from the area; only spindly specimens

remain. Apparently these lots will be marketed to people who prefer acres of lawn.
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Jessie L. Shea

From: Karen Gottmann [gottmann.karen@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 2:17 PM

To: PlanZoneDept

Cc: cliffigottmann@gmail.com .
Subject: Subdivision Concerns: PZC file 1298 / IWA W1 474

Attachments: Natural Buffer 580 Gurieyvl.JPG; Natural Buffer Slope 580 Gurleyvl.JPG; Slope Toward Housa
Foundation.JPG; Shed 580 Gurleyvl.JPG

I write to express three concerns regarding the property owned and to be developed by Scott
Plimpton: PZC file 1298 / IWA W1474.

My first concern, which may or may not be turn out to be an issue, is that of privacy: noise,
headlights, etc. that may be a nuisance due to construction equipment, and subsequent
automobile, traffic on the proposed driveway on Gurleyville Road.

My second concern is far more serious: water runoff from this proposed driveway onto our
property at 580 Gurleyville Road. Our lot slopes toward the house from east to west and, to a
lesser degree, south to north. A significant section of the proposed driveway appears to be
positioned where our back yard would be subject to increased water runoff and snow melt. OQur
leach fields run north-south in our back yard, directly downhill from the proposed drive. Our
septic tank fills rapidly, necessitating pumping every 18 months. I am concerned that unless the
drainage from the proposed driveway is directed away from our property we may have real
problems with our leach fields.

At this time of year, even under normal rain and snowfall conditions, our back yard is already
wet.

As the proposed driveway along our southern border drains toward our back yard, another
question [ raise is whether the increased runoff will undermine the strength of the surface
footings for our shed.

My third concern is disruption to an area of natural growing trees and underbrush, interspersed
with large boulders, which is right next to our house. As this naturally-occurring buffer lies
substantially higher than our foundation, I am concemned that development of the driveway as
proposed will break down or even eliminate this buffer, with the resulting runoff flowing directly
toward my foundation. '

Question: As there is a second driveway proposed on Wormwood Hill Road, could it serve as
access for all of these subdivision lots? Obviously, this approach would eliminate my water
runoff concerns.

Additionally, I would consider purchasing some of the unusable land from Scott Plimpton, if that
would help him in this process.

Respectfully,

Cliff Gottmann
Karen Kidder Gottimann

3/28/2011
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

| GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to: Planning and Zoning Commission G
From: Gregory Padick, Director of Planming \3 .

Date: 3/31/11
Re: Puddin Lane Subdivision, 2 new lots, PZC File #1299
General

The following comments are based on the applicant’s submissions (including a 3-page set of subdivision

plans dated 2/14/11, as prepared by Rob Hellstrom Land Surveying, LLC, and consideration of applicable
subdivision and zoning regulations.

The proposed subdivision application seeks approval to develop two new house lots off of Puddin Lane at
the corner of Sawmill Brook Lane. An existing house is located on Lot 3 which would retain .75 acres of
land. Proposed Lot 1 would be 1.1 acres in size and Lot 2 would be .78 acres in size.

The subject property is located in an R-20 zone and all three lots have the required 125 feet of frontage.
The three lots have depicted development and building area envelopes and no setback waivers have been
requested. The property is a mix of cleared and wooded area. Areas along Puddin Lane are level but
northerly areas of Lots 1 and 2 have slopes exceeding ten (10) percent. The property is not within a
designated flood hazard area and is not within the Willimantic Reservoir drainage basin. It is within a
Plan of Conservation and Development designated Stratified Drift Aquifer Area. There are no regulated
wetland areas within the subdivision or within 150 feet of proposed construction.

To date, no comments have been received from abutting property owners. It must be confirmed that
abutter notification requirements have been met.

Sanitary
» See 3/24/11 report from Eastern Highlands Health District. This report indicates that all State Health
Code requirements have been addressed.

» The existing and proposed houses will be served by on-site septic systems and the three lots are served

by the Windham Water Works public water supply system. The new lots have been approved for 3
bedroom homes.

Road/Drainage/Drivewavs

o See 3/30/11 report from the Assistant Town Engineer. No road, drainage or driveway issues have
been identified.

» A right-of-way dedication is required along Puddin Lane. This should be addressed in any approval
motion.

 The plans note that utilities. will be underground and a utility route is depicted as required by Section
6.5.h. As proposed, the utility connection for Lot 1 will pass through Lot 2 and an easement for this
purpose is depicted. Any approval should address the filing of this easement.

*» My review indicates that the proposed driveways comply with applicable subdivision criteria.

Environmental Impact/Erosion Control

¢ Sheet 3 of the plans includes an Erosion and Sediment Control narrative and the plans include silt
fencing downgradient of areas of construction. Anti-tracking pads are proposed for the new



driveways. The plans include provisions for daily inspection of controls until all disturbed areas are
stabilized. Note 12 of Sheet 3 needs to provide a current contact person.

The submittal includes a generic map note regarding solar onentatlon and the depicted houses on Lots
1 and 2 have acceptable orientation.
As per regulatory requirements, soil classification information is included on the plans.

No portion of the site is within a DEP-depicted area of potentially endangered, threatened or special
CONCErn Species.

Subdivision Design Criteria

As noted, the plans depict Development Area Envelopes (DAE) and Building Area Envelopes (BAE)
for the subject lots. The plans note that BAEs serve as setback lines.

As previously noted, no frontage or setback waivers are needed. The BAE for Lot 3 needs to be
clearly labeled.

The plans indicate that there are no significant vistas or views.

A number of significant trees have been identified on the lots. A number of these exist along Puddin
Lane. The current plan indicates that a 36 inch maple on Lot 2 is to be saved. Consideration should
be given to saving other identified trees. This issue should be reviewed with the applicant. It must be
determined that the provisions of Section 7.8 have been addressed.

The plans include the required lot area certification and meet the 20,000 square feet minimum DAE
requirements.

Open Space/Recreation

Section 13 provides criteria for judging the suitability of an open space dedication. The PZC must
make a final determination based on the criteria and standards of Section 13, particularly subsection
13.1.2. Any approval motion should require the deeds for open space dedications to be finalized
before maps are signed. In addition, any approval should require the perimeters of all open space
areas fo be delineated with the Town’s official medallions every 50 to 100 feet.

No open space dedication has been proposed. Based on the provisions of Section 13, fifteen (15)
percent of the site can be protected as open space. The only area that may be appropriate for

protection is along Puddin Lane where a conservation easement can be required. This issue should be
reviewed with the applicant.

QOther

Final plans must be signed and sealed by all responsible professionals as per Section 6.3.d.

Final plans need to be submitted in digital format, as per the requirements of Section 6.3.g.

Subject to resolution of identified subdivision issues, any approval motion should address the filing
requirements of Section 6.12.6.

On Sheet 1, the map note regarding distance from wetlands should be revised to specify “150” feet.

Summary

Within this report T have identified a couple of issues and/or recommended map revisions that should be
reviewed with the applicant and resolved to the PZC’s satisfaction. Issues to be reviewed include:

]

Confirmation that there are no additional significant trees within proposed envelopes that warrant
special protectlon -
Confirmation that open space dedication requirements have been appropriately met;

Incorporation of minor mapping revisions regarding the BAE on Lot 3, Erosion and Sediment Control
Note 12 on Sheet 3 and the wetland Note on Sheet 1. These map revisions can be addressed as
approval conditions.

Confirmation that abutter notification requirements have been met.



Memorandum: March 30, 2011
To: ‘Planning and Zoning Commission

From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Engineer

Re: Sterling Trust Company - Puddin Lane - 3 lot subdivision

plan reference: February 14, 2011

This application proposes subdivision of a parcel with frontage on both Puddin Lane
and Sawmill Brook Lane. An existing house occupies Lot 3 which has frontage on both
roads; two new lots are being created with frontage on Puddin Lane.

There are no wetlands within 150 feet of the property.
Municipal water is available in both fronting streets. This system belongs to the

Windham Waterworks.

Traffic

Traffic at this location is moderate and the amount of traffic from these three new
lots will be easily accommodated. Most cars were travelling at very moderate
speeds. The time of visibility I observed were:

Iot 1 - - 6.00 seconds
Lot 2 - 5.50 seconds
Lot 3 — 6.04 seconds

I consider these acceptable sight distances. The plans note the required 300 feet
of sight distance has been provided for each lot. The plans note the new driveways
for Lot 1 and 2 are to be gravel surface.

These lots are very flat and well drained in the front. At the very rear of lots 1
and 2 the land slopes up but is still well drained with no sign of any cencentrated
water flow from the hill behind.

Drainage

I see no drainage issues with this subdivision.

Sediment & Erosion Plan

5ilt fencing has been provided protecting construction areas proposed on
lots 1 and 2.

Tracking pads for containment of construction sediments have been provided on ILots
1 and 2. None is needed for the existing drive for Lot 3.

Street Dedication

The plans indicate the right of way for Sawmill Brook Lane is 50' thus no
dedication along this road is needed. The plan shows a front yard line set at 30
feet from the centerline of Puddin Lane for which a deed to the town is needed to
establish this as the Puddin Lane streetline.



Eastern Highlands Health District
N\ 4 South Eagleville Road » Mansfield CT 06268 » Tel: (860) 426-3325 « Fax: (860) 429-3321

PLAN APPROVAL MEMO

March 24, 2011

Rob Hellstrom

Rob Hellstrom Land Surveying, LLC
32 Main St

Hebron, CT 06248

Re: Subsurface Sewage Disposal System Plan for:
Address: 64 Puddin Lane Mansfield Center CT

Ptan Designed by: Rob Hellstrom

Plan Date: 2/14/2011, LLatest Revision Date: 3/9/2011

Dear Rob Hellstrom:

The above referenced plan has been reviewed for compliance with the Connecticut Public Health Code and
Technical Standards. The plan is approved with the following conditions:

Lots 1 & 2: The plan presented appears to demonstrate the site evaluated is suitable and can comply
pending final approval of a design plan by this office.

The lot remaining with the existing dwelling has been evaluated for compliance with Section 19-13-B100a of
the Public Health Code and found to satisfy requirements for reduction of potential repair area.

Please note that this plan approval is not an approval to construct the sewage disposal system.

If not already done, a completed application and fee for the Permit to Construct the Sewage Disposal System
must be submitted to the health district for review and approval. The permit will be approved when all above
noted conditions of approval have been met. .

if you have any questions, please call the health district office at 860-429-3325.

Singerely,

Teofirey W. Havens
Sanitarian Il

-~ Cc:Greg Padick, Mansfield Town Planner



17 Southwood Road
Storrs, CT 06268
March 30, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Audrey Beck Building

4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

Dear Commission Members,

Attached please find two hundred and fifty five supporting signatures to the March 16,
2011 letter concerning the request to change the density designation in the 2006
Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development to low density for the undeveloped
land in the Hunting Lodge Road area.

Please note that while there are many complete pages of signatures, there are also
numerous pages that bear only a few signatures, therefore, please keep turning all the

pages.

You received in your March 21, 2011 meeting packet a copy of the March 16, 2011 letter
with my original signature and also that of Gene Salorio.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

%‘w%ﬁmﬁ

Alison Hilding



March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield —Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from mediumy/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population. :

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water poliution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits.* The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recornmendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfirily stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new commurity wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents’ private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name Signature _ Address
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March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield ~Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents’ private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our healih,
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name ngna Address
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March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield —~Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

‘We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water poliution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents’ private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,

safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.
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March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield —Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents® private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,

safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name Signature Address
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March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield —~Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the preater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case, While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents’ private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,

safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name ignature Address
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March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield —Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollutien in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recomynendation for medium/high density in Hunting T.odge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continuaily and universally available to new
consiruction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents’ private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become corpromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name % Address
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March 16, 2011

Maasfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield —Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes ifs
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents” private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,

safety, and property. as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name Signature Address
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March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield ~Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting I.odge Road
neighborhood.

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aguifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recornmendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents’ private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,

safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name Signature Address
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March 16, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield —Audrey Beck Building
4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood.

- We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high
population.

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its
recommendation for medinm/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other
public water sources, none currently exist.

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals
which rermain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again
compromise the safety of residents’ private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood.

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater
neighborhood might become compromised.

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health,

safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life.

Print Name Signature Address
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Dennis R. Poitras
Attorney At Law
1733 Storrs Road
P.O. Box 534
Storrs, Connecticut 06268

Telephone (860) 487-0350
Fax (860) 487-0030 or (860) 429-4694

Email: drpoitras@yahoc.com

March 23, 2011

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
c¢/o Greg Paddick, Town Planner

Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

Re:  The Villages at Freedom Green — Phase IVC
Bonding

Dear Greg:

I am writing to request permission to stop collecting bond escrow funds for Phase 4C.
There is currently in excess of $200,000.00 in the bond account for Phase 4C.

There are thirteen units remaining to be declared in Phase IVC, The bonded items
remaining to be completed include paving, grading and landscaping. Enclosed herewith
is a statement of substantial completion from our engineer, Robert Amantea. Also
enclosed i$ an estimate from Boivin Construction of $70,400.00 for the remaining

paving. Finish grading, planting and landscaping is estimated by my client at under
$20,000.00.

;,Baslaee{ﬁﬁiﬁ&b;aimﬁ\

]
{ )
Denni }mtfés

Enc.



458 EAST MAIN STREET
MERIDEN, CT 06450 203-235-9809

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
LAND SURVEYORS

Feb. 28, 2011

Town of Mansfield
Planning Department

4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, Ct. 06268
Attn. Greg Paddock

Re: Freedom Green
Phase IV C

Dear Mr. Paddock,

Phase IVC

We have made an inspection of the completed road, water, storm and sanitary for this
section and find it to be in substantial conformance with the approved plans prepared by
this office. Work that remains to be completed, includes final grading/landscaping around
13 additional units and final coarse of pavement, clean drainage structures, walks and
driveways.

Respectfully submitted,
DE.SIGNﬁﬁ}}EEO"FN[EN'I‘_:_GROUP




PROPOSAL

- PO BOX 337
COLUMBIA, CT 06237

BOO-PAVE 145

boivin co Wtion, inc. TEL: 860-228-4030

FAX; 860-228-1808
State Registration No. 516255

Ectimate #5608
FrOrosal sUaMirien !D . PHONE FAX #IROMNE DATE -
:I::::NAFTER CALLED "BUYER"} BEN_'DO lN o 01!1 g/1 1
FREEDOM GREEN
CIRY. STAYE AND 2IP €ODE 103 LOCANION
MERIDEN, CT MANSFIELD, CT
AFTENTION FPEQEERTY OWHNED BY
JEAN BEALIDOIN
1. RESURFACING - Roadway aren of sppreee. 33,597 8q. Feet, work to include; keying of trenition, $50,400,00

adjustment of ttructures, eweeping, mamial application of tack coat, Leveling as needed, ingtallation of 1
142" of Bitumnineus Concrete Top in T course(s). REMOV AL OF SHIMS INCLUDED

DEVIATIONG I FOOTAGE BY UNIT FRICE IF ANY

ASPHALT ESCALLATION IF ANY AFPLIEY]

UNKNOWN COST OF ASPEALT BASED ON 2010 CLOSING COST PER TON

2.  NEW CONSTRUCTION - Driveway ares of epprox. 9,999 Hq. Feet, work to include:fine grading and | £20,000.00

rolling of exieting base, inatallation of 2' of Bituminous Concrete in 1 course(s}, 2' of Top. BASED ON
DOING AT LEAST TWO AT ONE TIME IF MORE CAN BE PAVED AT ONCE DISCCUNT WOULD
APPLY

ASPHALT EXCALLATION AFPLIES IF AFPLICABLE

‘TERMS: Net cash upon camplation gnd upon recsipl of final involca, no retalnage to be held. Subjoct to cradit epproval.

ESTIMATE EXPIRATION: This estimata la valld Tor 30 days.

COMPLETIDH DATE OF THIS CONTRACT WILL BE: 0521/

MOBILIZATIONS: Prica bassd dn 2 1 mobilizetion(s).

BALEB TAX: Pices Include the applicable Cannacticut sales 1% on malorials and other related taxabls tems to be yeed on this projact.

NOTICE: This iigreamant Io aublect to the Canneclicut Home Selicltalion Act: Yau tha buyer (owner), may oancel (iis frznaction st any Ume prior to midnight

of the third business day after the data of this fransaction. See the altached notlce of cancallation form for an explanation of thia right.

. Unlaoe a lurnp aum price {u to be pold for tho forsgolng work ond le cleatly ao ateted it 1s underatood and agresd that the guanlitisg rafarred to
&bova ars setimates anly and that payment ahell be mads ot the stated unit prices on the actual quantitive of work parformad by the Company as

determinad upon completion of the wark.

It the forgoing maets with your acceptanon, kindly elgn end return the attachad copy of our proposal. Upon ita racalpt it (6 underatood the
forogoing, Ingluding the terma and conditiane gst forth on the revarse side haroof, wili constitute the full end complste agresmant batwaon ug.
Thie propopal axplres thirty 130] dayo Iram tha date hareat, but moy be eccopted at any lster dats &t tho sole ogtion of the Company,

ACCEPTED: CONFIRMED; ....._,

The above pfices, specdficaligns ond conditions ore sofitipciary end ore hereby accepted. . b
/if W BOIVIN CON@TRU&‘IC NCO,, |
Buyer {Wv /"' G - A
Authorizeo A
!J:: / Signature 7‘_4\

Date ol Acceplance Title BM&F‘:J \)

ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF SALE AFPEAR ON REVERSE HEREOF

LI ] L i Al - o e b

CRIGINAL






TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Gregory Padick, Director of Planning g@
Date: Thursday, March 31, 2011

Re: 3/31/11 Draft Revisions to the Zoning Regulations

Please find attached 3/30/11 draft revisions to various sections of the Zoning Regulations. The draft
revisions include:

1. Incorporation of a new intent section and new Design Criteria for the Planned Business-3 zone
(Four Corners Area).

2. Incorporation of revised application and approval criteria designed to protect historic resources
and add new zoning permit, site plan and special permit approval criteria that would apply to
exterior construction in Plan of Conservation and Development designated historic village areas.

3. Incorporation of new reference revisions to existing Architectural and Design Standards and
specific revisions and additions to these standards.

4. TIncorporation of new setback provisions for outdoor recreational facilities.

5. Incorporation of revised site plan and special permit submission and approval criteria for lighting
improvements. ,

6. Incorporation of revised provisions for sidewalk, bikeway, trail and other pedestrian and bicycle
improvenients and construction details for recreational improvements.

7. Incorporation of revised notification provisions.

8. Incorporation of revised standards for refuse areas.

The draft revisions have been worked on the past months by the PZC Regulatory Review Committee.
They were refined at the 3/30/11 commuttee meeting and are considered ready for PZC consideration and
the scheduling of a public hearing. May 16" has been tentatively identified as an appropriate public
hearing date. Explanatory notes will be added before referrals are distributed. It also is noted that the
Committee is continuing to refined proposed revisions to the agricultural regulations. It is expected that
draft agricultural regulation revisions will be submitted to the Commission for review at the April 19"
meeting. If the Commission considers the 3/30/11 draft revisions ready for public hearing the following
motion should be considered:

MOVE _seconds, that a public hearing be scheduled for Mav 16™. 2011 to
hear comments on the attached 3/30/11 draft revisions to the Zoning Repulations., The draft
regulations shall be specifically referred to the Town Attorney, WINCOG Regional Planning
Commission, adjacent municipalities, Town Council, Zoning Board of Appeals, Conservation
Commission, Eastern Highlands Health District, Open Space Preservation Committee, Four
Corners Water and Sewer Advisory Committee and Design Review Panel.







March 30. 2011 Draft

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions
Re: Planned Business-3 Area (Four Comers)

(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 revisions.)

b2

In Article VII, Section N; revise the title of this section to insert “Four Corners” between “44” and
SSArea!,

N. Uses Permitted In The Planned Business 3 Zone (Route 195/Route 44 Four Corners Area)

Add a new Section N.1. to read as follows:

1.

Intent

The Planned Business-3 zone is situated in the “Four Comers” area of wan at or near the
intersection of State Routes 44 and 195. This historically important crossroads area has provided in

part commercial services to Mansfield residents and visitors for gver 200 years. Due in part to the

lack of public sewer and water services, many properties in this area have deteriorated over the past
few decades and a number of businesses have closed. Consistent with Mansfield’s Plan of

Conservation and Development. it is the Town’s objective to revitalize the Four Corners area and
Town officials are working to address existing infrastructure needs. '

Due to current infrastructure deficiencies, the current listing of permitted uses in the Planned
Business zone is limited. However. upon approval of commitments to provide public sewer and

water services to this area, it is the intent of the Planning and Zoning Commission to review and, as
appropriate, modify zone classifications and zone boundaries; the listing of permitted uses maximum
height and coverage requirements and all other associated land use regulations. In the interim. the

‘Commission has established in Article X, Section A. initial design criteria that will help establish a

design framework for the planned revitalization and growth of this area.

3. Renumber Article VII Section N.1. as N.2 and revised and reformat existing provisions to read as
follows:

2. General

The uses listed or referenced below in Section N.2 in separate categories and associated site
improvements are permitted in the Planned Business 3 zones provided:

a. Any special requirements associated with a particular use are met;
b. [provided] Applicable provisions of Article X, Section A are met; and

c. [provided] Special Permit approval is obtained in accordance with the provisions of Article
V, Section B for any of the activities delineated in Article VII, Section A.2.



Article VII, Sections A.3, A4 and A.5 also include or reference provisions authorizing the
Zoning Agent to approve changes in the use of existing structures or lots and authorizing the

PZC Chairman and Zoning Agent to approve minor modifications of existing or approved site
improvements.

4, Add a new Article X, Section A.11 to read as follows:

11. Special Provisions for the Planned Business-3 Zone (Four Corners Area-Route 195/44)

Four Corners Design Criteria

To facilitate the coordinated development or redevelopment of properties in the Four Corners area,
the following design criteria have been established. In addition to addressing the Architectural and

Design standards contained in Article X, Section R, all proposed development in the Four Corners

area shall comply with the following design criteria:

a.

