










































































































































 

TO:  The Members of the Inland Wetland Agency 

FROM: Brian, Kathy and Beth Usher 

  44 Meadowood Road 

  Storrs/Mansfield, CT 

 

DATE: July 17, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED STORRS LODGES  

 

We are unable to attend Monday night’s IWA meeting concerning the 

proposed building of Storrs Lodges as outlined in their application. We 

write this letter in opposition to the Storrs Lodges permit for the 

reasons listed below. 

 

1. We have lived in our home since 1985.  Our first level has been 

flooded numerous times due to the extremely high water table in 

our area.  We were forced to put a costly and extensive drainage 

system around our home to prevent water from seeping into our 

home.   

 

2. Currently, during rain, a small pond is created between our home 

at 44 Meadowood Road and the property to our right at 50 

Meadowood Road.  In addition, we have pooling in our front yard 

during heavy rain which seems to last several days. 



3. We have suffered through UConn’s Chemical Dump crisis and we 

are extremely worried about the potential contamination of our 

well water due to run-off contamination of the proposed Storrs 

Lodges site.   

 

4. We are very concerned about the failure of our engineered septic  

system and leaching fields.   These fields are in close proximity to 

the proposed Storrs Lodges and could be impacted by both run-

off and shift of ground water due to the impact on wetlands by 

construction.  We worry about the possible contamination and 

destruction of our property, septic system and well water due to 

run-off contamination when the buildings are completed and 

occupied. 

 

5. Our property is downhill from the proposed Storrs Lodges which 

causes us deep concern in light of the high water table. 

 

6. Because of the high water table and the enormous size of the 

proposed Storrs Lodges, there is not enough of a buffer between 

the abutting homes.  Frankly, we fear a catastrophic impact. 

 

7. Wetlands and vernal pools are important natural resources and 

we should do all in our power to protect them.  There is not 

enough of a buffer between the proposed building site and the 

wetlands and vernal pool to protect them.  We strongly believe 

that a large separation is needed between high density building 

and wetlands. 

 



 

8. Students have trespassed on our property numerous times as 

they attempt to access Carriage House Apartments on Hunting 

Lodge Road.  This will only get worse with an increase of 675+ 

students housed so close to the wetlands and vernal pool.  How is 

the town going to protect our natural resources from added foot 

traffic? 

Please protect our home from potential flooding and damage from the 

proposed Storrs Lodges.  We invite members of the IWA to visit our 

property at any time to see and discuss our concerns. 

 

In good faith,  

 

860-208-4892 

Kathy.Usher@yahoo.com 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

  





 Brian Usher comments to IWA on September 6, 2016 

 

My name is Brian Usher and I am here tonight representing my wife, 

my daughter, Beth, and my sister, Anne.  We live at 44 Meadowood 

Road. Our property directly abuts the proposed Storrs Lodges.  I believe 

we are one of four homes that directly abuts this project.   

The magnitude of this proposed project scares us to death!  If 

permitted, there will be forty-seven buildings, two hundred and 

eighteen units, nearly seven hundred students and six hundred cars!  

The proposal calls for five buildings in a row directly behind our home 

with another five buildings on the other side of this row, a total of ten 

buildings adjacent to our home and three other homes on Meadowood 

Road.  One building is approximately sixty feet from our property line. 

Our property and all of Meadowood Road is on an extremely high and 

fragile water table.  We are surrounded by wetlands. We are very 

concerned that this massive construction will impact our water table 

causing water to flood into our home.  We have dealt with severe 

flooding from the water table infiltrating our home for many years. We 

have partially solved this by installing an expensive drainage system 

around our home yet we still have a pond in our yard after heavy rains. 

This construction, being so close, can certainly have potential to cause 

flooding into our home.  

We maintain an engineered septic system with an effluent pump. The 

leach fields are at the rear of our property, extremely close to the 

proposed row of buildings. What do we do if this construction raises 

the water table and if run off ground water from the construction 

floods the leaching field causing our septic system to fail? 



We are downhill from this proposed development putting our home at 

an even greater risk from flooding and septic failure. 

