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REGULAR MEETING-MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL
January 26, 2009

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

I. ROLL CALL

Present: Duffy, Haddad, Koehn, Nesbitt, Paterson, Paulhus, Schaefer
Excused: Blair, Clouette

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Haddad moved and Mr. Schaefer seconded to approve the minutes of the
January 12, 2009 Special meeting as presented in a second draft distributed
at the meeting. Motion passed unanimously. Mr. Haddad moved and Mr.
Paulhus seconded to approve the minutes of the January 12, 2009 regular
meeting as presented. Motion passed unanimously.

III. PUBLIC HE.A.RINGS

1. Potter Trust Property

Ms. Koehn asked for clarification of the required notice of the public
hearing regarding action on this property. Staff will investigate.

Mike Sikoski, Wildwood Road, also questioned the legality of the pUblic
hearing and thinks that the property owner should sell and settle the taxes
with the Town.

Betty Wassmundt, Old Turnpike Road, questioned the accuracy of the
information regarding the statute of limitation and the proper street
number of the address.

2. Fee Schedule for Rescue Services

Chief Dave Dagon presented an overview of the proposed fee schedule
for rescue services noting that charges will be assessed to the property
owner only if a claim is filed with their insurance company. The
department will follow the same soft billing practice currently used for
medical transport so as not to discourage 911 calls.

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, expressed opposition to the fees noting
that education, public safety and public works are the jobs of government.

Charles Oainton, Mansfield City Road, asked if the resulting revenues
would be for the department or become part of the general fund and
stated he would like to see a provision to discourage overzealousness in
an effort to create revenue.
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Mike Sikoski, Wildwood Road, is against the Town charging taxpayers for
services that they already pay for through their tax dollars.

Donald Richards, Mansfield Apartments, stated that if the fees are
enacted any money collected should be offset by a decrease in taxes.

Betty Wassmundt. Old Turnpike Road, is opposed to imposing fees on
public safety but urged the Council to look at other areas of the budget
that are not the legitimate job of government.

IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, applauded the work of the Public Works
department in their efforts to keep the roads safe this winter. He also
urged the Town Council to resolve to lower his taxes next year.

Sharry Goldman, Browns Road, described her efforts to assist with the
fund raising for the completion of the skate park. Mike Taylor has done
much of the work and has enlisted Ms. Goldman and Ken Rawn to help
with procuring the funds to cornplete the project. Ms. Goldman has
applied for a grant but asked the Council for guidance regarding
corporate support and the issue of advertising within the park.

The Council agreed to discuss the issue as a future agenda item.

Seamus Keating, a member of the Undergraduate Student Government,
expressed his concern that the proposed changes to the Special Police
Ordinance might harm the relationship between the Town and students
and might discourage students from calling the police. He asked for
clarification regarding determining the responsible party.

Mr. Schaefer requested that the Mr. Keating write up his comments and
submit them to the Town Clerk who will include them in the next packet.

Mike Sikoski, Wildwood Road, spoke in opposition to the proposed
interlocal financial agreement with Colurnbia.

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, reported that he spoke to the
Communication Advisory Committee earlier this evening regarding the
televising of Town meetings. He told the Committee he would make a
pUblic plea for more volunteers who would be willing to record additional
meetings in Town.

Jason Ortiz, a member of University Student Government, expressed his
concern that the proposed changes to the Special Police Ordinance
would place an undue burden on the stUdent/police relationship and might
deter students from calling for help.

Donald Richards, Mansfield Apartments, asked if a call would be
considered repeated if it were within the same calendar day or within a
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24-hour period. He also questioned if a call to different apartments within
the same building would be considered separate calls.

V. TOWN MANAGER'S REPORT

Report attached.

Town Manager Matt Hart requested an Executive Session following
regular business in accordance with CGS§1-200.6.d regarding the sale of
property. By consensus the Council agreed.

The Town Manager will also schedule a workshop with the Downtown
Partnership prior to a regular meeting.

Mr. Nesbitt requested adding the issue of the Region 19 Referendum
regarding the track and other improvements be added to the agenda
(Item 10a).
Seconded by Mr. Schaefer the motion was agreed to.