Developments along Routes 44 and 195 and along North Hillside Road shall incorporate a
prominent pedestrian oriented and extensively landscaped streetscape. The streetscape area shall
include a walkway/bikeway, street trees and other landscape enhancements and. as deemed
appropriate by the Commission, pedestrian sitting areas, bicycle racks, bus stops and bus
shelters. The required streetscape area shall be a minimum width of fifty (50) feet (from edge of
street) unless specifically reduced by the Commission based on site charactenistics and the site
specific development plan. : &

To enhance vehicular and pedestrian safety, site layouts shall be designed with the primary goals

of minimizing curb cuts along public roadways and providing or facilitating interior connections
between adjacent properties.

Except where specifically waived by the Commission based on site characteristics and the site
specific development plan, new buildings and associated landscape areas shall be Iocated

immediately adjacent to streetscape areas to further enhance roadside aesthetics and a significant
pedestrian orientation.

Except where specifically waived by the Commission based on site characteristics and the site
specific development plan. parking, loading, waste disposal and storage areas shall be located to
the rear or side of buildings and screened from adjacent roadways and walkway/bikeways.

All parking areas shall be designed to provide clearly defined pedestrian pathways within the
parking area and to and from building entries. '

New buildings shall be designed to minimize mass by utilizing smaller visual components
through the use of projections. recesses, varied facade treatments, varied roof lines and pitches.
and where appropriate, variations in building materials and colors:

Site specific landscape and lighting plans shall be designed by qualified professionals and
implemented to reduce visual impact, minimize light spill (undesirable light that falls outside the
area of intended illumination) and promote compatibility with neighboring agricultural and
residential uses.

Developments consisting of more than one structure shall exhibit a high degree of coordination
in site planning, architectural design, site design and site detailing. All physical components
shall be designed to complement an overall plan.

Building materials are a significant factor in defining the appearance of a building and
coordinating development within an area. Traditional high quality building materials. such as
brick and wood siding. that reflect Mansfield’s architectural tradition shall be used in the Four
Corners area. Modern materials, such as fiber cement siding that have the same visual
characteristics as wood. may be used but the following materials are examples of materials that




are not considered acceptable in the Four Corners area: highly reflective metal or plastic siding

or pangls, brushed aluminum, bronzed glass, concrete siding, unfinished concrete block and
corrugated fiberglass,
J- National franchise uses shali utilize building designs and building materials that reflect

Mansfield’s architectural traditions in their form, detailing and matenal.

Explanatory Note:







March 30, 2011 Draft

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions
Re: Historic Preservation criteria/Historic Village Areas

(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 revisions.)

1) In Article V, Section A.3.d.15 incorporate the following revisions:

2)

3)

4)

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 including but not limited to old foundations, dama, sluiceways, mill races, rip-rapping, wells
and other utility features. walks, paths, hitching posts and former gardens, arbors or enclosed areas;
and the location, size and type of proposed trees and/or shrubs. Plants identified in the current State
Department of Environmental Protection Agency 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.]

In Article V, Section A.5.d incorporate the following revisions:

d. 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 supplies, cemeteries, historic structures and other features of historic
value[;].

For all properties within one of the ten (10) historic village areas identified in Article X, Section
J. the special histornic village area review criteria contained in Article X, Section J.2 also shall be
complied with;

In Article V, Section A.5.j add “or other historic features™ after “stonewalls” and replace “specimen”
with “significant”.

In Article VIII, Section A, (Schedule of Dimensional Requirements Chart), add a new footnote 21
for the minimum front, side and rear setback line columns. The new footnote 21 shall read as
follows:

21. The Planning and Zoning Commission shall have the right to reduce or increase front. side
and/or rear setback line requirements for properties within one of the ten (10) historic village

areas identified in Article X, Section J. Setback reductions or increases shall only be approved
or required where the reduction or increase in setback is considered necessary to address the
special historic village area review criteria contained in Article X, Section J.2.




5) In Article X, delete existing Section J (Special Provisions for multi-family housing without sewers)
in its entirety and replace it with a new Article X, Section J to read as follows:

J. Special Provisions for Plan of Conservation and Development designated Historic Village Areas

1.

2.

Intent

.Mansfield’s Plan of Conseryation and Development emphasxzes the importance of preserving

historic structures, historic nelgl_lborhoods and other historic and/or archaeological resources.
Although seventeen (17) separate historic village areas are identified in Mansfield’s Master
Plan. ten (10) of these areas have retained common characteristics that warrant special
protective measures. To help preserve and enhance the character of these remaining village

areas. the following special provisions have been adopted. These provisions shall apply to
the following historic village areas as specifically identified on Map 5 of Mansfield’s Plan of
Conservation and Development: Eagleville, Gurleyville, Hanks Hill, Mansfield Center,

Mansfield Depot, Mansfield Four Corners, Mansfield Hollow. Mount Hope. Spring Hill and
Wormwood Hill,

Special Historic Village Area Review Criteria
All exterior construction within the ten (10) historie village areas noted above in Section 1,
including but not limited to new primary or accessory siructures, building additions,

swimming pools, signs and site work or site improvements, that require site plan or special

permit approval pursuant to Article V, Sections A or B of these repgulations and/or Zoning

Permit approval pursﬂant to Article X1, Section C of thege regulations shall comply with the
following provisions:

a. New buildings and site improvements shall be designed to fit the individual
characteristics of their particular site and village neighborhood. Careful consideration
shall be given to promoting compatibility in architectural form, massing, detail and
materials. Compatible designs do not require uniformity in bujlding styles.

b. All structural elements shall be in scale with and proportionate to adjacent buildings and
other visual structures.

¢. Overall spacing between roadside structures within the village area shall be maintained.

d. Setbacks from roadways and property lines shall be consistent with neighboring
structures within the village areas. _

e. The height of new building shall be consistent with neighboring structures within the
village area. One and one-half to two and one-half story structures are typical in
Mansfield’s historic village areas. Through the use of variations in building height, roof
line and grade definition, the perceived high of buildings can be influenced.

f  Building and site improvements shall be designed to avoid impacts on significant trees,
stone walls, scenic views and vistas and other features that contribute to a historic village
area.

g. Traditional building materials, such as wood siding and brick that reflect Mansfield’s
architectural tradition shall be used. Modern materials, such as fiber cement siding, that
have the same visual characteristics ag wood are considered acceptable.

N2



6) In Article X, Section R.2.b. add the following to the end of the existing section:

{ see Article X, Section J. 2 for snecial historic village area review critenia)

7) In Article X1, Section C.1 (Zoning Permit Applicability) add a new section C.1.7. to read as follows:

7. The erection, placement or enlargement of any structure, sign. fence, wall or similar site
improvement for properties within one of the ten (10) historic village areas identified in Article
X, Section J.

8) In Article XI, Section C.3 (Approval Considerations for Zoning Permits) add a new Section C.3.j. to
read as follows:

j. Forall properties within one of Mansfield’s desipnated “Historic Districts” and/or one of the ten

(10) hastoric villape areas identified in Article X, Section ], no zoning permit shall be issued
until:

1. - Any required “Certificate of Appropriateness” has been granted by Mangfield’s Historic
District Commission;
2. The Planning and Zoning Commission has reviewed the proposed development and

determined compliance with the special historic villape area review criteria contained in
Article X, Section J.2, i







March 30. 2011 Drafi

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions
Re; Architectural and Design Standards

(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 revisions.)

1. Revise Article V, Section A.1 to incorporate the following revision:

As required in other sections of these Zoning Regulations, the approval of a site plan [application] may
be necessary for new construction, including expansion; site modifications; new uses and changes in
use. The following site plan requirements are designed to ensure the appropriate and orderly use and
development of land within Mansfield's assorted Zoning Districts; to minimize any detrimental effects
on neighborhood character, the natural environment and property values; and to protect and promote
Mansfield's health, welfare and safety.

For all projects involving new construction, the Architectural and Desizn Standards contained in Article
X. Section R shall be utilized as determinants to organize a site layout and to develop the composition
and character of new buildings and site improvements. The use of these standards will facilitate
Mansfield’s application review and approval processes.

2. Revise Article V, Section B.1 to incorporate the following revision:

It is recognized that there are certain uses that would only be appropriate in Town if controlled as to
areq, location, or relation to the neighborhood so as to promote the public health, safety and general
welfare. As provided for elsewhere in these regulations, such uses shall be treated as special permit uses
and provided procedures, standards and conditions set forth or referenced herein are complied with,
these uses may be permitted in their respective zoning districts. All such uses are considered to have

special characteristics and accordingly each application must be carefully reviewed on a case-by-case
basis.

For all projects involving new construction. the Architectural and Design Standards contained in Article
X, Section R shall be utilized as determinants to organize a site layout and to develop the composition
and character of new buildings and site improvements. The use of these standards will facilitate
Mansfield’s application review and approval processes,

3. Revise Article X, Section R (Architectural and Destgn Standards) to incorporate the following revisions:

A. Revise Section 2.. to read as follows:

f. Vehicular and pedestrian safety and accessibility shall be addressed in a comprehensive and
intermodal manner. Design site entrances and, where appropriate, building entrances, to be
clearly-visible and identifiable from public accessways or any other primary vantage points.
[Vehicular and pedestrian safety issues need to be addressed.] Provide safe and atiractive
walkway/bikeways and. where appropriate, public transit amenities and interconnected




development that promotes wallking and cycling to. and within. the area and enhanced public
transit opportunity.

B. Revise Section 3.g. to read as follows:

g. [Consider n|Natural materials, or modern materials with the same visnal characteristics, in their
traditional applications (e.g., wood, stone, brick, glass, metal, etc.) shonid be used as primary
building materials. [Limit t]The number of different materials on the exterior building elevation
should be limited and attention shall be given to detail at corners, trim. openings and wherever
there are abutting materials. Long term maintenance shall be an important consideration in the
selection of building materials.

C. Add a new Section 3.h. to read as follows:

h. National franchise uses shall utilize building designs and building materials that reflect
Mansfield’s architectural traditions in their form. materials and details.

D. Add anew Section 3.i. to read as follows:

1. Secondary rear or side building facades that are visible from public spaces or adjacent properties
shall be designed to complement the architectural treatment of primary facades.

E. Add a new Section 3.j. to read as follows:

j-  The design of signage, lighting fixtures, accessory structures, fences, storage enclosures. bicycle

racks, benches, trash baskets and other site improvements shall be coordinated with primary
buildings in formn, materials and details.

F. Add a new Section 3.k to read as follows:

k. - Buildings shall be sited and designed to promote energy conservation. Consideration should be
given to solar orientation. insulation, lichting. plumbine, landscaping and other energy efficient
design elements. ’

G. Revise Section 4.c. to read as follows:

c. Utilize landscape buffers, berms, fencing, etc to screen parking areas and waste storage areas
from adjacent streets, walkways, bikeways, other pubic spaces, and, as appropriate, neighboring
properties. '

Explanatory Note:




March 30. 2011 Draft

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions
Re: Setbacks for Outdoor Recreational Facilities

(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 revisions.)

A. In Article VIII, Section A, revise the heading of the Schedule of Dimensional Requirements Chart to
read as follows:

Unless specific exceptions are noted in other sections of these regulations, (particularly Article VIII,
Section B, Article VII and Article X), this schedule of dimensional requirements shall apply to all lots,
buildings, structures and site improvements, including parking, loading, outdoor recreational facilities

such as tennis, volleyball or basketball courts that are distinct from driveway /parking areas or lawns,
and outside storage areas. See other side of this page for notes inciudgd in this Schedule.

B. In Article VIII, revise Section A to read as follows:

Unless specific exceptions are noted in other sections of these regulations, all lots, buildings, structures
and site improvements, including parking, loading outdoor recreational facilities such as tennis,
volleyball or basketball courts that are distinct from driveway /parking areas or lawns, and outside
storage areas erected or altered after the enactment of these Zoning Regulations, shall conform to the
dimensional requirements for the subject zone in which the building, lot, structure or improvement is
located as specified in the Schedule of Dimensional Requirements which is included in these
Regulations.

Explanatory Note:







March 30, 2011 Draft

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions
Re: Lighting Requirements

(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 revisions.)

A. In Section A.3.d.17 incorporate the following revisions:

Existing and proposed outdoor illumination, including method and intensity of proposed lighting and
manufacturer’s installation charts. Comprehensive lighting plans with foot candle details can be
required as determined by the Comnission.

B. In Section A.5.g. incorporate the following revisions:

The proposal has adequately considered all potential nuisances such as noise and outdoor lighting,
Except where specifically authorized by these Regulations, all lighting shall be the minimum necessary
to address safety and security needs taking into account manufacturer’s installation charts and spacing
recommendations for the proposed lighting. All lighting fixtures shall be designed to prevent
undesirable illumination or glare above the site or beyond the site’s property lines. All lighting fixtures
shall be shielded and aimed downward unless it can be demonstrated that alternative designs will not
result 1n spill light (undesirable light that falls outside the area of intended illumination).
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March 30, 2011 Draft

Proposed Zoning Repulation Revisions
Re: Recreational and Pedestrian Improvements

(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 revisions.)

A. In Article V, Section A.3.d.13, replace “pedestrian ways” with “sidewalks, bikeways, paths and trails”.

B. In Article V, Section A.3.d.18 incorporate the following revisions:

Location of existing and proposed recreational facilities including appropriate construction details for

trails, ball fields, playpgrounds. swimming pools, tennis, volleyball or basketball courts or other
recreational improvements.

. In Article V, Section A.5.e. incorporate the following revisions:

Vehicular and pedestrian access to the property and egress from the property and internal vehicular and
pedestrian traffic patterns are safe and suitable and have been designed to maximize safety and avoid
hazards and congestion. Adequate provisions have been made to address accessibility problems of
handicapped individuals. All curb cuts shall have adequate sightlines and adjacent streets shall have
adequate capacity to safely accommodate the traffic flows associated with the proposed use(s). As
deemed necessary, offsite road and drainage improvements may be required by the Commission;

Sidewalks, bikeways, trails and/or other improvements designed to encourage and enhance safe
pedestrian and bicycle use shall be required. unless specifically waived by a three-quarter (3/4) vote of
the entire Commission (7 votes), for all sites within or proximate to Plan of Conservation and
Development designated “Planned Development Areas; proximate to schools, playgrounds, parks and
other public facilities; or proximate to existing or planned walkway, bicycle or trail routes. In evaluating
any waiver request. the Cominission shall consider the size and the location of the proposed
development, its relationship to existing or planning development, school sites, playeround areas and

other public areas and the location and nature of existing or planned sidewalk, bikeway or trail
improvements,

Explanatory Note:







March 30, 2011 Draft

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions
Re: a. Notification Requirements, b, Refuse Areas, ¢. Other

(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 revisions.) '
A. Notification Requirements

1. In Article V, Section A.3.c. delete “return receipt” in line 6;

2. In Article V, Section B.3.c. insert “and” between “owners™ and “a listing” in Hine 9 and delete “and
return receipts from certified mailings” in lines 9 and 10.

B. Refuse Areas:

1. In Article V, Section A.3.d.14. incorporate the following revisions:

Existing and proposed off-street parking and loading areas, fire access lanes, outside storage and
refuse areas, and underground and aboveground fuel and chemical storage tanks. All required
parking spaces, loading areas, fire lanes, etc. shall be clearly delineated with pavement markings or

other suitable measures. All refuse areas shall be adequately sized for both refiise and materials to
be recycled and shall be screened to minimize visual impact,

C. Other:

1. In Article V, Sections A.2 and A.3 replace “Town Planner” with “Director of Planning”

Explanatory Note:







TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY I PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to: Town Council

From: Gregory Padick, Director of Planning - &Q
Date: March 31, 2011

Re: March 2011 Draft UConn Water Supply Plan

This memo updates my 3/23/11 memo. The Town has submitted a written request to the University of
Connecticut to extend the deadline for Town comments until April 26", This requested extension which
is expected to be approved, will allow additional time for the Planning and Zoning Commission,
Conservation Commission, Town Council and staff to review the draft and formulate consolidated
comments. 1expect formal approval of the extension request prior to Monday’s meeting.

Assuming UConn approval, the Commission should be expected to act on this issue at its April 19™

meeting. Discussion should begin on Monday and my staff report will be provided in the April 19"
agenda packet.



TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to: Town Councii
Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Conservation Comumission

Fromu: Gregory Padick, Director of Planning Y ?\J
Date: March 23, 2011 >
Re: March 2011 Draft UConn Water Supply Plan

Please find attached the Table of Contents, Lists of Tables and selected pages from a March 2011 Draft
UConn Water Supply Plan as prepared by Milone and MacBroom Inc. This draft plan would replace
UConn’s existing Water Supply Plan. I also have attached selected pages from associated “Water
Conservation™ and “Wellfield Management Plans”. Complete copies of all three draft plans are available

at: http://www.facilities.nconn.edu/wir-swr.html Copies also are available at the Library and Town
Clerk’s Office.

The subject plans provide important information about UConn’s existing water facilities, supply issues,
existing and anticipated demands and recommended system improvemnents. The draft plans will be
submitted to the State Department of Public Health in May 2011. Prior to this submission, University
Officials will consider potential revisions based on public comments subnutted on the draft plan. The
deadline for submitting public comments is Aprnl 18, 2011.

Consistent with past Town practices, an affort will be made to forward consolidated Town comments
prior to the April 18" public comments period deadline. Mansfield staff members are in the process of
reviewing the March 2011 draft plans and 1t is ant101pated that staff comments will be available prior to
the Planning and Zoning Commission’s April 4" meeting. Subsequently, Planning and Zoning
Comimissions comments and any comments then available fmm the Conservation Commission will be
forwarded to the Town Council prior to the Council’s April 11" meeting. It is noted that the Conservation
Commission does not have a regularly scheduled meeting until April 20" and it may be appropriate for
the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Town Council to authonize the PZC Chairman and Mayor
to incorporate supplemental comments provided by the Conservation Commission.

It is wnderstood that all comments received on the draft plan will be included in the submiital to the State
Department of Public Health. University representatives also plan to include a description of any changes
made to the plans in response to received comments.- Comments on the draft plans should be sent in
writing to Mr. Jason Coite, Environmental Compliance Analyst, UConn Office of Environmental Policy,
31 LeDoyt Road, Unit 2088, Storrs, CT 06269.

Please contact me at (860) 429-3329 or padickgi@mamsﬁeldct.org if you have any questions regarding
the water supply plan review process.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The University of Connecticut currently provides potable water to the area of Storrs,
Connecticut and pm’tioné‘é’f the surrounding Town of Mansfield. This water supply plan
is an update of the Universily of Connecticut ("University") Water Supply Plan dated
November 2004, revised JTanuary 2000, and approved by the Connecticut Department of
Public Health (DPH) on May 23, 2006. The subject water supply plan addresses both the
Main Campus water system (public water system #CT0780021) and the Depot Campus
waler system (public water system #CT0780011) that are identified separately by the

DPH'. Figure 1-1 depicts the area served by the University of Connecticut.

Certain regu]a-ted water utilities in Connecticut must complete water supply blans in
accordance with Section 25-32d of the Connecticut General Statutes, Section 25-32d of
the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, and the updated Water Supply Plan
regulations” addptﬁ:d in the year 2005. The Water Supply Plan regulations and the
Supportihg statutes recognize that planning is a critical management aciivity of all water
uti_[‘ities. The principal goals of water system planning as delined by the DPH are to: (1)
ensure an adequate quantity of pure drinking water, now and in the future; (2) ensure

orderly growth of the system; and (3) make efficient use of available fcsources.

Although the University is not considered a "water company" as set forth in Connecticut
Genefal Statute (CGS) Section 25-32a, the University views the Water Supply Plan as an
integral device in planning for a safe and adequate water supply system through the |
foreseeable future. Thus, this plan addresses (when possible) the requirements of CGS
Section 25-32d and the University will distribute the plan to reviewing agencies and

interested parties for review and comment.
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The University is fortunate to have access to high guality drinking water throughi its
Fenton River and Willimantic River wellfields. These resources have served the
University for decades and will continue to serve the University for years to come. The
supply and disiribution system also includes a water treatment facility at each wellfield,
three booster pumping stations, six water storage tanks, and 23 miles of water

transmission and distribution mains.

Currently, the University withdraws water from eight production wells, with four
production wells located at each wellfield. Seven of the eight wells are gravel packed
wells, and all eight wells are constructed as high-capacity wells in stratified drift. Recent \
environmenial studies, namely the "Fenton Ri{fer Study" of 2006” and the "Wii]i_mantic
River Study" of 2010%, have demonstrated that operating the wells results in diminution of
river flows. Under certain low river flow conditions, extended pumping may result in
adverse environmental impacts. As such, both wellfields have been recently operated in
accordance with individual management plans that are hereby consolidated in the

Wellfield Management Plan developed in association with this Plan.

The University also has a considerable amount of water storage capacity with over eight
million gallons (MG) available. This storage volume, in combination with the
University's booster pump capacity and well production capacity, enables the University
to accommodate all of its systemn demands, including peak day demands. The University
could turn off its wellfields and be able to meet average day demand from storage alone

for several days.

Average daily demand was 1.29 million gallons per day (imgd) in 2010. The construction
and development of the "UConn 2000" and "21* Century UConn" initiatives have not
adversely stressed the University's water system. In fact, the University is using less
water today than it did bacl in the 1980s and early-to-mid 1990s. This is due to water

conservation efforts and capital improvement programs aimed at reducing water leakage
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and overall consumption. The University confinues to be committed to conserving water

and installing water efficient devices in new construction.

This Water Supply Plan evaluates various components of the University's water system
for the 5-, 20-, and 50-year plannihg periods. The five-year planning period is projected
from the year of the plan preparation (2010). The 20- and 50-year planning periods are
projected from the maost recent decennial census (2010). Accordingly, these planning'

periods correspond to the years 2015, 2030 and 2060.

This Plan assesses the ability of the University to meet the intended goals of the Stafutes
and Regulations of the DPH, and outlines capital improvements and operations necessary -
to meet those goals in the future. The information contained in this Plan was obtained
from a variety of sources, including a review of University files and written and verbal
information obtained from University staff. Additional information was obtained from a
review of reports and records relative to the water supply system that were formulated
since the previous Plan. Where appropriate, portions of these documents have been

incorporated.

Budgetary estimates are referenced in this document. These are preliminary estimates
and are intended to be vused for planning purposes only. Opinions of prebable capital and
operational costs are based on best estimates. Actval costs may substantially vary from

the costs reported in this pleinning document.