We have dealt with the UConn chemical pit disaster in the past. Who is 

responsible if this massive construction causes a shift in the 

underground water flow and, once again, contaminates and poisons 

our well? 

We are very concerned about our safety and the safety of our home. 

We have dealt with students trespassing on our property as they 

venture out to Carriage House apartments walking through and leaving 

litter in the wetlands and in our backyard.  This proposed project being 

so much closer will only increase this behavior.  Meadowood Road is 

already being taken over by investors renting houses to students which 

has resulted in speeding cars, loud parties, students drinking alcohol on 

rooftops, a horrendous assault, and students knocking on our door late 

at night looking for the party house.  Our daughter is hemiplegic and 

visually impaired and can no longer walk safely in her own 

neighborhood! 

The developers and investors of this proposed project do not live in our 

community.  Despite what may be said, their concern is simply their 

profit from this development; while our home values plummet.  There 

is no way they have the love and commitment to our community that 

my family and other families who chose to live here have. 

This proposed project is too large, not needed and extremely 

dangerous to our fragile environment, watershed, community, 

neighborhood and homes.   

I am asking our town leaders and town council for your protection. 

What does my family do if our home is flooded, our septic system fails, 

and our well is contaminated as a result of this massive construction of 



the proposed Storrs Lodges which is literally in our backyard?  We ask 

for you to examine what is happening here and stop this proposal 

entirely.   

At a minimum, we ask you to remove the ten buildings closest to our 

home from this proposal and maintain this area as a green space buffer 

between the development and our home and the homes of other direct 

abutters.  

We also ask for a written response from our town council letting us 

know what guarantees and protection you will give us if you allow this 

project to move forward and our home is damaged.  Who is responsible 

and who will pay for the damages incurred as a result of this 

development?   

We ask all of you here to put yourself in our position.  How would each 

and every one of you feel and what would you do if this development 

was sixty feet from your property? 

We love this community and have been here for thirty-four years.  Our 

children grew up here. When our daughter, Elizabeth, had radical brain 

surgery to cure a rare encephalitis resulting in a two month coma, right 

sided paralysis, right sided vision loss in both eyes and spinal fusion, 

this town and our community supported us, helped us and comforted 

us.  We found refuge in our home and neighborhood. We fear that we 

will no longer have that refuge. 

We understand that the owners of the property which proposes the 

Storrs Lodges have the right to request this development.  But simply 

having the right to do something does not mean it is the right thing to 

do.   

Thank you for your time and for your due diligence in this critical 

matter. 
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October 5, 2016 

Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Mansfield, CT 06268 
 

Subject: An Analysis of Parking Requirements for Student Housing contained in the Storrs Lodges 

Inland Wetlands Application 

 

Dear Members of the Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency; 

Central to the analysis of the inland wetland and stormwater management impacts of the 

Storrs Lodges is the applicant’s assumptions about parking requirements for “student housing.” 

The amount of student parking directly impacts the analysis of stormwater runoff, water quality 

degradation and the functions and value of on-site wetlands. Simply stated, the more 

impervious surface area is dedicated to paved parking, the greater the amount of stormwater 

runoff with a corresponding increase in the discharge of roadway and automobile related 

pollutants.   

Inappropriate Level of Parking 

In my testimony to your Agency on September 6, 2016, I noted the inadequate parking 

proposed by the applicant. Specifically, the applicant is proposing 557 parking spaces for a total 

of 692 bedroom units on a site of nearly 46 acres. The applicant proposed parking spaces of 9 

by 18 even though the current zoning regulations (i.e. September 2016 edition) call for a size of 

9.5 by 19 feet. The current zoning regulations call for 2 spaces for each single or multi family 

dwelling unit (see page 144 of the zoning regulations).  Using that criteria, the applicant would 

only require 436 parking spaces. However, the fact that 692 bedroom are proposed and the 

housing is designed for students, clearly indicates the key variable of analysis is not the number 

of dwelling units proposed but the number of bedrooms.  For this reason, the town’s parking 

requirements for multi-family housing are woefully inappropriate for the proposed project 

designed for student housing in a rural location. 