VI. OLD BUSINESS

3. Potter Trust Property

Ms. Koehn moved and Mr. Paulhus seconded to postpone action on the
Potter Trust Property until the Town Manager can verify whether the
pUblic hearing was properly noticed. Motion passed unanimously.

4. Fee Schedule for Rescue Services

Mr. Schafer moved and Mr. Nesbitt seconded to accept the proposed fee
schedule for rescue services, which schedule shall be effective March 1,
2009.

Chief Dagon addressed questions raised earlier by the public noting that
generated revenue would become part of the general fund; statistics
regarding need for rescue services are not currently identified and that it
would be unethical for rescue services to force assistance on unwilling
citizens.

Council members questioned the process for billing insurance companies,
asked for details on current collection rates, questioned whether the fee
waiver ordinance could be changed to include these services, the number
of calls that involve non-residents, the role of the Council in monitoring
the policy, and whether or not this program would change the overall
expenditures of the Fire Department.

Mr. Schaefer withdrew his motion. Mr. Nesbitt, who seconded the motion,
was in agreement.
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Mr. Nesbitt moved and Ms. Duffy secorided to direct staff to address and
provide information to all of the questions and comments regarding the
proposed fee schedule for rescue services raised by Town Council
members and the public at the January 2.6, 2.009 meeting ..
Motion passed with all in favor except Mr. Schaefer who voted against the
motion.

5. Mansfield Senior Center Architectural Study

Director of Human Services Kevin Grunwald reported that both the Senior
Center Association and staff do not want to see additional money spent
on the existing building. Maintenance will patch the roof as necessary
until a new one can be installed.

6. Community/Campus Relations

The Town Manager reported the Community Quality of Life Committee
met and discussed current zoning enforcement processes and the
definition of a family as currently codified. The Committee requested the
opportunity to review and propose changes to the amendments to Special
Police Services Ordinance. The Town Manager suggested delaying the
public hearing.

Mayor Paterson reported that the last meeting of the Community Campus
Partnership discussed possible state or local actions to deal with alcohol
use. Making TIPS, a training program for sellers and servers of alcohol,
mandatory was suggested as a possible law or local ordinance.

7. Community Water Wastewater Issues

The Town Manager reported the Four Corner Sewer Advisory Committee
met with the Connecticut Water Company to discuss the possibility of
bringing outside water to Mansfield. Mr. Nesbitt, Mayor Paterson and
Town Manager Matt Hart met with Tom Callahan from the University to
discuss University plans for providing future water supplies. Mr. Nesbitt
provided an overview of UConn's plans. A summary of the discussion is
attached.

Mr. Haddad requested a summary of the interbasin transfer permit
process and a list of decision makers.

VII. NEW BUSINESS

8. Improvements to Route 44 at Birch/Cedar Swamps Roads

Mr. Paulhus moved and Mr. Schaefer seconded to schedule a public
information session at 7:30 PM at the Town Council's next regUlar

-4- January 26, 2009



meeting on February 9, 2009 to review the proposed improvements to
Route 44 at Birch/Cedar Swamp Roads.

9. Amendments to Special Police Ordinance

As previously mentioned the Community Quality of Life Committee has
requested an opportunity to review and comment on the proposed
amendments to the Special Police Ordinance.
The Town Manager asked Council members to give thought to the
formation of a Town Council Committee to review drafts of new initiatives
prior to being presented to the entire Town Council.

Director of Emergency Management John Jackman and Sgt James
Kodzis, Resident State Trooper, outlined the proposed changes to the
ordinance noting the current ordinance is difficult to enforce. These
changes would formalize the process for officers to give due notice to
organizers of disruptive events and a chance to remedy the problems. If
additional services are required, an ability to instigated fines is codified.
An appeals process is included in the draft ordinance.

Council members discussed the wording of the proposed amendments
and by consensus the issue was referred to the Community Quality of Life
Committee.

10. Interlocal Agreement Between the Town of Mansfield and the Town of
Columbia for Financial Services

Mr. Paulhus moved and Mr. Schaefer seconded, effective January 26,
2009, to authorize the Town Manager to execute the proposed interlocal
a9reement between the Town of Mansfield and the Town of Columbia for
Financial Services for a term to run from February 2, 2009 through June
30,2009.