Special thanks is given to the following individuals from the University, the Town of
Mansfield, and The Connecticut Water Company for their time, effort, and input

throughout the preparation of this plan:

0O Mr. Thomas Callahan, Vice President, University of Connecticut
0O Mr. Eugene Roberts, Facilities Operators Director, University of Connecticut

O Mr. Michael Pacholski, University of Connecticut {retired)
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Mr. Rich Miller, University of Connecticut Office of Environmental Policy

Mr. Tim Tussing, Facilities Manager, Water & Sewer, University of Connecticut
Mr. Jason Coite, University of Connecticut Office of Environmental Policy

Mr. Pete Puhlick, Utility Maintenance Engineer, University of Connecticut

Mr. Stanley Nolan, Energy Engineer, University of Connecticut

M. Lon Hultgren, Town of Mansfield Department of Public Works

Mr. Greg Padick, Town of Mansfield Planning Department

Mr. Pete Pezanko, Contract Operator, Connecticut Water Company

o 0 o o o g o g o

Mr. Robert Wittenzellner, Contract Operator, Connecticut Water Company
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TABLE 2-4

Recent Water Supply System Upgrades and Initiatives

Diséription:

Cod

Production meter cleaning and calibratjon’

$5.605

Repair Depot water freatment meler and replace flow chari recorder

52,965

Troubleshoot Fenton well nacing

32,090

Insiall High Head level with chart recorder

14,650

Repair Willimantic transmission line

3677,000

Complete distribution mapping -

5600

Replace pumps on Willimantic Wells 1 & 3

146,975

Install Willimantic pumyp conirols / protection — Wells 1 &3

$1.520

Replace Fenton production mefers

314,720

Flow test Fenton booster pumps

3620

Repair Fenton chemical flow meler/pacing

515,250

Install temporary pump/motor Willimantic Well 3

18,0635

Replace pump on Willimantic Well 4

378,205

Install Willimaniic pump controls/protection — Well 4

52,265

Re-drill Well 3 — Screen collapse

§48,100

Install Bone Mill Road tank tevel coniral

518,580

Horsebarn Hill leak detection

51,520

Install Willimantic wellfield radic controls

530,075

Replace Fenton causiic sforape

590,500

Inteprate Fenton conirols

$1,520

Repair Depot clay valve and replace control

$2,840

Repair Fenlon Well D

$85.500 -

Insiall Towers tank controls

$18,300

Repair 550 ppm Clearwater tank booster

$62.230

Replace six-inch pipe 1o Cesitral Utility Plant

$110,000

Four-year sub-metering program

$2,400,000

Fenton/Willimantic River USGS streamilow pages

$22,000

South Campus express line modifications

£360,000

New 16" water main — Towers to Glenbrook and North Eagleville Road

$2,300,000

Replacement of two smaller Towers tanks with new 1 MG tank

$2,500,000

New Well Water Treatment Facility — Willimantic River Wellfield

$3,500,000

pital Upgrade

5

Fenton River Instream Flow study

564,000

Fenton River inveriebrate study

$87.000

Water Supply Master Planning

5115000

Water Congervalion Study

$78,000

Willimantic River Level A Study

39,700

Water System Hydranlic Study

545,000

Reclaimed Water Feasibility Study

$25.000

Willimantic River Instream Flow Study

$173,000

NEWUS Operation and Management (2006-2009)

$667.000

Streamflow pauge operation (by USGS, per year)

330000

$300,000

_Compliance and Bustainability

TNow .f).crfo;'mcd. annua]lyunder NEWUS contract.

UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT
WATER SUPPLY PLAN

MAY 2011

_45....

@&@ MILONE & MACBROOM®



6.2.5

Professional Office Zone 1 (PO-1, associated with a few properties in Storrs), Planned
Buéiness Zone 2 (PB-2, associated with a few additional properties in Storrs), and
Planned Business Zpne 4 (PB-4, located along King Hill Road/North Eagleviile Road)
are currently in the water service area, as are the 1 zone (the Main and Depot Campuses)
and the RD/LI zone (North Campus). Of the residential zones, sections of the DMR, R-

90, and RAR-90 zones overlap with the water system.

Future service areas described below in Section 6.2.6 are tocated in the PO-1 and PB-2
zones (Storrs Center): PB-4 zone (King Hill Road/North Eagleville Road), RDV/LI zone
(North Campus), and I (Depot Campus). All future cormitted developments to be

served by the University's water system are believed to be appropriate for their zoning.

General Discussion of Potential Future Service Areas

The Town of Mansfield Water Sﬁpply Plan (Milone & MacBroom, Inc., 2002)
summarized projected new water demands in the Town of Mansfield, including
developable land as well as small public water systems that were considered candidates
for an expanded University or municipal water supply. The discussion was broken into
two categories: "Existing and/or Committed UConn Water Service" and "Not Served by

UCorn Water Systern."

The category "Existing and/or Committed UConn Water Service" in the Mansfield plan
included the North Campus area, Storrs Center project area, additional new University
housing, Holinko Apartments, the North Eagleville Road/King Hill Road planned
business area, and the Depot Campus. All of these areas were denoted as Planned
Development Areas in the previous Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development,

and some of them remain as such in the current Plan of Conservation and Development.

Much of the new University housing has been completed since 2002 (such as Hilltop

Apartments, Charter Oak Apartments, and Charter Oak Suites), although the portion of
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the new University housing that was predicted to be located at or west of Northwood
Apartments is no longer proposed. The Storrs Center project, North Campus
Development, and Depot Campus development are all pending with different timetables.
Finally, current p]ahs are not in place' for vedevelopment of the North Eagleville
Road/King Hill Road planned business area, although redevelopment could occur at any

time.

The category "Not Served by UConn Water System” included the following arcas of
interest: portions of Méadowood Road, Mansfield Four Comers inclusive of Rosal
Apartiments, Carriage House Apartments, Club House Apartments, Hunting Lodge
Apartments, Jensen's Rolling Hills Maobile Home Park, and undeveloped parcels off
Hunting Lodge Road, Separatist Road, and South Eagleville Road. All of these listed
areas are relatively proximal to the University water system. To date, none of the areas
listed above have been connected to the University water system. Some of the areas
remain undeveloped; some continue to use community water systems; and some continue

to rely on individual private wells.

Based on their inclusion in the Town of Mansfield Water Supply Plan, the above
categories of fufure potential water demand were discussed in the University's Water and
Wastewater Master Plan in 2007. The master plan included an additional category of
future potential water demand based on a review of the Mansfield Plan of Conservation
and Dcveiopmen{. This review took an aggressive point of view relative to future water

demands but did not attach timetables or likelihoods to the listed water demands:

O Orchard Acres Apartments off Separatist Road — Existing apartment complex with
community water system;

O Parcels southwest of Knollwood Acres Apartments — Proposed medium- to high-
density age-restricted residential use;

0O A parcel nerth of Route 44 and west of Cedar Swamp Road ~ Proposed medium- to

high-density age-restricted residential use;
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0O Parcels north of Jensen's Mobile Home Park adjacent to the Four Corners planned
business area — Proposed medium- to high-density age-restricted residential use or
medium- to high-density residential use;

0 Parcels southwest of Hunting Lodge Apartments at Birch Road and Hunting Lodge
Road — Proposed medium- to high-density residential use; and

O Parcel southeast of Hunting Lodge Apartments on Hunting Lodge Road — Proposed

mediuin- to high-density residential use.

Projected water demands for these parcels were primarily based on discussions with the
Town of Mansfield Planning Department to determine the potential number of units
except for the following parcels, where alternate estimation methods were used: for the
Orchard Acres apartment complex, population was reported in the DPH sanitary survey
report; and for the small parcel located southwest of Hunting Lodge Apartments, zoning

wag used to estimate a nominal build-out of two housing units.

During the development of the master plan, the Town of Mansfield also indicated that
adjustments need to be considered for existing housing complexes that may increase
density if water and sewer became available. The following complexes in particular were
cited as potential candidates for additional water demands equal to 50% of the current
estimated demands: Orchard Acres, Club House, Hunting Lodge and Carriage Hose

Apartments.

In total, the following future potential water demands were estimated in the Water and

‘Wastewaier Master Plan:

O Committed Service — 357,700 gpd
O Areas Identified in the Mansfield Water Supply Plan — 170,600 gpd
O Additional Areas — 118,900 gpd
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Including all of the above demands and irrespective of timelines or actual likelihoods of
development, the total future potential additional water demand for the University water

system would be 647,200 gpd.

6.2.6 Committed Future Service Areas

Subsequent to the completion of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan, the University
has revisited its commitments for water service and currently has a firm understanding of
future water demands that (1) are likely to occur and (2) will be served {rom the exisling
walter system. These are known as "committed water demands” and are summarized in

Table 6-3.

TABLE 6-3
Committed Water Demand Estimates

Description Cummittizd Demand
Eslimate
North Campus Development 89,600 gpd
Storrs Cenler 169,300 ppd
Naorth Eagleviile Road/King Hill Road PBA 3,000 gpd
Depot Campus (New Development) 93,800 gpd
Total . 357,700 gpd

A description of the estimate for each is provided below.

North Campus - This area has been the focus of several studies and planning efforts. An
Environmental Impact Evaluation (ETE) was first completed in 1994. The Qutlying
Parcels Master Plan (2000) and North Campus Master Plan EIE (2001) first provided
detailed estimates of water demands on the order of 90,000 gpd exclusive of the
restdential components of the project {which have been constructed as the Charter Oak
Apartments). The figure was based on an estimate of 0.1 gpd per square foot of research,
office, or retail. This multiplier is provided in the DPH design guidelines for estimating

wastewater flows from non-residential buildings.
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The current Draft Environmental Impact Statement (2007) has not directly revised water
demands, although the total square footage has been modified very slightly from 900,000
square feet to 96,000 square feet. Applying the same 0.1 gpd/square foot multiplier, the
current estimate for water demand is 89,600 gpd. Table 6-4 provides a breakdown of the

parcels and their respective square footage and water demand.

- TABLE 64
North Campus Water Demand Eslimates
S s _— Average Day Water
Parcel Building Square Footage Demand Estimate
B 281,000 . 28,100 ppd
C 173,000 17,300 ppd
D 127,000 12,700 ppd
E 190,000 19,000 ppd
G 90,000 9.000 ppd
H Charter Oaks Apartments No new waler demand
i 35,000 3.500 gpd
Totul 59,600 gpd

The University rcéognizes that applying a multiplicr of 0.1 gpd/square foot is not the
mast ideal means of estimating water demands, as an analysis of actual building usage is
typicélly preferred. However, until such time that plans are in place for any one of the
North Campus parcels, the estimate of 89,600 gpd is a reasonable figure to use for

planning purposes.

Storrs Center — The Storrs Center project has been in planning and development since
2001, and is currently expecied to include approximately 200,000 square feet of
retail/restaurant use and 700 residential units. Of the 700 units, 290 are anticipated to
congist of upscale apartment homes with a mixture of studio, one-bedroomn, two-bedroom
and three-bedroom units. Scheduled to be completed in 2012 and 2013, respectively, the
first two phases will include both commercial and residential components. Phase TA will
include 125 residential rental units and 30,000 square feet of retail/ restaurant spabe,
while Phase IB will include 150 residential rental units and 40,000 square feet of

retail/restaurant space.
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Water demand estimates for the Storrs Center project were previously estimated in the
Manshield Water Supply Plan (2002) and the University's Water and Wastewater Master
Plan (2007), with the most recent estimate at 169,300.gpd.

Businesses at 1254 Storrs Road, 13 Dog Lane, 10 Dog Lane (sometimes known as Phil's
building), and 4 Dog Lane will be affected by the construction of Storrs Center, as are the
University of Connecticut Design Center, Print Shop, and former Publications building,.
The University has been relocating its facilities throughout campus. The businésses will
be relocated to the project site. Specifically, Select Physical Therapy (13 Dog Lane),
Tailoring by Tima (10 Dog Lane), Storrs Automotive {4 Dog Lane) and the businesses at
1254 Storrs Road (Wings, Travelplanners, Campus Cuts, Body Language, and Skoras

barber shop) are current businesses that will be relocated to the new development.

The leasing process for Phase 1A began in 2009, Twelve tenants have signed letters of
mtent, including some existing businesses. These are Vanilla Bean Cafe, Cosimos,
Insomnia Cookies, Moe's Southwest Grill, Storrs Automotive (to be relocated from 4
Dog Lane), and the following to be relocated from 1254 Storrs Road: Wings,
Travelplanners, Campus Cuts, Body Language, Tailoring by Tima, Skoras and Select

Physical Therapy. Negotiations are underway with other potential tenants.

This Storrs Center area is currently served by the University's water system. Phil'sisa
metered water customer with a demand of approximately 60 gpd to 100 gpd, whereas
Storrs Automotive and the plaza at 1254 Storrs Road are non-metered water customers
that are included in the 15% non-metered category discussed in Section 5.0. Phil's, Storzs
Automotive, and the tenanis of 1254 Storrs Road together vtilize a nominal quantity of

water that is included in the overall estimale for Storrs Center.

North Eagleville Road/King Hill Road — This area already contains some commercial

eslablishments and is zoned for additional development. The area is already served by
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the University water system already, and therefore has continued access to the water
systerﬁ. Additional demand would be only a few thousand gallons per day. A figure of
5,000 gpd has been utilized in previous planning documents such as the Town of
Mansfield Water Supply Plan and the University's Water and Wastewater Master Plan,

and is carried forward to this plan.

Depot Campus (New Development) - Additional development of this area was addressed

in the Outlying Parcel Master Plan. A mixture of housing, offices, and classrooms has
been proposed. Water demands were estimated in the Mansfield Water Supply Plan on a
parcel-by-parcel basis, utilizing the previously-available notations of "Parcel 1" thfough
"Parcel 7" and taking into account the square foolage of existing buildings that will
remain on-site, as well as square foolage of proposed buildings that may be developed.
Based on these estimates, a water demand of 95,300 gpd was calculated. Water demand
was not estimated for existing occupied buildings (such as Parcels 3 and 5), because

these already use water from the existing supply.

The Center for Clean Energy Engineering ("Enterprise Building") was constructed on
Parcel 2 in 2.0(}1. This metered building had a water demand of approximately 1,500 gpd
in 2010. Therefore the previous calculation for Parcel 2 has been revised downward by
1,500 gpd. Table 6-5 provides a breakdown of the parcels and their respective square

footage and water demand.
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TABLE 6-5
Depot Campus Water Demand Estimates

Parcel Building Square Footage Average D}gi::‘::zr Demand
315,000 31,500 gpd |

1B 48,800 4,900 gpd

2 135,000 13,500 gpd

2 Enierprise Building -1,500 gpd

ac 23,300 2,300 ppd

3&3B 96,000 9,600 gpd

4 &4B 255,000 25,500 gpd

5 Curreptly occupied No new waler demand

5B 80,000 5,000 gpd

Totul 93,800 ppi

As with the Narth Campus estimates, the University recognizes tha‘t‘app’iying a multiplier
of 0.1 gpd/square foot is not the most ideal means of estimating water demands.
However, until such time that plans are in place for any one of the Depot Campus
parcels, the estimate of 93,800 gpd is the most reasonable figure to use for planning

puEposes.

6.3  POPULATION AND WATER DEMAND PROJECTIONS

6.3.1 Population Projections

University of Conneciicut — Residentiol and Non-Residential Populations

Although fluctuations will cccur from year to year, the University's on-campus
residential population is not projected to increase or decrease substantially throughout the
five, 20, and 50-year planning horizons. Therefore, the associated water demands have

been captured in the recent production and consurmption figures.

On-campus fransient and non-transient non-residential water demands will increase in the

specific areas already targeted for growth, such as North Campus and additional
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SECTION 7.0
ASSESSMENT AND SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES
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7.0 ASSESSMENT AND SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

7.1 PROJECTED MARGINS OF SAFETVY

Projected water demands are presented in Section 6.0 of this Plan. Projected margins of
safety are discussed herein. Reecall from Section 3.10 that monthly margins of safety
dropped below 1.0 in September and October 2010 as water production ramped up to
accommodate retuming students combined with high water demands at the CUP. The
University has met demands for the past few years by operating the Willimantic River
Wellfield for 19 ta 20 hours per day as needed, exceeding the safe yield of the supply but

not exceeding the hydraulic capacity of the wellfield or its transmission systen.

Tables 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, and 7-4 present the monthly margins of safety for the University for

2015, 2030, and 2060 without consideration of any potential future supplies.

TABLE 7-1
Projected Monthly Marpins of Safety, 2015
Projected Available Supply Avnilable Supply Marggin of
Month Water Demand from Willimantic from Fenton River Safety

{mgd) River Wells (inpd) Wells (mgd)
Tanuary 1.29 1.48 0.84 1.50
February 1.75 1.48 (.84 1.33
March 1.40 1.48 0.84 1.66
April 1.68 1.48 0.84 1.38
May 1.14 1.48 0.84 2.03
June 1.17 i.48 0 1.27
July .24 1.48 0 119
Aupusf | 1.26 1.48 0 1.i7
Seplember 1.79 1.48 -0 0.82
Oclober 1.66 1.48 0 0.88
November - 1.46 1.48 0.84 1.59
December 1.38 1.48 0.84 1.68
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TABLE 7-2

Projected Monthly Margins of Safety, 2030

Pyojected Available Supply- Available Supply Margin of
Month Water Demand from Willimantic from Fenton B.ivcr Safety
{mpd) River Wells (mgd) - Wells (migd)
January 1.51 1.48 0.84 1.53
February 2.07 1.48 0.84 1.12
March 1.65 1.48 0.84 1.41]
April 1.59 1.48 0.84 1.17
May 1.31 1.48 0.84 1.77
June 1.34 1.48 0 1.10
July §.42 1.48 0 .04
Augpust 1.44 1.48 0 1.02
September 2.11 1.48 0 0.70
QOctober 1.96 1.48 0 0.76
Navember 171 1.48 (.84 1.36
December 1.62 1.48 0.84 1.44
TABLE 7-3
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety, 2060
Projected Available Supply Available Supply Margin of
Month Water Demand from Willimantic from Fenton River Safety
(mgd) River Wells {mpd) Wells (mpd)
January 1.53 1.48 .84 1.51
February 2.19 1.48 0.84 1.11
March i.67 1.48 0.84 1.39
- April 2.01 1.48 0.84 1.15
May 1.33 1.48 0.84 1.75
June 1.35 1.48 ] 1.09
July 1.43 1.48 0 1.03
Aupust 1.46 1.48 Il 1.01
September 2.13 1.43 { 0.69
QOctober -1.98 1.48 0 0.75
November | 1.73 1.48 0.84 i.34
December 1.64 1.48 (.84 1.42

Without new sources of water supply, margins of safety will decrease as committed water

demands are realized in the system. By 2015, average monthly margins of safety are

projected to drop below 1.0 in September and October. Peak day margins of safety are

likewise lacking as new committed water demands are realized. Tables 7-4 through 7-6

present the peak day margins of safety for the years 2015, 2030, and 2060.
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TABLE 7-4

Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety, 2015

Projected Available Supply Available Supply Margin of
-Month Water Demand from Witlimantic from Fenton River Safety
{impd) River Wells {(mpd) Wells (mpd)
January 2.00 1.97 0.84 1.40
February . 224 1.57 0.84 1.25
March 2.39 1.97 0.84 .18
Aprii 2.23 1.97 0.84 1.26
May 1.89 1.97 0.84 1.49
June 2.01 1.97 0 0.98
July 2.04 1.97 { 0.97
August 2.45 1.97 0 0.80
| September 2.32 1.97 ¢ 0.83
October 2.21 1.97 0 {89
November 2.32 1.97 .84 1.21
December 2.16 1.97 0.84 1.30
TABLE 7-5
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety, 2030
Projected Available Supply Available Supply Margin of
Month Water Demund from Willimantic {rom Fenton River Safety
] (med) River Wells (mgd) Wells (mypd)
Janvary 2.30 1.97 . .84 1.22
February 2.67 1.97 0.84 1.05
March 272 1.97 0.84 1.03
April 2.64 1.97 0.84 1.06
May 211 1.97 0.84 1.33
June 2.23 1.97 {1 0.88
July 227 1.97 0 0.87
Aupust 2.69 1.97 iy 0.73
Seplember 2.74 1.97 0 0.72
Cclober 2.60 1.97 0 0.76
Movermber 2.65 1.97 0.84 ! 1.86
December 247 1.97 .84 .14
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TABLE 7-6
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety, 2060

Projected Available Supply Available Supply Margin of
Month Water Demand from Willimaniic from Fenton River Safety
{mpd) River Wells (mgd) Wells {mgd)
January 2.33 1.97 0.84 1.21
February 2.71 1.7 0.84 1.04
March 275 1.97 .84 1.02
Anpril 2.68 1.97 .84 1.05
May 2,13 1.97 .84 1.32
fune 2,25 1.97 0 0.87
Tuly 229 1.97 0 0.86
August 2.71 1.97 0 0.73
September 2,78 1.97 0 0.71
October 2.64 1.97 ] 0.75
November 2.68 1.97 0.84 1.05
December 2.50 1.97 0.84 1.13

The University of Connecticut has identified a number of pending and potential water
supplies to address the projected margin of safety shortfalls. These are described in the

next section.

7.2 ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLIES

The most [easible alternatives for meeting near-term future water demands include the
use of Fenton Well D for potable water-supply and the use of treated effluent to supply
non-potable water needs at the CUP. Intermediate and long-term water demands may be
met by relocating Fenton Well A to a site with lesser environmental impacts, using new
interconnections with nearby water utilities, and/or development of new sources of

supply. Each of these alternatives is described in the discussions that follow.

7.2.1 Fenton River Well D

As stated m Section 3.10, the University is committed to bolstering iis available water
supply and restoring monthly margins of safety to levels greater than 1.0 in the short

term, and greater than 1.15 in the long term. The addition of Well D to the total available
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supply in September and October of any given year will effectively restore average

monthly margins of safety to levels greater than 1.0. Refer to Table 7-7 and Table 7-8 for

the projected mbnthly and peak day margins in the year.2015, respectively.