Other municipalities have established parking requirements for multi- family housing that 

determine the number of parking spaces based on the number of bedrooms (e.g., the city of 

Buellton, CA). Indeed, according to a 2012 Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) study, 

the best independent variable for estimating trip generation for suite-style student apartments 

is number of bedrooms.1 While trip generation and parking generation rates for student 

housing are still in the formative stage of development, it is clear the applicant has not 

considered the uniquely rural character of the Storrs Lodges location and its dependence on 

automobile use. 

http://qcode.us/codes/buellton/view.php?topic=19-19_04-19_04_142
http://qcode.us/codes/buellton/view.php?topic=19-19_04-19_04_142
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Each student can be expected to need an automobile – even if that automobile is not used on a 

daily basis – in light of the fact that the entrance to the proposed student housing is 1.1 miles 

from the UCONN bookstore and about 2 miles from the nearest grocery store.  The demand for 

parking is not determined by the frequency with which automobiles are used to drive to class.  

Automobiles may only be needed for occasional trips on weekends and for trips home and 

other recreational activities.  Nevertheless, students will require automobile parking regardless 

of the frequency with which they make use of their vehicle. 

 

Walking Distance Studies 

Based on the finding in a 2012 National Institute of Health (NIH) study, we can anticipate that 

only 16% of the students would consider walking to school. Of those that would consider 

walking the median distance they would be expected to walk would be ½ mile or no more than 

10 minutes. The NIH funded study confirms that virtually all of the anticipated students who 

might live at Storrs Lodges will either take a bus or use an automobile to reach class or 

complete other activities.  This study, clearly underscores the unrealistic assumption that three 

out of four students will not require an automobile. The NIH study confirms that 84% of the 

public will not routinely walk to work or school and those that do walk (i.e. 16%) less than 20% 

would walk a mile (i.e., 4% of all those in the NIH funded national study). 

The University of Connecticut currently has nearly 13,000 parking spaces on campus and is 

planning an additional 5,600 more spaces to meet demand.2 Campus parking spaces are most 

needed for students who commute from home, those who live too far off campus to avail 

themselves of UCONN bus service or those living off campus who simply prefer the convenience 

of automobile access to the campus.  Regardless of the availability of bus service from UCONN 

to Storrs Lodges, students travel needs will not be entirely met by buses or through walking.  

 

Planning Parking Needs for Worst Case – Not Best Case 

The applicant has proposed .75 parking spaces for every proposed bedroom.  While this may 

appear to be an improvement over the town’s current parking criteria of 2 parking spaces per 

multi-family dwelling unit, it does not adequately account for worst case conditions.  Parking 

standards must always consider the need for visitor parking and for parking of delivery and 

service vehicles. The proposed student housing at Storrs Lodges is quite similar to a boarding 

house arrangement where unrelated persons are living together. It is instructive that the town 

of West Hartford requires 1 parking space for each guest sleeping room for rooming houses and 

boarding houses.3  Similarly, Glastonbury requires dwellings, guest house, boarding, rooming or 

lodging house to have one (1) parking space for each dwelling unit, guest unit, boarding unit, 

rooming unit or lodging unit.4 The underlying assumption of the parking standards in these two 

municipalities is that parking is directly correlated with the number of bedrooms in the dwelling 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3377942/pdf/nihms369465.pdf
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unit when unrelated individuals are living together.  The town should not be fooled by the 

applicant’s proposal that student housing will have less parking requirements than multi-family 

housing. Indeed, the reality is quite the opposite especially when such housing is proposed in 

rural locations 1) outside of normal walking distances, 2) without immediate access to 

restaurants or grocery shopping and 3) where students are provided with enormous amount of 

on campus parking to meet their routine travel needs to class. 