Controller Cherie Trahan discussed the proposed short-term agreement
for financial management services with the Town of Columbia with her
office providing assistance. Ms. Trahan stated that the agreement is on a
short-term basis to allow her to evaluate potential revenue opportunities.

Council members discussed the pros and cons of this type of interlocal
agreement and agreed to support this short-term proposal.

Motion passed unanimously.

·10a. Region '19 Referendum for Athletic Facilities Improvements

Mr. r,lesbitt distributed a resolution for Council's consideration.
After discussion regarding the proposal and the timing of the proposed
resolution presented by Mr. Nesbitt, Mayor Paterson agreed to relay the
concerns regarding the size and expense of the project expressed by
some members of the Council to Superintendent Silva.
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VIII. DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS

Ms. Koehn requested staff investigate the Town's legal responsibility to
provide assisted hearing devices under the Americans with Disability Act.

Members requested a status report on the UConn compost facility.

Mr. Paulhus left at 10:30 p.m.

IX. REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES

Leigh DUffy, Chair of the Committee on Committees, offered the following
nominations:
Lena Barry, Ethics Board, Alternate member
Gregory Frantz, Transportation Advisory Committee

Motion to approve passed unanimously.

X. REPORTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS

None

XI. PETITIONS, REQUEST AND COMMUNICATIONS

11. AKRF re: WINCOG Regional Economic Development Initiative Update
12. Chronicle, "Editorial: Power Lines OK in Imperfect World" - 01-20-09
13. Chronicle, "Editorial: We Offer These Threads, Needles" - 01-05-09
14. Chronicle, "Mansfield May Bill for Accident Rescues" - 01-14-09
15. Chronicle, "Permit Final Hurdle for New Downtown" - 01-09-09
16. CL&P re: Letter from Mayor Elizabeth Paterson Dated December 1, 2008
17. Eastern Highlands Health District re: Current Economic Environment
18. Greater Windham 10 Year Plan to End Homelessness
19. Hartford Courant, "In the Cold, Small Preserve is Ideal" - 01-18-09
20. Mansfield Self & RV Storage re: Assistance to Mansfield Neighbors - Ms.

Koehn requested a thank you note be sent to Mansfield Self Storage LLC
21. Mansfield Today, "Fire Department Asks Council to OK Fees ... " - 01-15

09
22. Mansfield Today, "Potter Land Deal Would Clear Up Unpaid Taxes" - 01

19-08
23. Mansfield Today, "Town Hopes for Better Bids on Mansfield ... " - 0'1-10-

09
24. PCSW re: Making Women Visible Day
25. PZC Application Referral: Sheila A. Clark
26. PZC re: December 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Study
27. PZC re: Proposed Telecommunication Tower in South West Mansfield
28. Save the Sound re: Save the Date
29. UConn Office of the Vice President and Chief Operating Officer re:

UConn Compost Facility 1
3D. Wall Street Journal, "Folks Are Flocking to the Library ... " - 01-15-09
31. Windham Region Chamber of Commerce Health Council
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XII. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, applauded the efforts of Mr. Nesbitt in
questioning the proposed athletic improvements at E.O. Smith High School
and implored Council members to make a statement at their February 9'h

meeting.

XIII. FUTURE AGENDAS

At a future meeting Council members will discuss corporate advertising at the
skate park.

XIII. EXECUTIVE SESSION

Discussion of Sale of Real Estate

Present: Duffy, Haddad, Koehn, Nesbitt, Paterson, Paulhus, Schaefer
Also included: Town Manager Matthew Hart

XIV. ADJOUR~IMENT

Ms. Duffy moved and Mr. Haddad seconded to adjourn the meeting

Motion passed unanimously.