. TABLE 7-7
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety With Well D, 2015
Projected Available Supply Available Supply M;‘u‘gin of
Month Water Demand from Willimantic from Fenton River Safety
{mgd) River Wells {mpd) Wells (mpd) -
January §.29 1.48 0.84 1.80
Febroary 1.75 1.48 (.84 1.33
March 1.40 1.48 0.84 © 1.66
April 1.68 148 0.84 1.38
May AL 1.48 0.84 2.03
Tune 1.17 1.48 0 1.27
July 1.24 1.48 0 1.19
Aupgust 1.26 1.48 0 1.17
September 1.79 i.48 0.35 1.02
October 1.66 1.48 0.35 1.10
November L.46 1.48 0.84 1.59
December 1.38 1.48 0.4 1.68
TABLE 7-8.
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety With Well D, 2015
Projected Available Supply Available Supply Margin of
Maonth Water Demand from Willimantic from Fenlon River Safety
) {mgd) River Wells (mgd) Wells (myd)
January 2.00 1.57 (.84 1.40
February 2.24 1.97 _ 0.84 1.25
March 2.39 1.97 0.84 1.18
April 2,23 1.97 0.84 1.26
May 1.89 1.97 0.84 1.49
June 2,01 1.97 0 (.58
July 2.04 1.97 0 0.97 |
August 2.45 1.97 0 8.80
September 2.32 1.57 0.35 1.00
October 2.21 1.97 0.35 1.05
November 2.32 .97 084 1.21
December 2.16 1.97 0.84 1.30

Thus, Well D will accomplish the goal of bolstering available supply in the short term.,

However, by the subsequent planning horizon, Well D will not be sufficient as the sole
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future "new" supply to the University. Refer to Table 7-9 and Table 7-10 for the

projected monthly and peak day margins in the year 2030, respectively.

‘ TABLE 7-9
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety With Well D, 2030
: Projected . Available Supply Available Supply Margin of
Month Water Demand from Willimantic from Fenton River Safety
(mgd) River Wells (mgd) Wells (mgd)
Tanuary 1.51 1.48 0.54 1.53
February 2.07 1.48 0.84 1.12
March 1.63 1.48 0.84 1.41
April 1.99 1.48 0.84 1.17
May 1.31] 1.48 0.84 1.77
June 1.34 1.48 ] 1.10
Tuly 1.42 1.48 0 1.04
August 1.44 1.48 0 1.02
September 211 1.48 0.35 0.87
October 1.96 1.48 0.35 0.93
November 1.71 1.48 0.84 1.36
December 1.62 1.48 0.84 1.44
TABLE 7-10
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety With Well D, 2030
Projected Available Supply Awvailable Supply Margin of
Month Water Demand from Willimantic from Fenton River Safoty
{mpd) River Welis (mgd) Wells (mgd)
January 2.30 1.97 0.84 1.22
February 2.67 1.97 0.84 1.05
March 2.72 1.97 0.84 1.03
April 2.64 1.97 0.84 1.06
May 2.11 1.97 0.54 1.33
June 2.23 1.97 { 0.88
July 2.27 1.97 0 0.87
Aupust 2.69 1.97 0 0.73
September 2.74 1.97 0.35 0.85
October 2.60 1.97 0.35 0.R9
November 2.63 1.97 0.84 1.06
December 247 1.97 0.84 1.14

Furthermore, the use of Well D is not intended to fuel development and expansion of the

‘water systcm; including even those demands that have been commitied and are viewed as
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important to the University and the Town of Mansfield. Additional new sources are more

appropriate for meeting commitled demands.

7.2.2  Reclaimed Water Project

The 2004 Campus Sustainable Design Guidelines developed for the University proposed
several water reuse strategies. The infrastructure conditions assessment performed for
the University in 2006 recommended an expansion of the wastewater treatment plant to
nclude a new water treatment system capable of providing up to 0.5 mgd of treated
effluent for reuse on.campus. The project was recommended as a means for reducing the
demand of water on the Fenton River Wellfield and reducing the overall impact of the

waslewater discharge to the Willimantic River.

As a result of the 2004 and 2006 studies and recommendations in the Water and
Wastewater Master Plan in 2007, (he University authorized a feasibility study to evaluate
the use of highly treated effluent from the University's Water Pollution Control Facility
{WFCF) to produce reclaimed water. If feasible, it was believed that reclaimed water
could then be used to reduce the reliance on potable water for non-potable uses such as
heating and cooling at the CUP. Since the CUP requires an average of 0.4 mgd during its
peak month each year, a significant benefit to margin of safety could be realized through

the use of reclaimed water.

The reclaimed water feasibility study was‘comp]eted by the firm Hazen & Sawyer in
2008. Hazen & Sawyer was then retained to complete design and permiiting of the
facility from 2009 ;Lhrough 2010. Bids for construction of the reclaimed water facility
(RWFE} were received tn mid-2010, and the project is planned for construction from 2011
through 2012. The facility will likely be completed prior (o occupancy of Phase TA of the
storrs Center project, allowing for the University to begin serving the first of ifs

committed water demands without development of a new source of supply.
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Tables 7-11 and 7-12 provide monthly and peak day margins of safety for the year 2015
with the reclaimed water facility available to the University, in addition to Fenton Well
D. Inthese tables, the water made available as a result of the reclaimed water facility is
shown as a subtraction from future water demand rather than as a future supply. Because
average annual comn;liu'ed water demands will remain relatively low at 0.11 mgd by the
year 2015, the projected monthly margins of safety are alf above 1.15 in 2015, With
regard to the peak day analysis, projected margins of safety will likely drop below 1.15 in
Aupust and September, and may drop below 1.0 for brief periods of time in August. The
University’s 5.4 million gallon reservoir will easily provide the buffer needed to address

peak days.

It is important to note that this peak day margin of safety analysis relies on average
monthly requirements of the CUP instead of peak day requirements of the CUP. This is a
approximate approach since it is well understood that peak demands at the CUP exceed
the average month demands. For example, during the peak month at the CUP (July), the
maximum amount of water needed on the day with maximum cooling tower demands
P;}{ceeds 0.4 mpd. The reclaimed water facility is designed to have a pealk ecapacity of 1.0
mgd, and in reality it will provide a subtraction-of greatér than 0.4 mgd when CUP

demands are peaking.
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TABLE 7-11
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety with Well D and RWE, 2015

' Currc?t C::;;liﬁgd Associnted I:Ru&u,; F'iutz'le Available Water Supply {(mgd) Margin of
Month Production Unaceounted
(mgd) Demands Water (med) Offset Demandd \?\.{iuimﬂntic ‘Fcntgn Total Safety
(mgd) {mgd) (mgd) River Wells | River Wells
January 1.18 ¢.10 0.003 -0.20 1.09 1.48 0.84 2.32 2,14
February 1.39 0.15 0.007 -0.2¢ i.54 1.43 0.84 2.32 1.50
March 1.28 0.11 0.006 -0.19 1.21 1.48 .84 2.32 1.92
April 1.53. 0.14 0.007 -0.18 1.50 1.48 0.84 2.32 1.55
May 1.06 (.08 0.004 -0.34 0.8t 1.48 0.84 232 2.88
June 1.09 0.08 0.004 -0.35 0.82 1.48 D 1.48 1.81
July 1.16 (.08 0.004 -0.40 0,54 1.43 { 1.48. 1.75
August 1.17 0.08 0.004 -0.37 0.89 1.48 0 1,48 1.66
September 1,54 0.14 0.007 -0.27 1.53 1.48 0.33 1.83 .20
Oclober 1.52 0.13 0.007 -0.23 1.43 1.48 0.35 1.83 1.28
November 1.34 0.11 0.006 -0.25 1.21 1.48 0.84 2.32 1.92
December 1.27 G.11 0.0035 -0.25 1.153 1.48 0.84 2.32 2.06
Py
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TABLE 7-12

Projected Peak Margins of Safety with Well D and RWF, 2015

4
Current C::rl:rt:iﬁed 1;1&;; 'Fi::!rle Avaiiable Water Supply (mgd) Margin of
Month Production
(mgd) Demands Offset Demand | Willimantic | Fenton River Total Sufety
(mgd) (mgd) (mgd) | River Walls Wells o
January 1.86 0.14 -0.20 2.00 1.97 0.84 2.81 1.56
February 2.04 0.20 -0.20 2.24 1.97 0.84 2.81 1.38
March 2.23 0.16 -0.19 2.39 1.97 0.84 2.81 1.28
Aupril 2.43 0.20 -0.18 2.23 1.97 0,84 2.81 1.37
May 1.78 0.11 -0.34 1.89 1.97 0.84 2.81 |.81
June 1.90 G.11 -0.35 2.01 1.97 0 1.97 1.19
July 1.93 4.1 -0.40 2.04 1.97 0 1.97 1,20
Aupgust 2.33 .12 -0.37 2,45 1.97 0 1.97 0.95
September 2.12 .20 -0.27 232 1.97 0.35 2.32 113
October 2.02 0.19 -0.23 2,21 1.97 0.35 2.32 1.17
November 2.16 0.16 -0.25 2,32 1.97 G.84 Z.81 CLaE
December 2.01 0.15 -0.25 2.16 1,97 0.54 2.81 1.47
s
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‘The University will continue to require additional water supplies beyond the offset
provided by the RWE. Relacation of Fenton Well A, interconnections, and/or future
groundwater supplies will need to supply the next increment of water demand. Refer to
Figure 7-1 for an overview of potential interconnections. Refer to Figure 7-2 for an

overview of potential groundwater supplies.

7.2.3 Relocation of Fenton Well A

Section 9.0 of the Fenton River Study report ("Testing of Selccteﬂ Wellfield
Management Scenarios") evaluated 11 different pumping scenarios c01ﬁpriscd of
different combinalions of withdrawals from the four Fenton River wells. Scenarios 10
and 11 considered that Well A was relocated to a peint 250 to the south or somewhat
further to the south toward Weli D, respectively. Both scenarios assumed that Well A

was pumping for 14 hours at 300 gpm, or an equivalent of 252,000 gpd (0.25 mgd).

The study concluded that "it appears that thé best management scenarios (Scenario 10
and 11) call for relocation of Well A by moving it either 250 feet in the South direction
(1.e., without requiring a new permit} or approximately halfway between the original
location of Well A and ) (on university property)." Furthemmore, "The new location of
Well A was chosen under the premise that a well located in the parts of the aquifer where
the Stratified Drift has greater thickness will have substantially reduced effects on the
Fenton River stream flow [but] based on this preliminary analysis and with the caveat
emptor statement above, the cost of relocating Well A beyond the 250 {eet distance miay

not be justified as the decrease in AQ is only minimal.”

The University believes that further investigation 1s warranted to evaluate whether
relocating and pumping Well A in accordance with Scenario 10 (within 250 feet of the
current location) may prove to have lesser impacts to instream flow than the well

currenily is believed to cause.
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7.2.4

Because field investigations have not been conducted, it is impossible to know precisely
what valumes of water could be available on a daily basis. However, at least 0.25 mgd

may be assumed for planning purposes.

Interconnection with Windham Water Works

Windham Water Works is a municipal department of the Town of Windham. Windham
Water Works operates a public water system that serves the Willimantic and South

Windham portions of Windham, and the southern portion of the Town of Mansfield.

The Windham Water Works water supply plan was prepared by Milone & Machh'oom,
Inc. for the Windham Water Commission and submitted to DPH in early 2009. The plan
is currently under review. Table 7-13 presents the projected water demands and margins

of safety of the Windham Water Works system.

TABLE 7-13
Windham Water Works Projected Margins of Safety

Average Day Maximum Month Peak Day Demand/

Year Demand/ Demand/ Margin of Safety

Margin of Safety Margin of Safety

2007-2008 2.16 mgd 1.90 | 2.560 mpd 1.60 | 3.06 mgd - 1.34
2013 2.16 mgd 1.90 | 2.44 mpd 1.68 | 3.13 mgd 1.31
2020 2.33 mpd 1761 2.63 mgd 1.56 | 3.38 mpd 1.21
2050 2.43 mpd 1.69 | 2.75 mpd 1.49 | 3.52 mgd 1.16

Note: Available water = 4.1 mpd

The sole source of supply for Windham Water Works 1s the Willimantic Reservoir. The
reservoir 1s a run-of-the river impoundment of the Natchaug River. The reservoir has a
safe yield of 7.9 mgd, which is largely a function of the relatively stable regulated flows
released to the Natchaug River from the upstream Mansfield Hollow Dam. However, the
Windham Watér Works filter plant capacity and diversion permit limitation is only 4.1

mgd.
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For the purpose of this alternatives analysis, Windham Water Works provided recent
water production records to Milone & MacBroom, Inc. Table 7-14 lists actual water

demands and margins of safety for 2008, 2009, and 2010.

TABLE 7-14
Windham Water Works Water Demands, 2008-2010 -

Average Day | Maximum Month Peak Day Demand/
Year Demand/ Demand/ Margin of Safety
Margin of Safety Margin of Safety '
2008 210 mgd 1.95] 2.36 mpd 1.74 | 2.86 mgd 1.43
2009 212 mpd 1.93 | 2.31 mad 1.77 ] 2.81 mpd 146
2010 226 mgd 1.31 [ 2.50 mgd CLed ) 3.02 med 1.36

Note: Available water = 4.1 mgd

In general, Windham Water Works 1s producing average day, maximum month, and peak
day volumes of water that are consistent with the projections. Because the available
water is the same for an average day, maximum month average day, and a peak day,
Windham Water Works is somewhat peak day limited. The system has approximately
0.5 mgd available as excess supply at the present time, but this increment will decrease as
Windham’s projections are realized. Much of Windham’s projected increase in demand
(on the order of 0.1 mgd) is located in southern Mansfield, although additional demand is

projected within Windham as well.

According to the Windham Water Supply Plan, if any water were made available for use
by the University of Connecticut, it would be necessary to increase the Windham Water
Works treatment plant capacity and amend the diversion permit to allow a withdrawal
that maintains the 15% margin of safety under average, maximum month, and peal day
conditions. Based on the previous effort that was completed for the current diversion
permit, any such additional withdrawal from the Willimantic Reservoir would be
approved only if the AITH:‘)’ Corps of Engineers were able to formally commit to operating

~ Mansfield Hollow Lake for maintenance of instream flows in the Natchaug River.
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If Windham Water Works were o provide water to the University of Connecticut, it may
request that the University assist in the permit application process and any negotiations
with the Army Corps of Engineers. Windham Water Works may also request that the
University assist in the expansion of treatment plant'cz.lp'aéity above 4.1 mgd. Such
expansion would need to include all aspects of filter plant operations, including pumping,

filtration, treatment, etc.

A pipeline installed along 5.2 miles of Route 195 between the Windham Water Works
system and the University systern would be needed for the interconnection. Because the
elevation change [rom the water treatment plant to the University system is
approximately 450 feet (from approximately 200 feet fo 650 feet), a pumping station
would be necessary. The expense associated with a pipeline of that length would include
significant capital costs for the water main and a pumping station, and operational costs
associated with operation of the pumping station. Capital costs have not been formally

estimated, but would likely exceed $4.5 million for the water main and pumping station.

In order to utilize University funds 1o upgrade Windham’s water treatment plant,
construct the pumping station, and install the water main, the project would be required
to proceed through the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) review process
and be evaluated in an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE). Because the pipeline
would traverse Preservation and Conservation areas depicted in the Conservation and
Development Policies Plan for Connecticut, 2005-2010 (also known as the State Plan of
Conservation and Development), the EIE would be required to propose mitigation for
induced development along the pipeline. Refer to Figure 7-3 for a copy of the state plan
designations. Typically, mitigation for induced development can include amendments to
a local Plan of Conservation and Development, zoning regulations, and/or other

regulations.
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Finaily, in order to deliver water to the University system, the University and Windham
Water Works would need to apply for and obtain a diversion permit from DEP and a sale
of excess water permit from DPH. It is possible that the increased withdrawal from the
Willimantic Reservoir and the interconnection with the University system could be
authorized in a single diversion permit issued to Windham Water Works and the

University, although this would need to be verified by DEP.

The above obstacles for interconnecting with the University of Connecticut will be
challenging to overcome. Significant effort will be necessary to authorize additional
withdrawals from the Willimantic Reservoir, expand the Windham Water Works
treatment plant, and install a pipeline along Route 195. However, this aliernative water

supply is believed feasible.

7.2.5 Interconnection With Tolland Water Depariment

The Tolland Water Department manages a municipal waler systemn in eastern Tolland.
The system obtains water from two wells located along the Willimantic River. Tolland is
currently operating with peak day margins of safety below 1.0 relative fo its diversion
permit limit 0f 0.22 mgd. A diversion permit application was submitted fo DEP in 2008,
requesting an increase to 0.41 mgd. The DEP denied the request for an increase in 2009.
The same year, Tolland’s water supply plan was completed and submitted to DPH for
review. The water supply plan demonstrates a need for an increased diversion permit

~ limit, and another diversion permit application was submitted in 2010.

Even when the Tolland system is authorized to withdraw greater than 0.22 mgd through a
madified diversion permit, the supply will be completely allocated to meeting future
demands in Tolland and South Willington. Excess supply will not be available to the

University of Connecticut. This alternative is not feasible as an additional supply.
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7.2.6 Iﬁtei‘connection With The Connecticut Water Corﬁganv

CWC has er‘ipressad an inferest in serving a portion of Mansfield from its Notthern
Region/Westémn Systerm for at least ten years. The source of water to the Unjversity
would be the Shenipsit Reservoir. Unlike Windham Water Works and Tolland, CWC
currently has excess water supply in the Western Systemn relative to its registercd and

pennitted diversions.

However, similar to Windham Water Works, a treatment plantrexpansion would be
necessary 1o faciiitate additional withdrawals and filtration from Shenipsit Reservoir.
Other project issues are similar to those that would be faced by Windham Water Works.
A pipeline installed along Route 195 between the CWC and the University system would
need to be 4.8 miles in length, although a portion of that distance would be overcome by
utilizing the section of the Tolland system located in Route 195, which in tum requires a

contract with the Town of Tolland.

Because the elevation change from the Coventry/Mansfield towﬁ line (along the
Willimantic River) to the University system is approximately 300 feet, a pumping station

. in Mansfield would be necessary. The expenses associated with a pipeline would include
significant capital costs for the water main and a pumping station in northwest Mansfield,
and operational costs associated with operation ofr the pumping station. Capital costs

have been estimated by CWC at $6.5 million.

In order to utilize University funds to construct the pumping station and install the water
main, the project would be required to proceed through the CEPA review process and be
evaluated in an EYE. Because the pipeline would traverse mainly Rural areas and a few
Conservation areas depicted in the State Plan of Conservation and Development, the EIE
would be required to propose mitigation for induced development along the pipeline.
Typically, mitigation for induced development can include amendments to a local Plan of

Conservation and Development, zoning repulations, and/or other regulations. The
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CEPA-related issues can be avoided if CWC funds the project, which is something that is

not possible for a pipeline from Windham Water Works.

Finally, in order to deliver water to the University system, the University and CWC
would need to apply for and obtain a diversion permit from DEP and a sale of excess

water permit from DPH.

The CWC pipeline is believed feasible. Additionally, it has several advantages over a

pipeline from Windham Water Works:

0 CWC has adequate diversion permits and registrations for its Western System
sources, whereas Windham Water Works would need to modify its diversion permit
to allow increased withdrawals from its single source of supply;

0 The CWC pipeline would be shorter than a Windham Water Works pipeline;

O The CWC pipeline would be mainly traversing Rural areas whereas the Windham
Water Works pipcline would be mainly traversing Conservation areas depicled in the
State Plan of Conservation and Development;

O As an investor-owned water utility, CWC can initiate treatment plant upgrades and a
pipeline project more quickly than Windham Water Commission can;

O A pipeline from CWC can serve areas in need of a public water supply such as the
Mansfield Four Cormners area, areas that may benefit from a public water supply such
as the Route 32/Route 195 intersection in Mansfield, and existing small public water
systems located along Route 195;

O The Windham Water Works pipeline would not pass by any significant areas in need

of a public water supply.
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7.2.7 New Stratilied Drift Ground Water Sources

It is possible that new sources of ground water supply could be developed in a number of
locations in the Town of Mansfield. In order to develop a new ground water source
under current regulatory requirements and sanitary criteria, the following conditions

generally need o be met or addressed:

The wellheads must be raised above flood elevations;
The wells must not significantly draw down the water table in adjacent wetlands;

Direet impacts to wetlands must be avoided and/or mitigated;

o o o o

The wells must not reduce insiream flows in nearby streams to the extent that it is
detrimental to fish habitat, water quality, competing water users, or other
environmental receptors; ‘

0 The land within 200 feet of each well must be in the control of the water utility;
0O The wells must not draw contaminants from septic systems, landfills, or other
potentially contaminated sites; and

0O Existing private and public water supply wells cannot be impacted.

Stratified drift aguifer ground water supplies are typically used for larger, regional water
needs as opposed to small local or clustered demands. These types of wells tend to
produce large flow rates; however, they are also more expensive lo develop, maintain,

and protect from contamination, making them better suited for larpe customer bases.

The Water and Wastewater Master Plan reviewed the following alternative ground water
supplies: (1) additional withdrawals at the Willimantic River Wellfield, (2) development
of the Willimantic River aquifer at Mansfield Depot, (3) development of the Willimantic
River aquifer at Eagleville, (4) additional Wiﬁldrawals at the Fenton River Wellfield, and

(5) developiment of the Fenton River aquifer near Mansficld Hollow Reservoir.
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Alternative number 1 was also evaluated as part of the Willimantic River Study
completed and published in 2010. The alternative was ruled out as part of the
Willimantic River Study because the incremental supply did not make sense in light of
the instream flow constraints identified by the study. Alternatives 2 and 3 warrant
additional consideration and are revisited below, except that they have been combined in
favar of the Mansfield Depot location and a site that is intermediate between Mansfield

Depot and Eagleville.

Relative to similar instream [low concemns, Alternative number 4 was one of the least
prudent of the five discussed in the master plan. Relocation of a well such as Well A ig
unlikely to gain back the operational capacity that is needed to bolster margins of safety
as the committed water demands are developed because the middle section of the Fenton -
River at the wellfield is most vulnerable to flow diminution. Instead, the use of Well D is
the most appropriate means of restoring operational capacity of the Fenton River

Wellfield. Altermnative 5 warrants additional consideration and is revisited below.