Parking requirements must also be based on the worst case development potential of any given 

land use.  Zoning regulations must be uniform in character within a zone and can’t establish 

different parking requirements for the same types of land uses.  For example, the fact that 

MacDonald’s restaurants generates the need for more on street parking and more queueing 

spaces for drive through restaurants than Burger King does not enable the Planning and Zoning 

Commission to establish different parking standards for these two retail restaurants. To do so 

would create “contract zoning” a form of control that nullifies the principles of uniform 

treatment of land uses within the same zone. The underlying principle of zoning is that a 

structure may ultimately be sold to another person to use it for similar functions as the 

previous owner. For this reason, zoning must always consider the worst case potential land use 

impacts of any proposed development – in this case not the applicant’s proposed parking 

criteria.  It is important to note that while parking requirements vary with the demographic 

profile of the occupants (i.e., elderly multi-family housing may have the need for fewer parking 

spaces) such concessions undermine the long term regulation of this housing for other multi-

family purposes if and when the demographic characteristics of the town or the multi-family 

units change over time.  In summary, the applicant has not made a reasonable case for only 

providing .75 parking spaces per bedroom 

Increased Stormwater Runoff from Right Sized Parking 

Based on the applicant’s proposed parking approach (i.e. providing 557 parking spaces each of 

which is 9 by 18 feet in size), a total of 90,234 square feet of parking will be needed (note: this 

calculation excludes space required for aisles, roadways and loading and unloading areas). This 

level of paved parking is far less than the current Mansfield zoning regulations require (i.e. see  

page 143 of the town’s zoning regulations which require parking spaces to be 9.5 by 19 feet in 

size).   

Requiring the applicant to construct 557 parking spaces that meet the town’s parking space size 

requirements, Storrs Lodges would require 100,539 square feet of parking or 10,305 square 

feet more parking than proposed in the application. More importantly, the applicant has 

suggested an inappropriate level of parking spaces per bedroom (i.e., .75 parking spaces per 

bedroom) which further skews the anticipated parking impacts of the proposed development 

as can be seen in the table below. 
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Impervious Surface Impacts of Storrs Lodges Project if They Were to Comply with Parking 

Space Requirements and Anticipated Student Parking Needs in a Rural Location 

Size of 
Parking 
Space 

Parking  
Spaces 
proposed by 
Storrs Lodges 
.75 space/bed 

Parking Spaces 
Criteria Used by 
West Hartford  
for Boarding 
Houses 
1 space/bed 

Increase in 
impervious surface  
by applying 1 
space/bed 
compared  to Storrs 
Lodges proposal 

Incremental increase in 
impervious surface by 
applying 1 space/bed 
and requiring 
adherence to town 
parking space size 

(in feet) (in square feet) (in square feet) (in square feet) (in square feet) 

9 by 18 90,234 112, 104 21,870  

9.5 by 19 100,539 124,906  34,672 

 

Since the applicant’s stormwater analysis reflects a proposal that is inconsistent with the town’s 

parking space requirements and is also inconsistent with the anticipated parking demand for a 

student housing development far removed from the university campus, the true impacts to on-

site wetlands have been significantly under-estimated. The applicant has failed to make a 

reasonable case for why 1) smaller parking spaces should be allowed and 2) a rural housing 

development would not generate a strong demand for on-site student parking. While the 

applicant may have identified other student housing projects in other parts of the United States 

that have been approved with less than 1 parking space per bedroom, these locations are 

generally in suburban and urban locations where student housing is well integrated within an 

urban community where mass transit and goods and services are readily available. 

Impacts on the Definition of Family 

The applicant is proposing to construct 128 dwelling units with 512 beds (i.e., 4 bedrooms per 

dwelling unit) and 90 dwelling units with 180 beds (i.e., 2 bedrooms per dwelling unit). The 

combined total of 692 dwelling units results in an average of 3.17 persons per dwelling unit 

overall. Authorizing more than 3 unrelated persons to constitute a family – as is proposed for 

128 dwelling units in Storrs Lodges – is not in compliance with the town’s definition of family. 

Mansfield has a rather complex definition of family by comparison to most zoning regulations in 

Connecticut. Nevertheless, it is clear that the current zoning regulations prohibit more than 3 

unrelated individuals from constituting a family (see pages 17-18 of the zoning regulations) 

unless they meet a very restrictive residency requirements that students are unlikely to adhere 

to.  Unsupervised off campus student housing for up to four (4) unrelated students is an 

invitation for a wide range of housing enforcement problems that the town of Mansfield should 

not even consider based on its current definition of family. More importantly, since one of the 

purposes of zoning is to establish uniform standards of land use (i.e., the Connecticut General 

Statutes state that zoning “regulations shall be uniform for each class or kind of buildings, 

structures or use of land throughout each district… “) there is strong case to be made that the 
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Storrs Lodges project would violate the “uniform treatment” standard when compared to 

similar housing types within the town. 