Elizabeth Paterson, Mayor Mary Stanton, Town Clerk
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Town Manager's Office
Town of Mansfield

Memo
TD:
From:
CC:
Date:
Re:

TDwn CDuncil " r!
Matt Hart, TDwn Manager 11?k Ij
TDwn EmplDyees
January 26, 2009
TDwn Manager's RepDrt

BelDw please find a repDrt regarding variDus items Df interest tD the TDwn CDuncil, staff and the cDmmunity:

Budget and Finance
• FY 2009-1 0 Budget - I have cDmpleted my initial rDund Df budget reviews with department heads, and

expect that I will be meeting witll mDst of them again fDllowing the release Df the GDvemDr's propDsed
budget Dn February 4th

. (The GDvemDr's propDsed bUdget will cDntain her recDmmendatiDns fDr municipal
aid.) AlsD, Superintendent Banuzzi has submitted his propDsed budget to the Mansfield BDard Df
EducatiDn. Mr. Baruzzi's propDsed bUdget fDr FY 2009/10 tDtals $20,830,570, which represents a
decrease Df .48% belDw the current year. I cDmmend Mr. Banuzzi fDr the prDgress he has made tD date tD
assist the TDwn in dealing with current financial cDnditiDns. AlsD, Sara-Ann Chaine in my Dffice has
propDsed new dates fDr the TDwn CDuncil's February financial retreat, and I wDuld be mDst appreciative if
Council members could respDnd to this inquiry as soon as possible.

• Regional School District 19 Referendum - as repDrted at the last meeting, RegiDnal SchoDI District 19 has
scheduled its referendum concerning the Athletic Facilities Improvements for Tuesday, February 10, 2009
between the hours Df 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. The vDting location fDr Mansfield voters is the CDuncil
Chambers at the Beck Municipal Building, and absentee ballots are available at the Town Clerk's office.
Per Council's request, signs have been ordered tD advertise the referendum and will be placed at each of
the three fire statiDns and outside of town hall. The Library will place a sign near the road as well.

Departmental/Division News
• Cogeneration Facility - the cD-generation unit at the MCC is just about ready to go on-line. A small punch

list Df minDr things needs to be addressed befDre starting the unit, and we are hopeful that the unit will be
running during the first week in February. When up and nunning the unit should save the tDwn about
$40,000 a year in energy CDStS.

• Energy Conservation Policy - over the past few years, the TDwn and the Mansfield Public SchDDls have
engaged in a number of efforts to conserve energy and prDmote sustainability. One such measure has
been a vDluntary energy conservation program for staff. Superintendent Fred Banuzzi and I are now in the
process of finalizing a mandatory'energy conservation policy for tDwn and schoDI staff. The pDlicy shDuld
be issued this week, and I will make sure tD provide a CDPY tD the Town Council in YDur next meeting
packet.

• Four Schools Renovation Project -I attended the most recent meeting of the schDol building cDmmittee,
and ,ile discussed pDssible 10catiDns fDr a consDlidated schDol site. Engineering and planning staff need tD
cDmplete some additiDnal infDrmation and repDrt back the cDmmittee 51) that we can update the Town
Council and the Board of EducatiDn. By CDnsensus, the cDmmittee determined that a Spring 2009
referendum was nDt feasible and we talked about the pDssibility Df submitting a proposed project to the
voters fDr the November 201 0 electiDn.
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Member Organizations
• Council of Small Towns (COST) - Maria Capriola and I recently attended the annual Town Meeting

for the Connecticut Council of Small Towns. The session was informative, and featured
presentations and discussions with OPM Secretary Robert Genaurio and various state legislators.
Secretary Genaurio did report that his office is projecting the state deficit for the current year will total
$921 million, and will reach $8 billion over the biennium. However, Secretary Genuario emphasized
that the Governor does understand the importance of state aid to cities and towns and does not wish
to inflate the municipal tax burden by cutting this important revenue source beyond what is deemed
necessarj.

• Eastern Highlands Health District (EHHD) -last week, the regional health district conducted its public
hearing and adopted its Operating Budget for FY 2009/10. Due to declining revenues and current
economic conditions, the budget will decrease by 7.9% below the current year. The per capita
contribution for the district remains the same as the current year at $4.5'1, and Mansfield's total
contribution will increase by less than $400 to $'1'12,230. (Please see communication item number '17
in the 01/26/09 council packet for additional information on this item.)

• Windham Region Chamber of Commerce - Please see communication item number 31 in the 0'1/26/09
council packet for information on the Chamber's Health Council.