Willimanitic River Aquifer

The Town of Mansfield has previously indicated that a potential well site exists in the
area of Mansfield Depot where Route 44 crosses the Willimantic River. The mapped
surficial geology in this area appears to support this assumption. Several successful
wellfields have been sited along the Willimaniic River, including the Willimantic River
Wellficld and the Tolland Water Department Wellfield. Additionally, a large parcel of
fand is located adjacent to the river near Route 44. The size of the parcel would permit

the required 200-foot radius of confrol.

The USGS drilled a test hole just south of Route 44 in 1363. The hole encountered
medium sand down to 34 feet, overlying compact sand and gravel (likely glacial till)
from 3410 51 feel. Bedrock was encountered at a depth of 51 feet. The static water level

was only four feet below the ground surface, indicating a saturated thickness of 30 feet.
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Although high-yield production wells are typically deeper, a saturated thickness of 30
feet would not prohibit development of a well. The surficial material {(medium sand})
most likely has a high hydraulic conductivity, such that a high well yield would be

expected.

Site disturbance and associated direct wetland irmpact may be issues at the site, as it has
not been developed. Although private water supply wells are located nearby, these wells
ate drilled into bedrock and would not likely be impacted by a stratified drift wellfield.
The area is located in the SFHA along the river, such that the development of a new well

- would require filling to raise the new wellhead above the flood elevation.

Two natural diversity database polygons are located just east of the polential well site.
The associated Species of Special Concern are located in upland wooded areas.
Development of a well site may require evaluation of habitat impacts. Closed
]andﬁlls/dumps are localed north and southeast of Mansficld Depot, both within one-half
mile of the potential well site. Therefore, potential ground water quality problems must
be considered if siting a well at this location. Certainly, high-quality ground water may

- be available at this site, even with the landfills nearby.

To deliver water [rom the Mansfield Depot area to the University system, 4,900 feet of
watcr transmission main would need to be installed from the new well site to the existing
16-inch main that delivers water from the Willirnantic River Wellfield to the system.

Refer to Figure 7-4 for a depiction of this potential route.

In the Jast two years, a nearby location has been discussed as well. Town-owned land is
“avatlable off Plains Road, further downstream than Roule 44. This location is

intermediate in location between the original alternatives described in the master plan

(the site in Mansfield Depot and the site in Eagleville) and is superior to any sites further

downstream due fo the increasing distances involved.
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This potential well site off Plains Road has similar issues as the site located near Route
44. For example, it is located in the SFHA and would require installation of a 5,000-foot
water main to deliver water to the existing 16-inch transmission main. However, the

. Plains Road site is more favorable than the Route 44 sife with respect o instream flows,
as it 18 adjacent to the backwater of Eagleville Lake and therefore groundwater
withdrawals will minimally impact fish habitats. Although the Depot Campus effluent
discharge was historically located at the upstream end of Eagleville Lake, it has been

discontinued. Therefore, no water quality concerns are related to sewage effluent.

One benefit of devclolping new ground water supplies along the Willimantic River is that
the water withdrawn from the resource would ultimately be retumned to the r]w’;r via the
treated wastewater effluent from the University WPCF. Development of ground water
supplies in the Natchaug River basin (described below) would result in a transfer to the
Willimantic River basin, although it is recognized that both rivers are part of the

Shetucket drainage basin.

Mansfield Hollow Reservoir and Lower Fenton River Aquifer

The master plan included a p]anning—lcvel gvaluation of stratified drift along the lower
Fenton River and Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. The stratified drift aquifers associated
with the Fentord River, Mount Hopé River, and Natchaug River meet at Mansfield
Hollow Reservoir. - Including the areas that are inundated by the existing impoundment,
the aquifer is 1.5 miles wide and 2.6 miles long where the three rivers meet. ‘According
to the Water Resources Bulletin for the Shetucket River Basin (USGS, 1966), the
saturated thickness of the aquifer ranges from less than 10 feet at its edges to more than
80 feet south of Echo Lake. Beneath the existing reservoir, the aquifer is approximately

40 feet thick, but the water column above the aquifer is at least 20 feet deep.
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There are two blocks of glacial till in the interior of the aquifer, between Echo Lake and
the reservoir, where the stratified drift aquifer is absent. The two glacial till blocks

significantly limit the location of a welifield on the west side of the reservoir.

Wetland systems adjacent to Echo Lake would Eikél_y limit the development of a wellfield
in close proximity, as drawdown of the water table would be expected. Similar low-lying
areas with potential wetlands also exist in Mansfield Hollow (on either side of Mansfield
Hollow Road); along a watercourse that flows in a southerly direction in the vicinity of
the landfill; perpendicular to Bassett Bridge Road; north of Mansfield Hollow Reservoir
between the shore and Route 89; and along Bassett Bridge Road near the bridge over the

FESErvoir.

To avoid unacceptable instream flow impacts, a wellfield would need to be distant from
the main stems of the Fenton River and Mount Hope River, limiting the locations
available to the northwest and northeast of Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. A well located
near the lake would be expected to have negligible impacts to instream flows because the

lake provides a significant control on ground water base level.

Private wells are localed at every residential, institutional, and commercial property in

the vicinity of the Mansfield IHollow Reservoir. Some dug wells operate in this area, and
- these would be susceptible to drawdown caused by pumping of a stratified drift wellfield.

An aquifer pumping test would be necessary to evaluate possible dug well impacts in this

area. Bedrock wells would not be expected to be susceptible to drawdown.

There are fewer potential environmental impacis and private well impacts east of the
Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. However, areas east of the reservoir are likely too remote
for development of a wellfield, especially as the distance from B:;sseﬁ Bridge Road
increases. Additionally, construction of a water main through large tracts of undeveloped

land 1s undesirable.
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Flood elevation constraints would be an important factor for siting a public water supply
near the Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. A new wellfield here would need to be located
above the spillway elevation of 257 feet in order to meet the fleod elevation criferia.

This requirement removes the entire reservoir fringe from consideration.

Natural diversity database polygons are located in the northem and central porticns of the
Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. The frosted elfin moth is associated with each polygon.
Habitat impacts would need to be evaluated if these areas were selected for well

development.

The active town landfill and compost area located off Route 89 severely limit the
potential for wellficld development northwest of the reservoir near the Fenton River. The
closed town landfill off Cemelery Road significantly limits the location of a wellfield on
the west side of the Manstield Hollow Reservoir. The necessary separation between the
landfili and a wellfield would depend on the pumping rates of the wells, the natural

ground water flow direction, and contaminants (if any) associated with the landfill.

With the limitations discussed above, there are ‘;’ery few potential well sites in the
Mansfield Hollow stratified drift aquifer. The following sites are the only potentially

feasible choices:

1. North or south of Bassetl Bridge Road, 1,500 feet éast of Route 195;

2. Immediately east of Rouie 89 at the intersection with Wormwood Hill Road:

3. Immediately adjacent to Bassett Bridge Road on the east side of the reservoir, above
the spillway elevation; and

4. Immedialely east of Bassett Bridge Road on the west side of the reservoir, where the

road abruptly curves to the north, on a small "island" above the spillway elevation.

Of these four locations, development of a water supply would be difftcult at locations 1,

2, ot 3 because the parcels are small, and several would need to be acquired to obtain the
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physical space and setbacks needed and/or deeded control of the land. Option 4 is
contained wholly within the Mansficld Hollow State Park, lending itself to land-use
control but requiring permission from the State of Connecticut and the federal

government, as well.

In light of the environmental concemns, and without Jarge fracts of available, contiguous
land, it is unlikely that development of a community ground water supply in the vicinity
of Mansfield Hollow Reservoir or the lower Fenton River would be feasible under the

current regulatory climate.

7.2.8 Prioritization of Fufure Supplies

Well D from the Fenton River Wellfield is already in place and used along with the other
Fenton River wells when instream flows in the river are sufficient. Given its immediate

availability, Well ID 15 the first logical increment of "new" supply for the University.

The RWF project is scheduled to begin construction in 2011 and be completed in 2012,
serving as the second increment of new supply to the University. The project will ensure
that margins of safety are as high as possible as committed water demands begin to

materialize.

However, the next increment of new supply will need to be in progress as of 2015 in
order to ensure that margins of safety remain above 1.15. Of the potential options
discussed above, the following should be pursued on parallel tracks:

Relocation of Fenton Well A

0

0 CWC interconnection

O Windham Water Works interconnection
]

New ground water supply along the Willimantic River
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A new ground water supply near the lower Fenton River or Mansfield Hollow Reservoir

is too distant and has too many associated uncertainties to justify its pursuit.

* Discussions with CWC have focused on the provision of 0.5 mgd'to the University. The
same quantity, 0.5 mgd, is the upper limit of how much water could reasonably be
supphied by Windham Water Works (in the short-term only) without a diversion permit
modification or treatment plant upgrade. Because these quantities likely exceed the
availability associated with a reiocated Fenton Well A, they are used here for planning

purposes.

Tables 7-15 and 7-16 provide margins of safety for projected monthly and peak day
demands in 2030, and Tables 7-17 and 7-18 provide margins of safety for projected
monthly and peak day demands in 2060. These projections assume that 0.5 megd is

available as needed, but particularly in late summer and early fall.

As shown on the tables, the additional increment of 0.5 mgd will provide margins of
safety above 1.15 for all projected monthly demands. Peak day margins of safety will
also be above 1.15 for all projected peak day demands, except occasionally in the month
of August when the margin of safety will be above 1.0. The University anticipates that
slightly more than 0.5 mgd can be supplied by the new source of supply during these

1solated instances, or storage can be used to buffer the peak days.
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TABLE 7-15
Projected Monthly IMargins of Safety with Well D, RWF, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2030

Currcr}t Cfn;l;;l;;e d Associated Fﬁ%%e Fiiin:e Available Water Supply (mgd) Margin of
Month Production Unaccounted — - —
(mgd) Demands | o o0 (med) Offset Demand Willimantic | Fenton Additiona | . Safety
(mgd) {mpgd) (mgd) River Wells | River Wells 1 Supply
January 1.18 0.32 0.016 -0.20 .31 1.48 0.84 == 2.32 1.77
February 1.35 .45 0.023 -0.20 1.86 1.48 0.84 -~ 2.32 1.25
March 1.28 0.35 0.018 -0.18 1.46 1.48 0.84 -- 2.32 1.59
Anpril 1.53 {1.44 0.022 -0.18 1.81 1.48 0.84 -~ 2.32 1.29
May 1.06 0.24 0.012 -0.34 0.97 1.48 0.84 - 2.32 2.38
June 1.09 0.24 p.012 -0.35 0.99 1.43 0 - 1.48 1.50
Tuly 1.16 0.25 0.012 -0.40 1.03 1.48 0 -- 1.48 145
August 1.17 0.26 0.013 -0.37 1.08 1.48 0 -- 1.43 1.37
September 1.64 0.44 0.022 -0.27 1.84 1.48 0.35 0.5 2.33 1.26
QOctober 1.52 0.42 0.021 -0.23 1.73 1.48 0.35 0.5 2.33 1.35
November £.54 .35 0.013 -0.25 46 1.48 0.84 == 2.32 1.59
December 1.27 0.33 0.016 -0.25 1.36 1.48 0.834 - 2.32 .70
P
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TABLE 7-16
Projected Peak Margins of Safety with Well D, RWF, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2030

CUi’TEI.]i Cui:lllii:cd F}:‘::Il?c Fflziﬁ}e Avaimble Water Supply (mgd) " Margin of
Month Production e :
(mgd) Demands Offset Demand | Willimantic | Fenton River | Additiona Total Safety
(mgd) {mgd) (mgd) River Wells Wells | Suppl
pRly
January 1,86 Q.44 -0.29 2.10 1.97 .84 -- 2.81 1,34
February 2.04 0.63 -0.20 2.46 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 1.14
March 2.23 0.49 -0.19 2.53 1.97 0.84 - 2.81 1.11
April 243 0.61 -0.18 2.46 1.97 0.84 ~-- 2.81 1,14
May 1.78 0.33 -0.34 1.77 1.97 0.84 -~ 281 - 1,59
June 1.%0 (.33 -0.35 1.88 1.97 0 Q.5 2.47 1.31
July 1.93 0.34 -0.40 .57 1,97 0 0.5 1.97 1.32
August 2.33 0.36 -0.37 2.33 1.97 0 0.5 2.47 1.06
September 2,12 0.62 -0.27 2,48 1.97 0.35 0.5 2.82 1.14
Qctober 2.02 0.38 -0.23 2,37 1.57 .35 0.5 2.82 119
MNovember 2.16 0.49 -0.25 2.40 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 1.17
Deceember 2.01 G.46 -0.25 2.22 1.57 0.84 - 2.81 1.27
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TABLE 7-17
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety with Well D, RWF, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2060

.
" (.]m‘rerl:t Cfn:::i?t:e d Associated Fl‘;t;;.e Fzz;ilc Available Water Supply (mgd) Margin of
onth Production Unaccounted
(mgd) Demands Water (mgd) Offset Demand | Willimantic Fenton Additiona Total Safety
(mgd) {mgd) (mgd) River Wells | River Wells | | Supply ’
January 1.18 0.34 0.017 -0.20 1.33 1.48 0.84 - 7,32 1.74
February 1.39 0.48 0.024 -0.20 1.30 - 1.48 0.84 - 2.32 1.23
March 1.28 0.37 £.019 -0.19 1.48 1.48 0.84 - 2.32 1.57
April 1.53 0.46 0.023 -0.18 1.83 1.48 0.84 - 232 1.27
May 1.06 0.25 0.012 -0.34 0.9 1.48 0.84 - 232 2.35
June 1.09 0.25 0.013 -0.35 1.00 1.48 G - 1.48 1.47
July 1.16 .26 0.013 -0.40 1.03 1,438 4 - 1.48 1.43
August 1.17 G.2§8 0.014 -0.37 1.09 1.48 0 - 1.48 1.35
September 1.04 (.47 0.024 -0.27 i.87 1.48 0.35 0.5 2.33 1.25
Cctaober 1,52 G.44 0.022 -0.23 1.75 1.48 0.35 0.5 2.33 1.33
MNovember 1.34 0.37 0.019 -0.25 i.48 1.48 0.84 - 2.32 1.57
December 1,27 0.15 0.017 -0.25 1.38 1.48 0,84 - 2.32 1.68
>
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TABLE 7-18
Projected Peak Margins of Safety with Well D, RWE, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2060

Curre[}t I Cni‘:;li?tled F;;j;‘r. F"J;t;’lflﬂrle . Available Water Supply (mgd) Margin of
Month Production — - - —
(mgd) Demands Offset Demand Wllhmnntsc Fenton River | Additiona Total Safety
(mgd) {mgd) (mgd) River Wells Wells | Supply
January 1.86 0.47 -0.20 2.13 1.97 0.84 - 2.81 1.32
February 2.04 0.67 -0.20 2.50 1.87 0.84 - 2.81 i.12
March 2.23 0.52 -0.19 2.56 1.97 0.34 -- 2.81 1.10
April 2.03 0.65 -0.18 2.49 1.87 0.84 - 2.81 1.13
May 1.78 0.35 -0.34 1.79 1.97 (.84 == 2.81 1.57
June 1.90 0.35 -0.35 1.99 1.97 0 0.5 2.47 1.30
July .93 0.36 -0.40 1.89 1.97 0 0.5 1.97 131
Aupust 2.33 0.38 -0.37 3.35 1.87 0 0.5 - 2.47 1.05
September 2.12 0.66 -0.27 2.51 1.97 0.35 0.3 2.82 1.12
October 2.02 0.62 -0.23 3.4 1.97 0,35 0.5 2.82 1,17
November 2.16 g.52 -0.25 2,43 1.97 0.84 - 2.81 1.16
December 2.01 0.49 -0.25 3.24 1.97 Q.84 - 2.81 1.25
o
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As shown on the tables, the additional increment of 0.5 mgd will provide margins of
safety above 1.15 for all projected monthly demands. Peak day margins of safety will
also be above 1.15 for all projected peak day demands, except occasionally in the month
of August when the ﬁargin of safety will be above 1.0. The University anticipates that
slightly more than 0.5 mgd can be supplied by the new source of supply during these

1solated imstances, or storage can be used to buffer the peak days.

In summary, the RWF plus an additiona! source of supply of up to 0.5 mgd is needed (o
meet all committed future water demands. The RWT will address the earlier components
of the committed future water demands from 2012 through 2015, whereas the additional

supply will address subsequent components of committed future demands.

7.3 SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

Source and system imprdvements have been identified and described in detail throughout
this Plan. The improvement schedules summarized in Tables 7-19, 7—20, and 7-21 relate
these recommended improvements to the time frame in which they are believed to be
necessary. The Short, Intermediate, and Long Term Improvement Schedules correspond
to the five, 20, and 50-year planning periods. Cost estimates, financing sources, and the

year in which each is anticipated to occur are also listed.

TABLE 7-19
Short Term Improvement Schedule, 2011 - 2015

Item Estimated Cost Year, Funding
Source
Proceed with construction of reclaimed water Tacility 525,000,000 | 2011-2012 CI
Continue metering of service connections and groups of buildings $100,000 | 2011-2012 OB
Safe yield pumping test of Willimantic River Wellfield $25,000 | 2011-2012 OB
Replace Hillside Road water main : $200,000 ) 2011-2012 OB
Permitting and design of interconnections with The Connecticut . 5 08 &
Water Company and/or Windham Water Works §300,000 ) 2012-2015 OB
Waork with Town of Mansfield regarding other potential water ) o 05 &
supplies such as new wells along the Willimantic River §73,000 | 2012-2015 oB
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TABLE 7-19 (Continued)
Short Term Improvement Schedule, 2011 - 2015

Item Estimaied Cost Year Funding
: Source

Investigale feasibility of relocating Fenton Well A $75.000 | 2012-2013 oB
Additional hydraulic model calibration and expansion as needed $25,000 | 2012-2015 OB
Sysiem extension and insiallations for Storrs Center Phase TA $150,000 1 2011-2012 0s
Additional system installations for Storrs Center Phase TB $150,000 | 2012-2013 08
Extend system inlo North Campus area $250,000 [ 2012-2013 CI
Repair main breaks as needed $2,000/yr | As Needed 0B
Repair leaking services as needed $2,000/yr | As Needed OB
Meter testing/calibration/replacement program $5,000/yr | Annually 0B
Annual water balance and conservation programs NA | Annualiy OB
Update waler supply plan $50,000 2015 CB
Ecgin constr.uciion ofadditional future SUEJP'I_’Y suc.h as $3M to §7M | 2014-2015 | OS & CT
interconnection or new wells along the Willimantic River

Note: Cost estimaies are for planning purposes only. Where an estimated cast "NA" is shown, this work is
intended {o be conducted by in-house staff, or paid for by other departments.
€I = Capital Improvement funds
OB = Operating Budgat
O8 = Outside Sources

TABLE 7-20
Intermediate Term Improvement Schedule, 2016 - 2030
ftem Estimated Cost Year Funding
Source
_Complf:te Copstruc[inn ol additional futun? s_upplyl suc_h as " $3Mto §7M 2015 08 & C1
interconnection or new wekls along the Willimantic River
Relocate Fenton Well A if feasible and prudent £100,000 2016 OB
Mare fully interconnect the Depot Campus sub-system with the
Main Campus sub-system such that the Fenton River Wellfield $700,000 By 2034 CI
could provide water during emergencies
Redevelop wells as needed $20,000-350,000 Various OB
Repair main breaks as neaded $2,000/yr | As Needed 0B
Repair leaking services as needed ' $2.000/yr | As Needed OB
Meter testing/calibration/replacement program $5,000/yt | Annually OB
Annual water balance and conservation programs NA | Amnually 0B
Inspect and maintain storape facilities 350,000 Various oB
Update water supply plan $50,000 ) 2022, 2030 0B
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TABLE 7-21
Long Term Improvement Schedule, 2031 - 2060

Item Estimated Cost Year Funding

Source
Redevelop wells as needed $20,000-550,000 Various OB
Repair main breaks as needed $2,000/yr Ag Needed 0B
Repair leaking seivices as needed : $2.000/yr As Needed 0B
Meter tesling/calibralion/replacement program £5,000/yr Annually OB
Annual water balance and conservation programs NA Annually OB
Inspect and maintain siorage facilities $50,000 Various OB
Updaie water supply plan $30,000 | 2034, 2046, 2054 OB

7.4 FINANCING OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS AND PROGRAMS

Three types of financing are planned for the above improvements. Operating budget
expenses such as metering, meter testing, main breaks, and routine repairs are paid from
the annual budget of the Facilities Department. Revenue from water rates is the main

contributor to this budget.

Capital imp‘rovement funds are necessary for significant projects like the RWF, which
otherwise could not be constructed using funds from annual budgets and water
ratepayers. Capital improvement funds may also be used for interconnections, dcpending
on the contributions of other partics. The Connecticut Water Company will likely
contribute a significant percentage of the total funds needed for an interconnection from
its Western System, whereas Windham Water Works would confribute little 1f anything

toward an interconnection with the University.

The Connecticut Water Company is an example of the third category of funding. Outside
sources will be necessary for some of the projects listed in the improvement tables, such
as the Storrs Center water system infrastructure. Without these outside sources, some of

the University's projects would be difficult to fond using annual budgets and State funds.
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1.0 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE
1.1 GENERAL

This Water Conservation Plan has been prepared for the University of Connecticut
("University") to promote long term water conservation and to ensure an adequate supply

. of water to meet essential needs.

This Plan has been prepared in accordance with existing statufes and regulations currently
in effect. The State guidelines for water conservation planning, prepared by the
Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH), Department of Public Utility Control
(DPUC), Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), the Office of Policy and
Management (OPM), and Office of Consumer Counsel {(December 1990) have also been
consulied and utilized, where appropriate. These guidelines, as well as "Conserving

Water - Plan On It" (1987), have been used in the preparation of this plan.

1.2 REGULATORY OVERVIEW

Although the University is not considered a "water company" as set forth in Connecticut
General Statute (CGS) Section 25-32a, the University views its Water Supply Plan as an
integral device in planning for a safe and adequate water supply system through the
foreseeable future. Thus, the University’s Water Supply Plan addresses (when possible)
the requirements of CGS Section 25-32d and the University distributes the plan to

reviewing agencies and interested parties for review and comment.