Storrs Lodges’ proposal to create four (4) bedroom units should be denied for the following 

reasons: 1) it is inconsistent with the definition of family in the current zoning regulations; 2) it 

creates a disparity in the uniform application of family values across all multi-family housing 

types and 3) it would create an unnecessary and dangerous distinctions between the definition 

of family in a single family residence, a family in a multi-family residence and a family in the 

proposed Storrs Lodges student housing.  The only defensible approach is to 1) limit the 

applicant to a maximum of 3 bedrooms per dwelling unit consistent with the current definition 

of family in the zoning regulations and 2) require the applicant to meet defensible, evidence 

based, parking requirements for the project.  

Consequences of Not Providing Adequate Housing 

While there are definite benefits to stormwater management by reducing parking standards, 

the Planning and Zoning Commission has an obligation to apply appropriate “worst case” 

standards for land uses that are being addressed in a “de novo” context (i.e., since the town 

does not have student housing regulations, it must consider the adverse consequences of 

applying inappropriate parking standards to the proposed project).  There are several adverse 

consequences that will ensue if the Commission applies inappropriate parking generation rates 

to the Storrs Lodges project. First, when a project provides inadequate parking, the parking 

needs of the inhabitants do NOT disappear – they merely encroach upon lawns, driveways and 

other open space areas as demand requires. The result is that the soils immediately 

surrounding the allocated parking spaces and dwelling units become compacted by routine 

vehicle parking. This in turn increases the rate of stormwater runoff which in turn adversely 

affects the stormwater calculations and management plans proposed by the applicant.   

Secondly, lack of adequate parking can result in parking encroachments onto the common drive 

connecting the proposed development to Hunting Lodge road.  Such encroachments not only 

create safety hazards for the free flow of traffic, they also can adversely affect the removal of 

snow during the winter months.  If snow removal is not managed properly, the applicant’s 

proposed snow removal plan will be compromised and will result increased winter time 

pollutant loadings into the wetlands within the proposed development. 

 

Conclusion 

The applicant has not made a credible case for his request for smaller parking spaces, nor has 

be provided convincing evidence that .75 parking spaces per bedroom will be sufficient to 

handle the anticipated student parking demand at this rural site. Indeed, there are numerous 

studies that indicate students will have a greater need for automobiles when living in rural 

student housing located over one mile from campus – even when bus service is available – 
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compared to suburban and urban student housing locations.  

 

My previous testimony raised a wide range of technical flaws with the proposal that require 

remedy before the Commission should even review the merits of a smaller scale project 

consistent with the concerns raised in this memorandum. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Charles Vidich 

40 Frontage Road 

Ashford, CT 06278 

 

 

 

1 Florida Department of Transportation, Trip generation Recommendations Report, October 2014, p. 14. 
Accessed on 9/20/2016: 
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/systems/programs/SM/tripgen/Recommendations%20Report141023.pdf  
2 CT Daily Campus, January 27, 2016.  
Accessed on 9/20/2016: http://dailycampus.com/stories/2016/1/27/uconn-looks-to-tackle-parking-woes  
3 West Hartford, CT Zoning Ordinance, Section 177.32.  
Accessed on 9/20/2016: http://www.ecode360.com/7295538 
West Hartford’s zoning ordinance defines boarding house as:” A dwelling occupied by three or fewer persons who 
are lodged with or without meals, in which there are provided such services as are incidental to its use as a 
residence for the occupants and for which compensation is paid, either directly or indirectly.” 
4 Glastonbury, CT zoning regulations, Section 9.11b, p. 132.  
Accessed online on 9/20/2016: http://www.glasct.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=13279  

                                                           

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/systems/programs/SM/tripgen/Recommendations%20Report141023.pdf
http://dailycampus.com/stories/2016/1/27/uconn-looks-to-tackle-parking-woes
http://www.ecode360.com/7295538
http://www.glasct.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=13279
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