• Windham Region Council of Governments - there are a few items of interest here for the Town Council.
I will be attending a Board meeting tomorrow to discuss opportunities to provide animal control services on
a regional level, as well as other potential regional service delivery options. Also, later this week
Representative Joe Courtney will address the COG Board to discuss the federal economic stimulus
package and its ramifications for eastem Connecticut. In addition, as I reported previously WINCOG is
conducting a stakeholder fonum as part of the preparation of its regional economic development plan. The
forum is scheduled for February 3, 2009 at the University of Connecticut Dodd Center, and will nun from
2:00 PM - 6:00 PM. (For an update on WINCOG's Regional Economic Development Initiative, please see
communication item number 11 in the 01/26/09 council packet.) On a related note, I had suggested to
AKRF, the firm retained by WINCOG to prepare the regional economic development plan, that they meet
with the Town Council and the Mansfield Downtown Partnership to solicit feedback on the plan - Mark
Paquette from WI~ICOG is suggesting a joint workshop for this purpose. Lastly, WINCOG has scheduled
its legislative breakfast for Friday, Febnuary 6. 8:00 am, at the Legislative Office Building Private Dining
Room in Hartford. Please let me know if you wish to attend any of these meetings or sessions.

Miscellaneous
• CL&P Interstate Reliability Project-last week I attended the presentation that CL&P provided to WINCOG,

and included in tonight's packet you will find CL&P's official response to the Town Council's comments
regarding the proposed project (please see communication item number 16). The WINCOG board will
canrj this item on its Februarj 2009 agenda, and staff suggests that we seek the board's support in
recommending that: 1) CLP&P should conduct a comprehensive analysis of non-transmission altematives
inclUding the issuance of a RFP for non-transmission altematives; and 2) if there is a determination that
additional transmission capacity is needed in the state, CL&P should carefUlly study alternatives that do
not pass through nural eastem Connecticut.

Upcoming Events (town)
• Winter Fun Day - The Mansfield Downtown Partnership, Mansfield Community Center, and the Town of

Mansfield invite area residents to the 3'~ Annual Winter Fun Day on Sunday, Febnuarj 8~. Winter Fun Day
will take place in front of the Community Center from '1 :00 pm to 4:00 pm. Several activities are planned
for the day. Breezy Acres Percherons of Storrs will provide horse drawn wagon rides. University of
Connecticut Dining Services representatives will create ice sculptures on site. Residents are invited to
bring their skates; if the weather permits, there will be ice skating. Throughout the aftemoon, there will be
a cappella performances by UConn's Rubyfnuit, the Chordials, and Extreme Measures. Winter Fun Day is
a low-waste event. Attendees are asked to bring a reusable mug for free hot chocolate, generously
donated by Starbucks in Storrs. Volunteers serving the hot chocolate will have compostable cups for
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those without mugs. There will be composting and recycling receptacles on site to help in the low-waste
efforts. The popular Wacky Hat Contest returns with judging at 3:00 pm (participants are asked to register
by 2:45 pm). Children are welcome to wear their silliest hat, whether it is fun, store-bought headgear or
their own crazy creation. The wackier, the better! During Winter Fun Day, non-perishable food items will
be collected for the Mansfield food pantry. The organizers of this family event ask that attendees help local
families by bringing an item for distribution in the pantry. Allover, food pantries and soup kitchens have
seen an increase ill requests, and Mansfield has seen this same increase. To ask about specific needs,
please call 429.3315. The collection will occur throughout the event. This event is free and open to the
public and will be held outdoors. The inclement weather date is Sunday, February 15. For more
information, please contact the Mansfield Downtown Partnership: 429.2740 or mdp0lmansfieldct.org.

Upcoming Meetings
• Committee on Committees, January 27, 2009, 6:00PM, Vault, Town Clerk's Office, AUdrey P. Beck

Municipal Building
• Four Corners Advisory Committee, January 27, 2009, 7:00PM, Conference Room C, AUdrey P. Beck

Municipal Building
• Ethics Board, January 29, 2009, 4:30PM, Conference Room C, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
• IWA/Planning and Zoning Commission, February 2, 2009, 7:00 PM, Council Chambers, Audrey P.

Beck Municipal Building
• Communications Advisory Committee, February 2, 2009, 7:00PM, Conference Room C, Audrey P.