Section 19-13-B102(s) of the Connecticut Public Health Code requires conservation
practices, including a program to reduce the amount of water that cannot be accounted

for. This plan is consistent with the Public Health Code requirements.
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The University developed its initial Water Conservation Plan in 2000 as part of the
revisions to its 1999 Water Supply Plan. That initial plan was revised in 2001 and again in
2004 concurrent with the previous Water Supply Plan upclaﬁ:. This plan is a revision and

update of the 2004 Water Conservation Plan.

1.3 GOALS & OBJECTIVIES

It is the abjective of the State of Connecticut and of the University in developing this plan o
manage and conserve the University’s water resources through the following goals and

policies:

To make water resoﬁrce conservation a priority in policy setting and in practice,

0 To conserve water resources through technology, methods, and procedures designed
to promote efficient use of water and to eliminate the waste of water;

0 To balance competing and conflicting needs for water equitably at a reasonable cost
to all; A

0O To reduce or eliminate the waste of water through water supply management
practices; and

0 To prevent contamination of water supply sources or reduction in the availability of

future water supplies.

These goals and objectives are reflected in the sirategies and practices set forth in this

docurnent.

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE SYSTEM

Table 1-1 is a system fact sheet for the University water éu;:ply system.
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Are you currenily under agency arder or consend agreement? If yes, describe

MNumtber of service connections: 330

Number of new service connections added over the last year:
Annual demand:
Max. month average day demand:

Max. month-io-average-day ratio:

TABLE 1-1
System Fact Sheet

Estimated population in service area':

470.8 MG (2010)

<5

No

15,

poo

Annual average day demand:

1.64 med {95/2010)

1.29 mgd (2010)

Max. one day (peak) demand:

1.27 (2010)

Peak day-to-average-day ratio:

225 m

od (3/2010)

1.72 (2010)

System safe yield and available supply or treatment capacity:  Varies by month; trealment capacily exceeds supply

Estimate non-melered water for each of the last five years:

Year; 07-09 Year: 2006 Year: 2005 Year: 2004 Year: 2003
Non-Meiered; | 194,146 gpd N/A N/A M/A N/A
Percentage: 15% N/A N/A N/A N/A
On 1 T o Of-
2007-2009 Campus On Campus | Off-Campus | Off-Campus Campus | Campus Non- Total
Non-Res. Res. Homes | Res. Complex metered
Res. Com. Inst.
Average day 413,143 | 484,732 15,646 47,273 30,575 | 78,005 | 194,146 | 1,263,520
demand (gpd) N
‘f;;’f total water 33% 38% 1% 4% 2% 6% 15% 100%?
No. of service 17 170 115 7 17 4 N/A 330
connections
No. af comnections |, a5 98 7 15 1 N/A 186
melered

1. Estimaied service popueiation including resident, non-transient, and transient classifications.
2. Totals do not sum o 100% exactly due to rounding.

Water 1s supplied to the University system from eight wells located in two wellfields

{(Wells A, B, C, and D in the Fenton River Wellfield and Wells I, 2, 3, and 4 in the

Willimantic River Wellfield). Refer to Figure 1-1 for the locations of key system

features. Figure 1-2 presents a schematic plan of the system.
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Other water system components include five distribution storage tanks, one transmission
storage tank, four booster pumping stations, three treatment facilities, and 23 miles of
- water fransmission and distribution mains. The Univcrsity has no interconnections with
- outside water utilities, although the .Main Campus Sysiém and the Depot Campus system

are considered interconnected with one another for regulatory purposes.

1.5 EVALUATION OF PRESENT AND FUTURE WATER DEMANDS

Based on an examination of consumption data, the breakdown of water use by user
category for the last three years was presented in Table 1-1. The average daily waler
production from the wells was 1,263,520 gpd in for the period 2007 to 2009. On-campus
demands accounted for 71% of the overall usage during this period, with 15% of

demands (including vnmetered users and lost water) remaining unmetered.

Future water demands have been estimated in the Water Supply Plan. The University has
committed to service an additional 357,700 gpd to proposed developments on its campus
{North Campus and Depot Campus) and developments adjacent to its system in
Manstield (Storrs Center and North Eagleville Road / King Hill Road). Out of these
demands, 106,555 gpd will be realized by 2015, and 340,100 gpd will be realized by
2030.

The above demands do not account for seasonality or peaking factors. Any future water
consumption near the University will exhibit seasonality similar to that already
experienced by the University's water system. These water use patterns essentially

require a monthly basis for analysis.

Table 1-2 presents a summary of recent and projected monthly water demands. The 20-
year and 50-year planning periods are excluded from this discussion as this document
will be updated again before such planning pericds are realized. The projections suggest

that monthly water demands will average around 1.7 mgd in February, April, September,
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and October, with a noticeable drop-off in demand for the remaming months. These
peaks equate to the return of students (February and September) from semester break as
well as higher water needs at the Ceniral Utility Plant (CUP). The September and

- QOctober months are also two of the months when available supply is restricted due to

environmenial concerns.

TABLE 1-2
Projected Monthly Water Demands, 2015
Maximum Monthly New Committed Additional 5% n; Total Water
Month Production, 2008- Water Demand by Un:ict_:ounled. Water Demand by 2015
2010% (mgd) 2015 As.srumaled with New (mgd)
(0.11 ngd average) Water Demand (mgd)

January 1.18 0.10 . 0.005 1.29
February 1.59 0.15 0.007 1.75
March 1.28 0.12 0.006 , 1.40
April 1.53 0.14 6.007 1.68
May 1.06 0.08 0.004 1.14
June 1.0% 0.08 0.004 1.17
July 1.16 0.08 0.004 123
August 1.17 ' 0.09 . 0.004 | 1.26
September 1.64 0.14 0.007 179
October 1.52 0.14 0.007 1.66
November 1.34 0.11 0.005 1.46
December 1.27 0.10 0.005 1.38

*Includes current non-meitered and unaccounted water demands; these are projected to remain stable although the
University will continue to work ioward more comprehensive melering,

1.6  SYSTEM MARGIN OF SAFETY

Table 1-3 presents the margins of safety under existing cc;nditions and for the 5-year
planning horizon with existing supplies. Margins of safety would drop below 1.15 for
~ average day demands in the months of September and October within the 5-year planning
| period. However, the availability of Well D in September and October along with the
construction of the proposed Reclaimed Water Facility (RWF) will ensure that margins of

safety will remain above 1.15.
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- ' TABLE 1-3
Current Demands and 2015 Margins of Safety for Monthly Average Day Demands

2015 Water Margin of

Month Current Water | Demand (mgd) Safety with

Demand (mgd) with REW Well D and

OCifsel RWX Available

January 1.18 1.09 2,14
February 1.56 1.54 1.50
March 1.28 1.21 1.02
April 1.53 1.50 1.35
May 1.66 0.81 2.88
June 1.09 0.82 .8}
July 1.16 0.84 1.75
August - 117 0.89 1.66
September ]1.64 1.53 1.20
October 1.52 143 1.28
November 1.34 P21 1.92
December 1.27 1.13 2.06

However, even with the Reclaimed Water Facility, the margin of safety on peak days will
drop below 1.15 in August and September and below 1.0 in August by 2015 as
summarized in Table 1-4. However, the University will be able to handle peak days
through water in its storage facilities (7.6 MG of useable storage), or by pumping the

“Willimantic River Wellfield for greater than 18 hours per day.

TABLE 1-4

Praojected Peak Day Margins of Safety, 2015
Projected Margin of Safety
Month Water Demand with Well D and
{mgd) RWE Available
January 2.00 1.56
February 2.24 1.38
March 2.39 1.28
April 223 1.37
May 1.89 1.81
June 201 1.1%
July 2.04 1.20
August 2.45 0.95
Sepiember 2.32 1.13
October 221 1.17
November 232 1.30
December 2.16 1.47
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The University understands that operating below a margin of safety of 1.15 is not an ideal
operating scenario, particularly in regards to operating wells for periods longer than 18-

hours per day. As such, the Water Supply Plan evaluates several alternative sources of

supply.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Jumd
Y

BACKGROUND

The University of Connecticut (the University) withdraws water from two stratified drift
wellfields in the town of Mansfield, Connecticut. These are known as the Fenton River
Wellfield located to the east of campus along the Fenton River, and the Willimantic River
Wellfield focated to the west of campus along the Willimantic River. The four Fenton
River wells are registered with the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) for 2 maximum withdrawal rate of 0.8443 million gallons per day (mgd). The four
Willimantic River Wellfield wells are registered with the DEP for a maximum withdrawal
rate of 2.3077 mgd. Both wellfields are integral sources of supply for the University of

Connecticut, which also provides water to portions of the town of Mansfield.

As a result of ongoing concern about the environmental impacts of withdrawing water
from the Fenton River Wellfield and in conjunction with the Environmental Impact
Evaluation of the North Campus Master Plan, the Fenton River and ifs siratified drift
aquifer have been extensively studied. The University's "Fenton River Study" was
published in March 2006 with the formal name Long-Term Impact Analysis of the
University of Connecticut's Fenton River Water Supply Wells on the Habitat of the Fenton
River. The study was conducted to determine whether and how water withdrawals from
the Fenton River Wellfield affect the fisheries habitat. of the Fenton River adjacent to the
wellfield.

The Fenton River Study found that fisheries habitat became perceptibly reduced when the
upstream flow in the Fenton River was flowing at less than 7.0 cubic feet bf:l‘ second (cfs)
and the Fenton River Wellfield was operating. The amount of avatlable habiiat became
significantly reduced by the pumping of the wellfield when the upstream flow was at 3.0
cfs. Thus, the primary recommendation of the Fenton River Study was to institute a series

of successive reductions in the daily volume of pumping when the upstream flow in the
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Fenton River dropped from 6.0 cfs to 3.0 cfs, with the wellfield being shut down when

upstream flows dropped below 3.0 cfs.

With a better undetstanding of the‘aquifer processes in the Fenton River and the impacts
of ground water withdrawals, attention then tumed to the Willimantic River aquifer and
associated wellfield. The University's "Willimantic River Study" was published in June
2010 with the formal name Report of the Willimantic River Study: An Analysis of the
Impact of the University of Connecticut Water Supply Wells on the Fisheries Habitat of
the Willimantic River. Similar to the Fenton River Study, the Willimantic River Study
was conducted to determine whether and how water withdrawals from the Willimantic
River Wellfield affect the fisheries habitat of the Willimantic River adjacént to the
wellfield.

The Willimantic River Study found that the amount of available fisheries habitat in the
Willimantic River is much greater than that in the Fenton River. For this reason, and the '
fact that the Willimantic River Wellfield is the University's only remaihing source of
supply after the Fenton River is shut off during low-flow periods, the Willimantic River
Study recommended a progression of voluntary and mandatory water conservation
measures as upstream flows in the Willimantic River dropped from approximately 19 cis
to approximately 8.0 cfs. The ability of the University 1o enact these water conservation
measures was tested immediately following the completion of the study, as dry conditions

prevailed in summer 2010 and low river flows occurred.

One of the primary recommendations of the Willimantic River Study was to develop the
subject comprehensive Wellfield Management Plan to conjunctively manage the
University's water supplies at the Fenton River Wellfield and the Willimantic River
Wellfield. This plan would then enable the University to formally incorporate the results
of the Fenton River Study and the Willimantic River Study into its various plans and

“procedures for operating the University water system.
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1.2 PURPOSE

As discussed above, the primary purpose of this decument (the University's initial
Wellfield Management Plan) is to allow the University to formally incorporale the results
of the Fenton River Study and the Willimantic River Study into the overall management
of the University's water system. This document includes a review of bath the Fenton
River Study and the Willimantic River Study, a review of system operational history, and
protocols for operating both wellfields throughout the year. As suggested by the

Willimantic River Study, this document further includes:

0 A determination for how the University will monitor USGS-measured upstream
discharges at each wellfield and correlate pumping rates to the habitat threshold
triggers determined in both the Fenton River Study and the Willimantic River Study.

O A formal update to the Drought Response Plan, including response timing and
recovery guldelines. |

0 Recommendations for limited use of the Fenton Well D when the Fenton River
Wellfield would otherwise be shut down. This may allow for brief decreases in
pumping at the Willimantic River Wellfield to provide short periods of relief to the
fish species in the Willimantic River, while also restoring the system margin of

safety.

1.3 RELATIONSHIP TO WATER AND WASTEWATER MASTER PLAN

On September 26, 2005, the Conllectécut Department of Public Health issued a consent
order to the University of Connecticut to address what it characterized as deficiencies in
the operation and management of its water supply system. As part of the consent order,
the University agreed to develop a Water System Master Plan to identify and evaluate
viable options for meeting the University's future drinking water needs. Additionally, the
University voluntarily expanded this charge to include evaluation of its wastewater

collection and treatment needs as well.
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The Water and Wastewater Master Plan was published in June 2007. The document was
designed to convey an understanding of the extent and condition of water and wastewater
infrastructure owned and operated by the University of Connecticut; evaluate the
capacity of the system to meet current and future water demands and wastewater
treatment needs; estimate the value of water and wastewater assets owned by the
University; assess management and ownership options for the water and wastewater
systems; and develop recommendations relative to future management and operation of

the water and wastewater systems.

Most of the recommendations of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan are more
directly applicable to the Individual Water Supply Plan than 1o this Wellfield
Management Plan. With regard to the two wellfields, the Water and Wastewater Master

Plan recommended the following:

G Perform, as planned, the Willimantic River Study (completed in 2010);

O Continue to operate the Fenton River as outlined in the Fenton River Study
(ongoing);

0O Relocate Fenton Well A further from the river but within the distance available [250
feet] for a diversion permit exemption (pending additional study); and

O Provide emergency power to Well #2 and Well #4 at the Willimantic River Wellfield
(completed in 2011).

As _this document recommends a monthly-based operating strategy derived from the
current understanding of the characteristics of the two wellfields and the associated
rivers, this Welifield Management Plan supersedes the hypothetical operating scenarios

presented in the Water and Wastewater Master Plan.
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1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO OQTHER WATER SYSTEM PLANNING DOCUMENTS

‘This Wellfield Management Plan presents a review of historical operational procedures
as well as a review of the recent environmental studies that presented recommendations
for reducing or curtailing withdrawals during periods of low streamflow. In addition, this
plan provides guidelines for the incorporation of wellfield management procedures into a
variety of other University documents, including the Water Supply Plan, the draft
Drought Response Plan, the Emergency Contingency Plan, and the Water Conservation
Plan. As such, a larpe portion of this initial Wellhield Management Plan provides
background information above and beyond the scope of a typical operational reference
document. It is envisioned that future versions of this Wellfield Management Plan will

be more streamlined to be used as operational reference puides.

1.4.1 Relationship to the Individual Water Supply Plan

Whereas the Individual Water Supply Plan is the University's comprehensive water
system planning document, this Wellfield Management Plan is intended toward
incorporaiing the operational recommendations of the two recent environmental studies
into a comprehensive operations document. As such, this document is designed to be

included as part of the Water Supply Plan but can also serve as a stand-alone document.

The monthly margin of safety projections prepared for the Water Supply Plan are
influenced by the recommendations of this Wellfield Management Plan, particularly
regarding the proposed operation of Well D during low-flow perieds. It is envisioned
that the University may choose to update or amend the Wellfield Management Plan

concurrent with the Water Supply Plan in the future.
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1.4.2 Relafionship to the Brought Response Plan

Several months prior to the extreme dry period in 2007, the University prepared a draft
"Drought Response Plan" to augment to the pre-existing Emergency Contingency Plan.
A copy of this pian (revised through August 22, 2008) is included in Appendix A.
Designed fo serve as a set of protocols more than as a plan document, the Drought
Response Plan establishes trigger levels, describes responses, lists conservation
measures, and describes recovery from "emergency." The levels of response in the plan

are denoted as follows:

Stage JA — Water Conservation Alert

Stage 1B — Water Supply/Drought Advisory
Stage 11 — Water Supply/Drought Watch
Stage 11 — Water Supply/Drought Warning

0o o o O O

Stage IV — Water Supply/Drought Emergency

The University's protocols begin with an Alert stage, which is not specifically called for
in the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan published in August 2003.
However, the terms Advisory, Watch, Waming, and Emergency are consistent with the

Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan.

The University's draft Drought Response Plan 1ink§ the projected available supply
(including the available supply from the Fenton River Wellfield in accordance with the
recommendations of the Fenton River Study) and High Head Reservoir levels to the
trigger levels. An itemized list of response protocels was presented in the plan for each
of the stages listed above to enable the Universily to respond according to each particular

frigger level.

The Connecticut DPH reviewed the draft Drought Response Plan and offered the

following commenis by memorandum on September 9, 2008. Considerations related to
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these comiments have been incorporated, where appropriate, into the Emergency

Contingency Plan and this Wellfield Management Plan:

O Initial Trigger Level: Issue Stage 1A when the flow in the Fenton River reaches 4.0 or
5.0 cfs instead of 3.0 cfs ta allow additional time to prepare for implementing
conservation measures.

O Source-Based Trigger Levels: It may be more appropriate to base trigger levels for
Stage 1B, Stage 11, Stage IT1, and Stage IV on groundwater levels rather than levels in
the High Head storage facility.

O Water Audits: Water audits of the system's largest users should be performed when
demand reductions are not mt:tj at each response stage. Such water audits should be
part of the water system's normal business practice.

0  Spstem Recovery. Recovery triggers should be based on groundwater levels and
streamflows in addition to the High Head storage 'facilify levels.

O Term Clarification: Clarification was recommended for what constitules a projected
available supply being "significantly less” than projected water usage, and what
constitutes an "overall decrease in tank storage.” These statements could be
quantified in units or percentages.

0O Emergency Sources: The plan should identify all potential sources of water supply
within a reasonable proximity to its distribution system that could potentiélly be
tapped during a Stage I'V emergency. This would necessitate an emergency order that
1s unlike the one outlined in prior stages, would require water boiling and possibly

other public health precautions contingent on the quality of the emergency source.

The draft Drought Response Plan was considered during the Willimantic River Study to
correlate its protocols to those recommended when the Willimantic River falls below the
threshold streamflow triggers outlined in its environmental study. The protocols
suggested in the Willimantic River study report were then followed during the dry

swmmer of 201.0.
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This Wellfield Management Plan fuily incorporates the University's Drought Response
Plan. Because a dry spell or moderate drought is not necessarily a water supply
emergency and therefore should not always be treated as such, this Wellfield-
Management Plan instead uses the guidelines from the two river studies to revise the five

stages of water conservation triggers.

143 Relationship to the Emerpgency Contingency Plan

The purpose of the Emergency Contingency Plan is 1o outline protocols to follow when
actual emergencies occur, such as failing wells, water main breaks, tank levels falling
rapidly, contamination of water, or other disasters. It i1s understood that such events can
curtail the University'’s ability to provide potable water, which may result in a threat to

public health.

This Wellfield Management Plan does not consider the impact of such emergencies, but
rather considers day-to-day operation of the wellfields under normal operating conditions
and during periods of low river flows when welifield operation could cause adverse
environmental stress to the habitat of the rivers adjacent to each wellfield. Seasonal low
streamflows are not considered an emergency situation for the University, but instead a

situation that advises conservation and results in the utilization of response protocols.

On the other hand, it is understood that a sustained drought such as the drought of record
in the 1960s could result in low groundwater levels that could in turn cause wells to go

dry. This situation would be considered an emergency.

Currently, the draft Droﬁght Response Plan offers reasonable response protocols for
nstituting water conservation measures when available supply is-limited due to declines
in available storage. These response protocols have been folded into the Emergency
Cont.ingency Plan as appropriate for the Water Supply Plan. Low groundwater levels

were also added to the Emergency Contingency Plan as this scenario would represent an
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emergency situation. These modifications were necessary to provide a clear, workable
set of emergency response protocols for the University and differentiate emergency

response from typical drought response for the majority of low-flow events.

1.44 Relationship to the Water Conservation Plan

The purpose of the Water Conservation Plan is to describe how to acéomplish University-
wide water conservation measures both in the long-term and in the shori-term when
triggered by the Drought Response Plan, the Emergency Contingency Plan, or this
Wellfield Management Plan. The protocols for water conservation are similar between
the three documents, although the timing of waler conservation inijtiattves may need to be’

expedited during emergency situations.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL

- ELIZABETH C. PATERSON, Mayor AUDREY P, BECK BUILDING

FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599
{B60)420-3336

Fux: (860) 429-6863

March 21, 2011

Stephen B. McPherson, PreSIdent
Masonicare

Corporate Services

22 Masonic Avenue

Wallingford, CT 06492

Dear Steve:

I am writing concerning your continued interest in developing an Independent/Assisted Living
facility in Mansfield. As you are aware, it does not appear that the university is in a position at
the present time to anthorize any additional connections to their water supply that are not 11s1,ed
as a committed use under the university’s water and wastewater master plan.

Given the limitations of the ex:stmg water supply, the Town of Mansﬁeld 18 committed to
partnering with UConn to develop additional water sgurces to address our collective needs, as we
have recognized that the current situation is untenable and will not support any future
development. As our Town Manager has highlighted in his recent letter to you, we are ‘
aggressively pursuing a number of different options, including wellfields and interconnections to
existing water utilities, in order to meet our future water needs.’ The town has retained an
engineering firm for this project, and we will be testing our preliminary water supply options
over the next several months. While it is difficult to estimate an exact date when additional
public water supply would be available, we believe that a 24-48 month timeframe is reasonable.
Obviously, the permitting and construction of additional supply would require a number of
authorizations at the state and local level as well as approval from our voters to appropriate
additional bond funding for the project.

The Town of Mansfield is committed to supporting the development of an independent/assisted
ving facility in town, and we would view a connection to Masonicare’s proposed property on
Maple Road as having the highest priority for new users. As the designated “preferred
developer” for this facility, we are interested in working collaboratively with you to suppost the
success of this initiative, and we understand that access to water is critical to the project.



The Mansfield Town Council appreciales your organization’s confinued interest in this project.
We are committed to working with you to bring this plan to fruition and fully support the Town’s
efforts to secure water and wastewater service for the project.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional questions.