Beck Municipal Building
• Mansfield Advocates for Children, February 4,2008,6:00 PM, Council Chambers, AUdrey P. Beck

Municipal Building
• Town Council, February 9, 2009, 7:30PM, Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
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SLUnmary of discussions with Tom Callahan 1/14/09 concerning Uconn Water

1. UCOlll1 has management agreement with COlll1ecticut Water through July 20 IO.

2. Process in place to determine final delineation of UCorlll role in water provision and
servIce:
a) Develop strategic plan for role of UCOIUl in water supply for Non-UConn service.

- ownership of infrastructure
- governance

- provislon of water
b) Complete Willimantic Water study

- preliminary results suggest that, absent ,ldditional conservation measures and
supply, there will not be excess water to serve uses other than those conUllittecl
under the water supply plan

c) New source of water options
- Private source
- Additional from Willimantic Water Works
- Additional wells (most difficult due to diversion permits

d) Criteria for replacement management contract provider 20 I0
- ability to manage water service

- potential to provide private water
e) Considering options for non UCOlll1 area

1) total ownership and management by UConn
2) total ownership and management by private company
3) Regional or mUnlcipallltility
4) UC01lll maintaining ownership 0 f existing infrastructure with private

management.
- would retain decision authority for diversion permits and UConn owned

infrastructure related to water use and allocation.
Would not exercise influence ofNon-current UConn·system.

3. Costs
a) Ct Water proposal- $6,000,000 with 50% funded by UConn
b) If there are other sigpjficant llsers other than UConn (ie. 4 corners), would be

looking for some cost-sharing.
c) Cost would be more if could not use Tolland line.

4) Ct. Water issues as perceived by UCOJUl
a) Tolland Water Commission has some concerns about the chlorinated water.

Foresee some protracted discussions before potential approval..
b) Several permits will be needed (may be difficult and will take time)

5). UC01lll cannot conunit to CT Water even if pel111its were in place because it is
possible that Ct. Water will not receive the contract renewal in 2010.

6) UC01lll does not have a problem with Mansfield pursuing public discussions as long
as UConn's position is portrayed correctly.
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Item # I

To:
From:
CC:

Date:
Re:

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager .1.<)
Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Lon Hultgren, Director of Public
Works
February 9, 2009
Public Information Session: Improvements to Route 44 at Birch/Cedar Swamp
Roads

Subject Matter/Background
As discussed previously at the January 26, 2009 Council meeting, several years ago, as
part of its normal review of high-accident locations in Mansfield, the Town's Traffic
Authority recommended to the Department of Transportation (DOT) that minor
improvements be made to Route 44 at its intersection with Birch Road and Cedar
Swamp Road. The DOT has finally studied this intersection and proposed a minor road
project that will widen the shoulders and improve the sight distance near the Route 44
intersection that should help to reduce the number of accidents.

At the request of the DOT, a public information meeting will be held at 7:30 PM during
the regular Council meeting on February 9, 2009. Additionally, DOT officials will be
available to answer individual questions before the regular meeting from 7:00 PM - 7:30
PM in the Council Chambers.

Financial Impact
No matching funds have been requested at this time to help fund this project, so we do
not expect any financial impact to the Town. The reduction in accidents would have a
beneficial financial impact on Town residents.

Legal Review
A project like this involving state highways and designed by the state would not likely be
reviewed unless there are unreasonable or unwanted effects on properties in Town.
The proposed minor widening should not have these effects.

Recommendation
Council will be asked to support the project at a future meeting. Staff will bring a
resolution of support before the Council for action at that time.

Attachments
1) The proposed project concept drawing is posted on the Council Chambers wall.
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2) State DOT re: Intersection Improvements on U.S. Route 44 at Birch Road and Cedar
Swamp Road

3) L. Hultgren re: Intersections of Birch Road/Route 44 and Cedar Swamp/Route 44
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STATF OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATlmr

2800 BERLIN TURNPIKE, P.O. BOX 317546

NEWINGTON, CONNECTICUT 06131-7546

Phone:

January 26, 2009

Mr. Matthew Hart
Town Manager
Town of Mansfield
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
4 South Eagleviie Road
Mansfield, Connecticut 06268

Dear Mr. Hart:

Subject: State Project No. 77-211
Federal Aid Project No.: STPZ-0044(131)
Intersection Improvements on U.S. Route 44 at
Birch Road and Cedar Swamp Road
Town of Mansfield

This is to confirm arrangements made between your office and Mr. Michael N. Calabrese of this
office regarding the scheduling of a public informational meeting for the referenced project.

The meeting is to be held Monday, February 9, 2009, at 7:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of the
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building, 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, Connecticut. Department of
Transportation (Department) personnel will be available at 7:00 p.m. to answer questions prior to the
presentation.

The Department is proceeding to arrange for publication of notices of the meeting in the Hartford
Courant and the Willimantic Chronicle Thursday, January 22, 2009 and Tuesday. February 3, 2009. A
copy of this notice is enclosed for your convenience. You may wish to distribute this notice to members
of your staff for their information.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Richard Zbrozek,
Project Manager, at (860) 594-3284.

veryt~~\f~

~ H. Norman. P.E.
~~nager of State Design
Bureau of Engineering

and Highway Operations

Enclosure

An Equal Oppor§.."io' Employer
Printed on Recycled ar Recovered Paper



STATE PROJECT NO.: 77-211
FEDERAL AID PROJECT NO.: STPZ-0044(131)
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS ON U.S. ROUTE 44
AT BIRCH ROAD AND CEDAR SWAMP ROAD
TOWN OF MANSFIELD
NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING
EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL DISTRIBUTION LIST

cc: The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman. U.S. Senator
The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd, U.S. Senator
The Honorable Joe Courtney, U.S. Representative
The Honorable Donald E. Williams, State Senator- 29th District
The Honorable Denise Merrill, State Representative - 54 th District
Ms. Elizabeth C. Paterson, Mayor. Town of Mansfield
Mr. Matthew Hart, Town Manager, Town of Mansfield
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Notice of Public Information Meeting
Project No. 77·211
Town of Mansfield

The Connecticut Department of Transportation wili conduct a Public Information
Meeting (as part of the Town Council Meeting) concerning proposed improvements on
Route 44 at Birch Road and Cedar Swamp Road, on Monday, February 9, 2009 at the
Mansfield Town Hall in the Council Chambers. An inforrnal question and answer
session will begin at 7:00 p.m., foliowed by a formal design presentation at 7:30 p.m.

US Route 44 is classified as an urban principal arterial that serves as a major
thoroughfare through the Town's center. The road primariiy consists of one travei lane
in each direction with no bypass capabiiity at the intersection of Birch Road and Cedar
Swamp Road. The existing lane configuration consists of 12' travei lane with varying
shoulder width between 3' and 4'. Birch Road and Cedar Swamp Road intersect Route
44 approximateiy 100' apart to form an offset configuration. Birch Road also intersects
US Route 44 at an acute angle (less than 60 degrees) that creates difficulties for
eastbound right-turning vehicles onto Birch Road. The combination of the offset
intersection configuration and lack of bypass capability has resulted in certain accident
patterns over time.

The proposed project improvements include widening the shoulders on Route 44 at its
intersection with Birch and Cedar Swamp Roads to 8' to provide bypass capability and
reduce the potential for rear-end and turning type accidents. Along with the widening,
Birch Road is proposed to be slightly realigned to provide the proper turning movements
and also increase the distance from the intersection of Cedar Swamp Road.

Construction is anticipated to begin in the 2011 construction season. The estimated
cost for this project is approximately $1 million and will be undertaken with Federal
funds. One partial acquisition of residential property is anticipated.

The Public Information Meeting is being held to afford a full opportunity for public
participation and to allow open discussion of any views and comments the community
may have concerning this proposed project.

Plans of the proposed project will be on display for public review. ConnDOT personnel
will be available during the meeting to discuss this project. More detailed information is
available at the Department's Office of Engineering, 2800 Berlin Turnpike, Newington,
Connecticut, Monday through Friday between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.,
excluding holidays. Anyone wishing to discuss the project may contact Mr. James H.
Norman at (860) 594-3272 or bye-mail at james.norman@ct.gov. Plans are also
available for review at the Town Clerk's Office in the Mansfield Town Hall.
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You Are Invited To A
PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING

Project No. 77-211

DESIGN PLANS FOR THE INTERSECTION
IiVIPROVEMENTS ON U.S. ROUTE 44 AT

BIRCH ROAD Ai'!D CEDAR SWA,VIP ROAD
MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT

TO BEHELD
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2009

As Part of the Town Council Meeting
Informal/Individual Questions and

Answers with DOT Officials
Will Begin at 7:00 p.m.