Sincerely,

f’-%a/af./d Cﬁaﬁt&m

Elizabeth C. Paterson
_ Mayor

CC: Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager i
Four Corners Water and Wastewater Advisory Committee
Kevin Grunwald, Director of Human Services
Lon Hultgren, Director of Planning
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning



Town of Mansf' el

Memo

To:  Town Council

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager

CC: Maria Capriola, Sara-Ann Bourgue, Audrey Conrad
Date: March 28, 2011

Re:  Quarterly Status Report: October — December 2010 -

Below please find a status report regarding the current projects, initiatives and
responsibilities of the Town Manager's Office. This list does not encompass every activity,
but does provide a summary of the more important items. | welcome any questions or
comments that the Town Council may have.

Major Projects and Initiatives/Areas of Focus
1) Community/campus relations
» Preparations underway for Spring Weekend 2011
« Assisted Community Quality of Life Committee (CQLC) with its review of
proposed nuisance house ordinance and draft assembly permit ordinance to
reguiate certain large gatherings
« In collaboration with Mansfield Community-Campus Partnership (MCCP),
implemented pilot blight and litter reduction program in the Hunting Lodge Road
neighborhood, including litter pick-up and changing the day of trash service.
Refuse and recycling containers to be installed along Hunting Lodge Road in
Spring 2011.
s MCCP awarded $20,000 Healthy Campus Grant to strengthen policy
development and enforcement efforts related to hosting parties where alcohol
is served. As part of this grant, MCCP {o work with Celeron Square

Apartments to create a “normative environment’ relative to party hosting and
alcohol use.

2) Community water and wastewater issues

« Continued to serve as member of UConn Water and Wastewater Advisory

Committee; this Spring committee to review update to UConn water supply
plan

T:\ManagenQUARTERLY REPORTS\QtrlyReportOct-Dec2010.doc _ @ Page 1



3) Economic Development
» Provided Council with update regarding staff's work to develop more
comprehensive economic development program. Staff committee will continue
business visitation and other activities; will discuss governance and policy
issues with Council post budget,

4) FY 2011/12 Operating Budget and Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
« Submit Proposed FY 2011/12 Budget and CIP to Council on 03/28/11; will assist

Council with review and development of its proposed budget for presentation to
voters at 05/10/11 Town Meeting

5) Four Comers water and sewer project

= Environmental Partners reviewed draft report with Four Corners Advisory
Committee in January 2011; Environmental Partners to test ground water well
sites during the Spring and Summer of 2011

6) Independent/assisted living project
» Assisted Masonicare with review of water supply issues; Masonicare to
purchase property on Maple Road within next 90 days
« Staff recommends Council meet with Masonicare in near future to discuss
program; Council also to consider re-establishment of advisory committee to
serve as liaison to Masonicare and various stakeholders

7) Mansfield Community Center
+» Made plans for renovation and maintenance for 2011

» Prepared FY 2011/12 CIP proposal for equipment replacement and other
needs

8) Mansfield 2020: A Unified Vision (strategic plan)

s Conduct strategic planning team meeting and provide update to Council in
late Spring 2011

9) Mansfield Downtown Partnership and Storrs Center

» Continued work to prepare Storrs Center parking management plan

« Executed Storrs Center Development Agreement as authorized by Council
e Design of all public and private improvements underway

Mansfield Downtown Partnership preparing update to Council and community
for April 2011

10)Police Services Study

¢ Staff and Commitiee are awaiting a draft version of the study from the
consulting team; consulting team will present initial findings to Steering
Committee and then to Council in Spring 2011

TAManagenQUARTERLY REPORTS\QtrlyReportOci-Dec2010.doc @ Page?2



11)Policy on Open and Transparent Government
e Town Council adopted policy proposed by Personnel Committee

12)Regionalism/shared services collaborative
« Staff conducted meetings with ECSU and WINCOG, and selected UCann
Master of Public Administration program to retain group of UCONN MPA
students to research potential opportunities for sharing services between
Mansfield and Windham parks and recreation departments; study is targeted
for completion in late April 2011
» Continued to participate in ongoing WINCOG efforts to examine service-

sharing opportunities, including code enforcement, engineering and economic
development

13) School Renovation Project

« Council decided not to send proposed two new elementary schools and
selected renovations to Mansfield Middle School (Option E) to voters at
referendum this Spring

« Wil assist Council in determining next steps for this project

14) Senior Services

= Implemented the Council initiated service improvement to increase the senior

services social worker schedule to four days per week effective January 1,
2011.

15) Sustainability
» Sustainability Advisory Committee provided update to Council at 02/14/11
meeting
‘s Evaluated ways to provide additional staff support to coordinate Town's

sustainability efforts; presented proposal fo establish part-time position as
part of proposed FY 2011-12 budget

Capital Projects
1} ARRA projects
« Construction of Birch Road bikeway well underway and grading and base
course is camplete; final prep and paving remain fo be followed by

landscaping and finish work; project currently in "winter shutdown™ and will
resume in early Spring 2011

2} Bridge Projects

« Laurel Lane bridge project in fina! design; project should be ready to bid in May
2011

« Stone Mill Road bridge project currently out o bid; bids are due in mid- April 2011

3) Salt Shed .
Salt Shed erected; completing punch list iems and final sitework

TAManagenQUARTERLY REPORTS\QirlyReportOct-Dec2010.doc ® Page 3
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Gregory J. Padick

From: Connecticut Plarnning Professionals [CT_PLANNING_PROFESSIONALS-L@LISTSERY.UCONN.EDU]
on behalf of Roberts, Richard P. [ROBERTS@HALLORAN-SAGE.COM]

Sent:  Wednesday, March 30, 2011 11:59 AM
To: CT_PLANNING_PROFESSIONALS-L@LISTSERV.UCONN.EDU
Subject: Parlicipation in hearings and deliberations by non-seated allernates

Today, in Komondy v. Chester ZBA, the CT Appellate Court issued a decision
addressing this question. The gist of it appears fo be that unseated alternates may
participate in the hearing but should not participate in the deliberations.

Whether or not that participation is fatal to the commission's decision depends on
whether the alternate's participation had a "profound effect", although the court frowned
on such participation (See footnote 10 - "In light of our conclusion in part | B of this
opinion, we emphasize that the participation of an unseated alternate in the board's
deliberations is not to be condoned. Even if that participation ultimately is deemed
harmless, it nevertheless raises the specter of impropriety. For that reason, the prudent
course is to prohibit such participation in all instances.").

Here's a link to the decision. - '
http:/fiwww.jud.ct.gov/external/supapp/Cases/ARQap/ARP127/127AP282 .pdf

RESPONSES TO:

Richard P. Roberts, Esq.
Halloran & Sage LLP

. One Goodwin Square
Hartford, CT 06103-4303
Telephone: 860-297-4685
Fax: 860-548-0006
mailto:roberis@halloran-sage.com
www.halloran-gsage.com

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: In compliance with Treasury Department Regulations, we inform you that
any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication {including any aftachments) is not intended or written
to be used by any taxpayer, and cannot be used, for the purpose of: (i) avoiding penalties under the
Internal Revenue Code that may be imposed on the taxpayer; or (i} promoting, marketing or
recommending to another party any transaction or matier addressed herein.

Confidentiality: The informatiocn contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the use of the
individual or entity named above and is privileged and confidential. Any dissemination, distribution, or
copy of this communication other than to the individual or entity named abave is strictly prohibited. [f you
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone.

3/30/2011
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The “officially released” date that appears near the
beginning of each opinion is the date the opinion will
be published in the_Connecticut Law Journal or the
date it was released as a slip opinion. The operative
date for the beginning of all time perieds for filing
postopinion motions and petitions for certification is
the “officially released” date appearing in the opinion.
In no event will any such motions be accepted hefore
the “officially released” date.

All opinions are subject to modification and technical
correction prior to official publication in the Connecti-
cut Reports and Connecticut Appellate Reports. In the
event of discrepancies between the electronic version
of an opinion and the print version appearing in the
Connecticut Law Journal and subsequently in the Con-
necticut Reports or Connecticut Appellate Reports, the
latest print version is to be considered authoritative.

The syllabus and procedural history accompanying
the opinion as it appears on the Commission on Official
Legal Publications Electronic Bulletin Board Service
and in the Connecticut Law Journal and bound volumes
of official reports are copyrighted by the Secretary of
the State, State of Connecticut, and may not be repro-
duced and distributed without the express written per-
mission of the Commission on Official Legal
Publications, Judicial Branch, State of Connecticut.
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MARGUERITE A. KOMONDY ». ZONING BOARD OF
APPEALS OF THE TOWN OF CHESTER
(AC 31944)

Gruendel, Alvord and Dupont, Js.

Argued Jonuwary F—afficially released April 5, 2011

(Appeal from Superior Court, judicial district of
Middlesex, Jones, J.)

Christina P. Burnham, for the appellant (plaintiff).
Johin 8. Bennel, for the appellee {defendant).



Opinion

GRUENDEL, J. In this certified zoning appeal, the
plaintiff, Marguerite Komondy, appeals from the judg-
ment of the Superior Court dismissing her appeal from
the decision of the defendant, the zoning board of
appeals (board) of the town of Chester (town), which
denied her appeal from two decisions of the zoning
enforcement officer and her application for a variance
from § 113B.5 of the town zoning regulations (regula-
tions). She contends that the board acted illegally in
permitting an unseated alternate member to participate
in both the public hearing and the board’s deliberations
thereon. We affirm the judgment of the Superior Court.

This appeal concerns the use of a mobile home on
29 Liberty Street in Chester (property), which is located
in an R-1 residential disirict of the town and at all
relevant times was owned by the plaintiff. Section
113B.5 of the regulations permits the temporary use of
a mobile home on a property during the construction
of a permanent dwelling. That regulation requires notifi-
cation of such use to the zoning enforcement officer
and expressly limits the use to a period of six months.!

The property contained a 6631 square foot historic
single-family residence, which a fire destroyed in March
of 2005. Days later, the plaintiff, pursuant to § 1138.5,
applied for a six month use permit to install a temporary
mobile home on the property during the reconstruction
of her home, which was granted on March 14, 2006.
Approximately one year and four months later, Zoning
Enforcement Officer Judith R. Brown issued a cease
and desist order regarding the use of the mobile home
on the property. In response, the plaintiff requested an
extension of the permit criginally issued in March, 2005,
which Brown denied on August 25, 2006.

On August 28, 2006, the plaintiff filed an appeal with
the board from both the cease and desist order and the
denial of her request for an extension. In addition, the
plaintiff applied for a variance from the “[six] months
time limit” contained in § 113B.5.> The board held a
publie hearing on the plaintiff’s applications on Decem-
ber 18, 2006. In attendance at that hearing were regular
board members Mario Gioco, Jim Miller, Tom Englert
and Mark Borton, and three alternate board members,
Dan Bednarz, Theresa Myers and Andy Vomastek.
Because only four regular members were present, Bedn-
arz was seated pursuant to General Statutes § 8-5a.’
After the public hearing concluded, the board deliber-
ated the merits of the plaintiff’s applications. The board
then voted to deny both the appeal from the decisions
of the zoning enforcement officer and the application
for a variance from § 113B.5. From that decision, the
plaintiff appealed to the Superior Court, which rendered
judgment dismissing her appeal. In 50 doing, the court
rejected the plaintiff’s claim that the board acted ille-



gally in allowing Myers, an unseated alternate, to partici-
pate in the public hearing and the board's deliberations.
In addition, the court concluded that the board properly
denied the variance application because the requisite
hardship was lacking.!

On appeal to this court, the plaintiff challenges only
the court’s determination regarding Myers' participa-
tion in the public hearing and the board's deliberations.
She does not challenge its determination that no
unusual hardship existed to warrant a variance of the
zoning regulations. Accordingly, we focus our attention
on the propriety of Myers' involvement in the December
18, 2006 proceedings.

The record before us contains a franscript of the
December 18, 2006 proceedings on the plaintiff'’s appli-
cations. It substantiates the court’s finding that Myers
was an alternate who, despite not being seated to act
on the plaintiff’s applications pursuant to § 8-ba, partici-
pated in both the public hearing and the subsequent
deliberations of the hoard. During the public hearing,
Mpyers asked more than a dozen questions, the majority
of which were directed at the plaintifi’s husband, Chris-
topher Komondy, who offered testimony in support of
the plaintiff's applications. Her participation in the
board’s subsequent deliberations on the plaintiff’s vari-
ance application was even more extensive.® The tran-
script of the deliberations thereon contains more than
twenty separate statements by Myers.t Myers posed
various questions to the town’s attorney and articulated
her opinion on various aspects of the variance at issue
during those deliberations. For example, Myers
expressed her view that “we have a larger obligation
to the greater good if you want to call it that. And if
we decide to write and grant a variance where we put
limitations in, first of all, without knowing what enforce-
ment is, what is the good of having a [imitation or
making a law or saying this is what's going to happen
if we don't lmow (a) if we can enforce it and (b) how
we're going to enforce it. And who's going to be respon-
sible for . . . checlding all this out and monitoring this,
and, you know, we've already had months of delays
and people in the town waiting on this decision as well
as the applicant. You lmow, this could drag out to have
a life of its own and by the time we're even getting to
the point of figuring out how to handle it, the.building
could be gone or could be up, could be not, God lmows
what could happen in any part of this process in two
to three years . . . ."

On the issue of hardship, Myers questioned whether
this is “a financial hardship or a hardship with [the]
land.” When Gioco and Miller discussed potential condi-
tions related to the timing of the reconstruction on the
property, Myers opined that “it was a chronoclogical
argument, very well said, and, I mean, you could argue
either way, but that is not necessarily a solid grounding



for a hardship.” She concluded that statement by noting
that “[ylou can't talk yourself into a hardship, either it
is a hardship or it isn't.” Similarly, when another board
member raised the possibility of attaching a condition
to the variance that would limit the use of a moebile
home on the property by time,"” Myers stated that “then
it's two months back, three months later, where do you
just cut it off and stop the bleeding, I mean, when are
you, obvicusly, we are all sympathetic, but you know
what I mean. You let them go for two years and then
they guarantee that they got three more months and
then you're going to say, well, sorry, and then in three
more months it's like, you know, the world fell apart,
and it's going to talte three or four more months. That’s
the problem with this . . . as much as we want to do
this, that's the problem with this, how, where does it
end; it ends when they're done, not when we decide to
grant a variance.” Near the end of the board’s delibera-
tions, Gioco, the board’s chairman, opined that “really
this . . . should have been handled by [the] planning
and zoning [commission] because it is not clear . . . .
Maybe we should give them the chance to fix it as
opposed to us.” In response, Myers stated that “if we
really have gone through this whole process and
decided that we shouldn’t be hearing this and then we
shouldn't have accepted the application. . . . We have
heard it, it is on the books . . . I think we have (o make
a decision. I mean, if the applicants or if we want to
talk to [the planning and zoning commission] about
modifying [§ 113B.5] . . . but I don't think we can post-
pone our decision based on that . . . ." (Emphasis
added.) Plainly, Myers was an active participant in the
board's deliberations on the variance application.

I

The plaintiff claims that Myers' participation in the
proceedings ran afoul of General Statutes § 8-6 (a), ren-
dering the board's action on her applications illegal.
She argues that the plain language of that statute forbids
an alternate member from participating in either the
public hearing or board deliberations on an application
unless that alternate has been seated pursuant to § 8-ba.
Her claim presents a question of statutory construction,
over which our review is plenary. See Buttermilk
Farms, LLC v. Planning & Zoning Commission, 202
Conn. 317, 325, 973 A.2d 64 (2009).

“The process of statutory interpretation involves the
determination of the meaning of the statutory language
as applied to the facis of the case, Including the question
of whether the language does so apply. . . . When con-
struing a statute, [o]Jur fundamental objective is to
ascertain and give effect to the apparent intent of the
legislature. . . . In other words, we seek to defermine,
in a reasoned manner, the meaning of the statutory
language as applied to the facts of [the] case, including
the question of whether the language actually does



apply. . . . In seeking to determine that meaning, Gen-
eral Statutes § 1-2z directs us first to consider the text
of the statute itself and iis relationship to other statutes.
If, after examining such text and considering such rela-
tionship, the meaning of such text is plain and unambig-
uous and does not yield absurd or unworkable results,
extratextual evidence of the meaning of the statute shall
not be considered. . . . The test to determine ambigu-
ity is whether the statute, when read in context, is
susceptible to more than one reasonable interpreta-
tion.” (Internal quotation marlks omitted.) Id. In addi-
tion, “common sense must be used in statutory
interpretation, and courts will assume that the legisla-
ture intended to accomplish a reasonable and rational
result.” (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Cannata v.
Dept. of Environmental Proieclion, 239 Conn. 124, 141,
680 A.2d 1329 (1996).

We thus begin with the language of the statute. See-
tion 8- (a) provides in relevant part: “In each municipal-
ity having a zoning commission there shall be a zoning
board of appeals consisting of five regular members and
three alternate members, unless otherwise provided by
special act. Such alternate members, also referred fo
as 'the panel of aliernates’, shall, when seated as herein
provided, have all the powers and duties set forth in
the general statutes relating to zoning boards of appeals
and their members. . . .” General Statutes § 8-6 (a)
enumerates the “powers and duties” of a zoning board
of appeals as follows: “(1) To hear and decide appeals
where it is alleged that there is an error in any order,
requirement or decision made by the official charged
with the enforcement of this chapter or any bylaw,
ordinance or regulation adopted under the provisions of
this chapter; (Z) to hear and decide all matiers including
special exceptions and special exemptions under sec-
tion 8-2g upon which it is required to pass by the specific
terms of the zoning bylaw, ordinance or regulation; and
(3) to determine and vary the application of the zoning
bylaws, ordinances or regulations . . . .7

A

The first question we must ask in considering the
atorementioned statutory language is whether it pre-
cludes the participation of an unseated alternate in the
public hearing portion of a board’s proceedings, We
conclude that it does not. While quite specific in other
regards; see, e.g, General Statutes §87 (requiring
board to “state upon its records the reason for its deci-
sion™); General Statutes § 8-7a (requiring evidence to
be taken by stenographer or recording device); General
Statutes § 8-7d (2) (requiring that “[a]ll applications and
maps and documents relating thereto shall be open for
public inspection” and permitting any person to “appear
and be heard” at public hearing); our General Siatutes
do not prescribe any protocols or duties regarding the
participation of board members in the public hearing.



See generally R. Fuller, % Connecticut Practice Series:
Land Use Law and Practice (3d Ed. 2007) § 20:1, p. 556
(“[tThe general procedures followed by most land use
agencies are similar, and acceptable procedures have
evolved by custom and experience rather than from
statutory requirements”).

This legislative silence on the issue of participation by
board members in the public hearing is understandable.
Whether it is an appeal from a decision of the zoning
enforcement officer, a variance application or another
maiter specified by statute, the burden rests with the
applicant to demonstrate its entitlement to the
requested relief. See, e.g., Cumberland Farms, Inc. v.
Zowing Board of Appeals, 74 Conn. App. 622, 630, 814
A.2d 396 ("the board properly exercised its discretion
in upholding the decision of the zoning enforcement
officer [because] the plaintiff had not satisfied its bur-
den of establishing the validity of the proposed gasoline
station use as a preexisting, nonconforming use™), cert.
denied, 263 Conn. 901, 819 A.2d 836 (2003); Pike v.
Zoning Board of Appeals, 31 Conn. App. 270, 274, 624
A2d 909 (1993) (applicant bears burden of demonstra-
ting existence of hardship). It thus is incumbent on
an applicant to provide an evidentiary basis, whether
through testimony, documentation or a combination
thereof, in support of its plea for relief. Under Connecti-
cut law, active participation by board members in a
public hearing is not statutorily required. Rather, it is
entirely permissible, if nevertheless uncommon,? for a
board to passively observe the applicant’s presentation
without asking questions or otherwise maldng inquiry
as to the specifics of the application. We are aware
of no authority to the contrary, nor has the plaintiff
provided any.

The plaintiff argues that the word “hear,” as that term
is used in the phrase to “hear and decide” contained
in § 8-6 (2) (1) and (2), connotes active participation
in public hearings. We disagree. Rather, we read that
term as one indicating that the zoning board of appeals
is the proper forum for certain appeals and matters as
specified therein. Put differently, the term expresses
the board's power to entertain such matters.

Such expression is necessary because zoning boards
of appeal are creatures of statute, as every Connecticut
municipality having a zoning comimission is required to
have a zoning board of appeals. General Statutes § 8-5
(a). They possess a limited authority, as circumscribed
by statute, the scope of which cannot be enlarged or
limited by either the board or the local zoning regula-
tions. See Langer v. Planning & Zoning Commission,
163 Conn. 453, 458, 313 A.2d 44 (1972) (board’s powers
“stemn directly from the statute” and “are not subject
to restriction by provisions contained in the ordinance
or amendmenis thereto™); Bora v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 161 Conn. 297, 302, 288 A.2d 89 (1971) (holding



that board acted illegally by exceeding its power in
granting variance); 2 P. Salkin, American Law of Zoning
(bth Ed. 2010) § 13-27, p. 13-82 (zoning boards of appeal
“are constrained by the limitations of the power granted
to them by law™). As often is noted, “[sJubject maiter
jurisdiction is the power of the court to rear and deler-
ine cases of the general class to which the proceed-
ings in question belong. . . . The same principle
applies to administrative agencies . . . including zon-
ing authorities.” {Citations omitted; emphasis added,;
internal quotation marks omitted.) Lauer v. Zoning
Commission, 220 Conn. 455, 460, 600 A.2d 310 (1991);
see also Konover v. West Hartford, 242 Conn. 727, 740—
41, 699 A.2d 158 (1997} (no jurisdiction to act unless
under precise circumstances and in manner particularly
prescribed by enabling legislation); cf. Mitchell Land
Co. v. Planning & Zoning Board of Appeals, 140 Conn.
527, 631, 102 A.2d 316 (1953) (explaining that “[p]rior
to 1947, the statutes did not specifically refer to . . .
special exceptions [which] the General Assembly
[recently] empowered zoning boards of appeal 'to hear
and decide’' ). By delineating precisely what matters
properly may be acted upen by a zoning board of
appeals, § 8-6 (a) sets forth the confines within which
zoning hoards of appeals operate.

In addition, we note that § 8-6 (a) (3) does not contain
the particuiar language relied on by the plaintiff. If the
plaintiff is correct in her contention that the term
“hear,” as it is used in the phrase to “hear and decide,”
constitutes active participation in public hearings, then
ts omission from § 8-6 (a) (3) suggests that the legisla-
ture, in enacting this statute, sought to vest in board
members the power to actively participate in public
hearings on the matters set forth in § 86 (a) (1) and
(2) but not in hearings where a variance is sought.
The legislature could not have intended such a bizarre
result. See §.1.S8. Enterprises, Inc. v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 33 Conn. App. 281, 286, 635 A.2d 835 (1993)
(principles of statutory construction require court to
construe statutes In manner that will not lead to absurd
resuits). That § 8-G (a) concludes by providing that the
board shall not be required “to hear any application for
the same variance . . . for a period of six months after
a decision by the board or by a court on an earlier
such applcation” further indicates that the term “hear”
refers to the board's power to entertain certain matters.

Common sense also persuades us that the legislature
did not intend to preclude the participation of unseated
alternate members in public hearings. The convening
of a public hearing affords an opportunity for the appli-
cant to demonstrate its entitlement to the requested
relief and for other members of the community *to
register their approval or disapproval and to state the
reasons therefor.” Couch v. Zoning Commission, 141
Conn. 349, 357, 106 A.2d 173 (1954); see also Clifford
v. Flanning & Zowing Commission, 280 Conn. 434,



443, 908 A.2d 1049 (2006) (purpose of local zoning body
in holding public hearing is to afford opportunity to
interested parties to make views lkmown and to enable
board to be guided thereby). Thus, the aim of the public
hearing is to obtain any and all information relevant to
the inquiry on hand, so as to facilitate the rendering of
an informed decision by the board. See Lok v. Toun
Plan & Zowing Commission, 161 Conn. 32, 42, 282
A.2d 894 (1971) {(board members must be sufficiently
acquainted with issues raised and arguments presented
at public hearing “in order to exercise an informed
Jjudgment™); Strain v. Mims, 123 Conn. 275, 282, 193 A
764 (1937) (*[t}he purpose of the public hearing is, of -
course, to inform the members of the commission as
to the reasons why the change should or should not be
made™); T. Tondro, Connecticut Land Use Regulation
(2d Ed. 1992) p. 405 (“the purpose of the hearing is
to provide the board with informatien to improve the
quality of its decision™). In light of that central aim,
we perceive no good reason why unseated alternate
members should be relegated to bystander status during
public hearings. Indeed, we cannot envision any preju-
dice to an applicant resulting from their participation,
particularly in light of the mandatory disqualification
of any board member from “any matter in which he is
directly orindirectly interested in a personal or financial
sense.” General Statutes § 8-11.

We also are mindful of the fact that an alternate
member who is not seated for a public hearing may
well be called on to act in the place of a regular member
in the hoard’s subsequent deliberations. It seems incon-
gruous to vest in such an alternate the statutory power
to decide the substantive matter before the board yet
preclude that alternate from asking pertinent questions
or otherwise commenting during the public hearing.
Permitting that alternate to explore the merits of the
application through participation in the public hearing
contributes to the ultimate aim of an informed decision
and assures that the applicant and other interested
members of the community have the opportunity to
address whatever concerns the alternate has regarding
the application.

As a final matter, we note that a degree of deference
generally is accorded to local land use agencies. See,
e.g., Fedorich v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 178 Conn.
610, 614, 424 A 2d 289 (1979) ("because the local author-
ity is closer to the circumstances and conditions which
create the problem and shape its solution, zoning
authorities are given wide discretion in determining
public need and the means of meeting it"); Couch v.
Zoning Commission, supra, 141 Conn. 359 (“[t]he his-
tory of zoning legislation indicates a clear intent on the
part of the General Assembly that, subject to certain
underlying principles, the solution of zoning questions
is for the local agencies™); Megin v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 106 Conn. App. 602, 607, 942 A.2d 511 (courts



generally employ deferential standard of review to
actions of zoning board), cert. denied, 289 Conn. 901,
957 A.2d 871 (2008). It is plausible, if not probable, that
the legislature’s silence on the issue of board member
participation in public hearings simply reflects a willing-
ness to let local agencies fashion their own protocols
or duties related thereto.

In sum, a review of our General Statutes reveals that
they do not address the issue of board member partici-
pation in the public hearing. Mindful that we must avoid
a construction that fails to attain a rational and sensibie
result; see S.L.S. Enlerprises, Inc. v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, supra, 33 Conn. App. 286; we reject the plain-
tiff’s interpretation of § 85 (a). Because participation
in the public hearing is neither a power nor duty set
forth in the General Statutes relating to zoning boards
of appeal and their members, we cannot accept the
plaintiff's contention that Myers’ participation in the
December 18, 2006 public hearing contravened the plain
language of § 8-5 (a).

B

We next turn our attention to whether the statutory
language at issue precludes the participation of an
unseated alternate in the board's deliberations. We
answer that query in the affirmative.

Section 86 (a)} vests the board with the power to
“decide” certain matters and to “determine and vary
the application of the zoning bylaws, ordinances or
regulations . . . ." The board accomplishes those tasks
by engaging in deliberations following the close of the
public hearing. See, e.g., Hescock v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 112 Conn, App. 239, 246-47, 562 A.2d 177
(2009) (reviewing portions of transcript of both “the
public hearing” and “the board’s decision-making
process”).

One judge who considered the question before us
analogized the unseated alternate board member to an
alternate juror. See Weiner v. Zoning Commission,
Superior Court, judicial district of Litchfield, Docket
No. CV-94-0066607 (May 23, 1995} (Pickeit, J.) (14 Conn.
L. Rptr. 245). The comparison is apt. To deliberate is
to “weigh, ponder, discuss, regard upon, consider . . .
to weigh in the mind; to consider the reasons for and
against.™ (Internal quotation marks omitted.) State v.
Washington, 182 Conn. 419, 428, 438 A.2d 1144 (1980).
Just as deliberation is “the process by which a jury
reaches a verdict, as by analyzing, discussing, and
weighing the evidence”; Blaclk's Law Dictionary (9th
Ed. 2009) p. 492; the act of deliberating is the process
by which the board reaches its decision.’

For good reason, the General Assembly has seen fit
to require alternate jurors in civil and criminal cases
alike to “be segregated from the regular panel . . .
when the case is given {o the regular panel for delibera-



tion . . . ."” General Statutes §§ 51-243 (e) and 54-82h
(c). “[Tlhe primary if not exclusive purpose of jury
privacy and secrecy is to protect the jury’s deliberations
from improper influence.” United Staies v. Olano, 507
U.5. 725, 73738, 113 5. Ct. 1770, 123 L. Ed. 2d 508
(1993}, see also Turk v. Silberstein, 48 Conn. App. 223,
224 n.1, 709 A.2d 578 (1998) (“[t]he risks involved in
allowing an alternate to sit in during deliberations are
obvious”). Participation by an unseated alternate tar-
nishes the jury’s deliberations. See State v. Murray, 254
Conn. 472, 495, 757 A.2d 578 (2000) (en banc) (ury
deliberations tarnished when jurors come into contact
with outside influences). Similarly, the participation of
an unseated alfernate tarnishes the deliberations of a
zoning board of appeals, as it permits one not author-
ized to vote on the matter before the board to neverthe-
less pass on the merits thereof. See Clifford
Development Corp. v. Zowing Commiission, Superior
Court, judicial district of Litchfield, Docket No. CV-95-
0068705 (May 17, 1996) (“[aln alternate member of the
agency who is not needed for the vote should not partici-
pate in the deliberations™); 9 R. Fuller, supra, § 21:4,
p. 606 (same). The unseated alternate's participation,
whether by design or inadvertence, injects an improper
influence into the board’s decision-making process.

That the board’s decision-making proecess includes its
deliberations is evidenced by the linguistic distinction
contained in the plain language of §§ 85 (a) and 86
{a). Section 8-5 (a) provides in relevant part that “[tThe
board shall keep minutes of its proceedings showing
the vofe of each member and each alternate member
when seated upon each question . . . ." (Emphasis
added.) By contrast, § 8-6 (a), in enumerating the pow-
ers and duties of the zoning board of appeals, states
that it is authorized to “decide” and to “determine” the
specified matters. It is well established that, in constru-
ing statutory language, “[n]o part of a legislative enact-
ment is fo be treated as insignificant or unnecessary,
and there is a presumption of purpose behind every
sentence, clause or phrase . . . and no word in a stat-
ute is to be treated as superflucus.” (Internal quotation
marks omitted.) Staie v. Anderson, 227 Conn. 518, b28,
631 A.2d 1149 (1993); see also Viberl v. Board of Educa-
tion, 260 Conn. 167, 176, 793 A.2d 1076 (2002) (every
word in statute presumed to have meaning). Our inter-
pretation thus must give meaning to that distinction.
Had the legislature intended to permit the participation
of unseated alternates in the board's deliberations on
an application but to preclude their involvement in the
vote thereon, it simply could have used the term “vote™
in § 86 (2), as it did in § 86 (2). That the legislature
instead utilized “decide” and “determine” to describe
the powers and duties of the board indicates that the
board’s power in this regard includes something other
than simply voting on a particular matter. Qur objective
in construing statutory langnage is to give effect to the



apparent intent of the legislature. Bullermill Farms,
LLC v. Planning & Zoning Commission, supra, 292
Conn. 328. We conclude that the apparent intent of the
legislature was 10 include the deliberations cf a zoning
board of appeals among the powers and duties set forth
in § 8-6 (a).

Because under § 85 (a) only alternate members
seated pursuant to § 8-Ha possess the powers and duties
set forth in § 8-6 (a), § 8-6 (a) precludes the participa-
tion of an unseated alternate in board deliberations
following the close of the public hearing, We therefore
agree with the plaintiff that Myers improperly partici-
pated in the deliberations on the variance application.

I

That conclusion does not end our inquiry. We also
must determine whether that impropriety mandates a
reversal of the judgment of the Superior Court dismiss-
ing the plaintiff’s appeal.

A

At the outset, we note that the court employed, in
essence, a harmlessness test in evaluating Myers' con-
duct. It determined that although Myers “was an alter-
nate that was not seated,” her participation in the
board’s deliberations did not have a profound effect on
the voting members. Three other Superior Court judges
have employed a similar test. See Optiwind v. Plan-
ning & Zowing Commission, Superior Court, judicial
district of Litchfield, Docket No. CV-08-4007819-S (Sep-
termber 15, 2010) {Roche, J.) (limited participation of
unseated alternate “did not have a profound effect on
the deliberations™); Winsion v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, Superior Court, judicial district of Litchfield,
Docket No. CV-04-0092297-8 (January 6, 2005} (Boz-
zuto, J.) (“[t]he record is devoid of any evidence that
the alternate . . . had any sort of ‘profound’ [e]ffect
upon the voting members™); Weiner v. Zoning Comvinis-
sion, supra, 14 Conn. L. Rptr. 246 (concluding that
unseated alternate “had a profound effect upon the
deliberation™).

The “profound effect” test adopted in those cases is
aldn to the standard utilized in Murach v. Planwing &
Zoning Commission, 196 Conn, 192, 491 A2d 1058
(1685), in which a salaried member of the local fire
department who statutorily was proscribed from mem-
bership on the local planning and zoning commission
participated in the approval of a zone reclassification.
Id., 200. In considering “the legal effect” of his participa-
tion; id.; our Supreme Court explained that “we have
not always adhered to a per se rule of invalidation when
a member of a board or commission had a conflict of
interest that should have counseled disqualification in
a matter upon which the member should not have par-
ticipated.” 1d., 202. Instead, the court indicated that the
burden rested with the appellant property owner “to



show that [the improper member's] disqualification
tainted the entire proceeding . . . ." Id., 204; see also
Grimes v. Conservation Comanission, 243 Conn. 266,
278, 703 A.2d 101 (1997) (“the burden is on the plaintiff
to show that the commission acted improperly’™). The
court continued: “[Nlot all procedural irregularities
require a reviewing court to set aside an administrative
decision; material prefudice to the complaining party
must, be shown."” {(Emphasis added; internal quotation
marks omitted.) Murach v. Planwing & Zoning Com-
mission, supra, 205; accord Anziano v. Board of Police
Commissioners, 229 Conn. 703, 713, 643 A.2d 8656 (1994)
("a demonstration of procedural irregularities would
not require us to set aside the board’s decision in the
absence of a showing of material prejudice™); Owens
v. New Britain General Hospital, 32 Conn. App. 56, 69
n.b, 627 A.2d 1373 (1993) ("[a]n adminisirative proceed-
ing is not ‘tainted’ by procedural irregularities unless
substantial rights of the parties have been prejudiced™),
aff'd, 229 Conn. 592, 643 A.2d 233 (1994). Because the
disqualified member's “role in this matter was minimal”
and “he made no attempt to influence or sway the other
members of the commission”; (intermal quotation marks
omitted) Murach v. Planning & Zoning Commission,
supra, 204; the court concluded that the appellanis
failed to demonstrate any resulting prejudice. Id., 206.

A similar standard is employed in the context of juror
misconduct. In evaluating the intrusion of an alternate
into a jury’s deliberations, our Supreme Court has noted
that “prejudice will . . . be presumed {where] an alter-
naie juror actually participated in jury deliberations.”
State v. Wesi, 274 Conn. 605, 651, 877 A.2d 787, cert.
denied, 546 U.S. 1049, 126 5. Ct. 775, 163 L. Ed. 2d 601
(2008}, citing United Stales v. Olano, supra, 507 U.S.
739-41. At the same time, that presumption may be
rebutted by evidence that no harm resulted from the
participation of the alternate. Siate v. Wesl, supra,
650-51.

In our view, the proper measure to evaluate the par-
ticipation of an unseated alternate in a board’s delibera-
tions is an inguiry into whether the participation
resulted in material prejudice to the applicant. See
Murach v. Planning & Zoning Commission, supra, 196
Conn. 205. Among the factors relevant to that inquiry
is a determination of whether the participation
impacted the board's decision-making process. See
Weinerv. Zoning Commission, supra, 14 Conn. L. Rptr.
246 (concluding that unseated alternate “had a pro-
found effect upon the deliberation™). Also relevant is
the frequency and severity of the unseated alternate's
participation. Cf. Stale v. Stevenson, 269 Conn. 563, 573,
849 A.2d 626 (2004) (evaluation of claims of prosecu-
torial impropriety includes inquiry as to frequency and
severity of misconduct); Siaie v. Joyner, 225 Conn. 450,
473, 6256 A.2d 791 (1993) (prosecutor’s single question-
able statement will not, in all probability, impair effec-



tiveness or integrity of defendant's trial); State v.
Orellana, 89 Conn. App. 71, 105, 872 A.2d 506 (isolated
misstatement not prosecutorial impropriety), cert.
denied, 274 Conn. 910, 876 A.2d 1202 (2005). Though
not dispositive, a finding that the alternate’s participa-
tion was minimal militates against a finding of material
prejudice. Murach v. Planning & Zoning Commission,
supra, 204; see also Optiwind v. Planning & Zoning
Commission, supra, Superior Court, Docket No. CV-08-
40078198 (unseated alternate’s “limited participation”
consisted of “two short statements'); Winston v. Zon-
ing Board of Appeals, supra, Superior Court, Docket
No. CV-04-0092207-5 (unseated alternate made only
one comment during deliberations that was consistent
with sentiments of other members). In addition, apart
from the persuasiveness of the unseated alternate’'s par-
ticipation is the question of whether that alternate
aitemptied "to influence or sway the other members”
of the board. (Internal quotation marlks omitted.) M-
achv. Planning & Zoning Commission, supra, 204. The
aforementioned factors are not exclusive, but rather are
cornerstones of an inguiry into whether an unseated
alternate's participation in the board's deliberations
resulted in material prejudice.

B

Having clarified that standard, the present case never-
theless does not require its application, The record indi-
cates that Myers participated only in the deliberations
on the plaintiff’s variance request. Although that partici-
pation was improper, it remaing that the court deter-
mined that no unusual hardship existed to warrant a
variance from § 113B.5 of the regulations. “Proof of
exceptional difficulty or unusual hardship is absolutely
necessary as a condition precedent to the granting of
a zoning variance.” Bloom v. Zoning Board of Appeals,
233 Conn. 198, 207208, 668 A.2d 5569 (1995); see also
Ward v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 163 Conn. 141, 143,
215 A.2d 104 (1965) (“[t]he hardship requirement is a
fundamental one in zoning law™). The plaintiff has not
challenged the court’s determination that the requisite
hardship was lacking., “This court does not presume
error on the part of the trial court; error must be demon-
strated by an appellant . . . .” State v. Tocco, 120 Conn.
App. 768, 781 1.5, 993 A.2d 989, cert. denied, 257 Conn.
017,996 A.2d 279 (2010). Thus, irrespective of the impro-
priety of Myers' participation in the hoard's delibera-
tions, we must conclude that the cowrt properly
dismissed the plaintiff’s appeal.

The judgment is affirmed.

In this opinion the other judges concurred.

! itled “Temporary Use During Construction of Home," § 1138.6 provides:
“When used, after notification to the Zoning Compliance Officer, as a tempo-
rary dwelling on premises of the owner thereof during construction of such
owner's permanent dwelling upon the smme premises, provided that such
mobile home shall not remain upon said premises for more than six months
from the time that it is first placed thereon; and provided such mobile home



shall be connecied to a water supply and sewage disposal system approved
by the Town Director of Health in conformity with the requirementis of the
State Health Code and regulations enacted by the State Department of Health
thereunder and fo the requirements of any Town regulations pertaining
thereto.”

* Under Connecticut law, a property owner is permitied to simulianeously
file with the zoning board of appeals a variance application and an appeal
from the decision of the zoning enforcement officer. As this court has
observed, “[t]he plain language of [General Statutes] § B-Ga clenrly allows
a party to file a bifureated claim with a zoning board relying on both [General
Statutes| § 865 (1) and § 8-6 (3) and requesting simultaneous relief under
cach of these subsections. Simply put, § 8-6a permits the concurrent filing
of both an appeal from a zoning enforcement officer's ruling and a request
for a variance. When a party applies for a review under bath §§ 86 (1} and
8-G (3}, § 8-6a specifically requires thaf a zoning board first decide the issues
presented by the § 8-6 (1) application for a building permit. Should the board
uphold the denial of the building permit, it must then act upon the § 8-6 (3)
request for a variance of the zoning ordinance.” Miniter v. Zoning Board
of Appeals, 20 Conn. App. 302, 306, 566 A.2d 997 (1880). Ik is undisputed
that the board complied with the foregoing in the present case.

" General Statutes § 8-ba, titled “Designation of altemate members {o act,”
provides: “If a regular member of a zoning board of appeals is absent, he
may designate an alternate from the panel of alternates to act in his place.
If he fails to make such designation or if he is disqualified, the chairman
ofthe board shall designate an alternate from sueh panel, choosing alternates
in rotation so that they shall act as nearly equal o number of times as
possible, If any alternate is not available in accordance with such rotation,
such fact shall be recorded in the minutes of the mesting.”

tIn its Avgust 17, 2009 memorandum of decision, the court also found
that “{t]he mobile home remains on the property today, three and one half
yeurs later, without the construction of the new house.”

5 The transcript indicates that Myers did not participate in the deliberations
on the appeal from the decisions of the zoning enforcement officer.

%In addition, the transcript is punctuated by numerous statements for
which the identity of the speaker is referred to as “anknowrn.”

? We note that General Statutes §§ 87, 8-7a, 8-7d and 8-11 also contain
provisions pertaining to the activities of zoning bourds of appeals. Those
statutery provisions require, inter alia, the board to “state upon its records
the reason for its decision”; General Statutes § 8-7; to ensure proper recorda-
tion of evidence submitted at public hearings; to publish notice of public
hearings; to permit any person to “appear and be heard”; General Statutes
& 8-7d (u); and Further require the disqualification of any board member
from “any malter in which he is direcdly or indirectly interesied in a personal
or financial sense.” General Statutes § 8-11. Because none of those sfatutes
bears on the issue of board member paricipation in public hearings or
board deliberations, we focus our inguiry on §4 8-56 (&) and 8-G (a), as have
the parties to this appeal.

¥ One commentator has described the typical public hearing as follows:
"“The applicant must be sllowed to present documentary evidence and speal-
ers supporting the application tobuild a record. Aft er the applicant's presen-
tation, the agency members may osk questions about the application and
for input from the staff or consultants to the agency who are present. The
chairman then generally asks if there are any other persons present whe
support the application. If so they are allowed to malke or file statements
in support of the proposal. . . . After that, opponents of the application
are allowed to male statements and presentations against it or to ask
questions of the applicant and its representatives. Afier the opponents con-
clude their remarks and the agency members ask other guestions, the appli-
cant is usually piven the opportunity to rebut the opposition and make
concluding remarks, The chairman then declures the hearing closed or
suspends it to another date so that zdditional evidence can be presented.”
(Emphasis added.) 9 R. Fuller, supra, § 20:3, p. 558.

# We emphasize that the analogy to alternate jurors pertains to the sanctity
of the decision-malking process and do not supgest that the proceedings of
1 zoning board of appeals otherwise are comparable to the work of a jury
in judicial proceedings, Plainly, local land use proceedings are informal and
transpire without regerd Lo strict rules of evidence; see Megin v. Zoning
Board of Appeals, supra, 106 Conn. App. G08; due in large mepsure to the
fact that such proceedings are conducted by hoards “comprised of citizens
from all walks of life, serving their communities on a voluntary basis . . .



who may not always express themselves with the nicety of & Philadelphia
lawyer.” (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Anetra v. Zowing Boand of
Appeals, 127 Conn. App. 125, 145,  Add (2011) (Gruendel, J., concur-
ring). Similarly, our Supreme Court has explained that the procedural right
invoived in such administrative proceedings properly is deseribed as a right
to fundumental faimess, as distinguished from the due process rights impli-
cated in judicial proceedings. Grimes v. Conservation Gommission, 243
Conn. 266, 273 n.11, 703 A.2d 101 (1997).

# In light of our conclusion in part I B of this opinion, we emphasize that
the participation of an unsested alternate in the board's deliberations is not
to be condoned. Even if that participation ultimately is deemed harmless,
it neverthetess raises the specter of impropriety. For that reason, the prudent
course 15 to prohibit such participation in all instances.