Formal Presentation at 7:30 p.m.

COUNCIL CHAlvIBERS
4 South Eagleville Road
IVlansfield, Connecticut

Residents, COlnrnuters, business owners,
and other interested individuals are

encouraged to take advantage of this
oppOituni ty to discuss the
proposed roadway work.

Written questions or comments should be
directed to Mr. James H. Nonnan,

Manager of State Design, at
P.O. Box 317546

Newington, Connecticut 06131-7546
or at Internet address

james.nonnan@po.state.ct.us

PLEASE JOIN US ON
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2009

Plans are available for review
at the Mansfield TQ\m Hall- Town Clerk's Office

two weeks prior to the meeting.

III the event ofinclement wemhel', the meeting l-vil! be
held Monday, Febl1lwy 23. 2009

(same time/localioll)

THE CONNECTICUT
DEPARTivIENT OF TRAt'lSPORTATION
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Lon R. Hultg.ren. Director of Public Works

February 3, 2009

Mansfield Property Owners
near the comer of Birch Road and Route 44

Gentlemen/Women:

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD. CT 0626S·259Y
(860)429-333 I
Fa.\:: Ui60l42lJ-bS63
hultgr~nlr;'f.i.imnn5Jiddcl.org

Several years ago the intersections of Birch Road/Route 44 and Cedar Swamp/Route 44
were detennined to be high-accident locations in the CT DOT's routine listing of locations
that have high crash rates. The Town's Traffic Authority subsequently asked the DOT to
review these intersections and design improvements. .

We now have a concept plan that will modify these intersections for safety by providing a
slightly wider shoulder on Route 44 and improving the sight distance to the west. This
plan (displayed on the wall in the Town Office Building's Council Chambers) will be the
subject of a public information session at the Town Council meeting scheduled for 7:30
p.m. on February 9th. Notices for this meeting have been published in the Willimantic
Chronicle, but we are sending this letter to the abutters to make sure you were informed.

You are welcome to attend the meeting (notice enclosed) or submit comments directly to
us or the DOT. If you have any questions before tllen, please contact me at 429-3332 or
hul tl!renlr@mlillsfieldcl.orl!.

.."J

sur5~r&IY;f(j7
\4-L b\.~J (.~

L: " J?
Lon R. Hultgren
Director of Public Works

End: (1)
Cc: tile

-19-
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Item #-1

To:
From:
cc:

Date:
Re:

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager,
Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Gregory Padick, Director of
Planning; Curt Vincente, Director of Parks and Recreation; Jennifer Kaufman,
Parks Coordinator, Christine Gamache, Collector of Revenue
February 9, 2009
Potter Trust Property

Subject Matter/Background
On January 26, 2009 the Town Council held a public hearing regarding the proposed
acceptance and subsequent conveyance of the Potter property on Storrs Road. This
vacant property is 0.70-acres in size and is situated in an RAR-90 zone classification
(see attached map). This parcel is nonconforming with respect to both lot size and
frontage provisions. The Estate of Mr. Theodore Potter currently owns this property.
The subject parcel is assessed at $1470 with an estimated fair market value of $2100.
These valuation figures have been confirmed with Mansfield's Assessor since the
1/26/09 public hearing. Taxes on this parcel remain unpaid each year dating back to
the Grand List of 1999; the total taxes and interest uncollected to date are $472.75. The
Town has a 15-year statute of limitations for collections, which will end in 6 years.

The Town Attorney has advised that this issue could be resolved if the estate were to
execute a quitclaim deed signing over the parcel to the Town of Mansfield for no
consideration-or for forgiveness of the taxes. The Town could then sell the property to
interested abutters or retain ownership. The residents of an abutting residential lot at
296 Storrs Road have expressed an interest in acquiring the subject property if it is
conveyed to the Town. This has been verbally confirmed since the 1/26/09 public
hearing. Other abutting property owners may have interest in this property and will be
contacted by staff if the Town Council authorizes the Town's acquisition of the Potter
parcel. If the Town retains ownership, the parcel would remain as undeveloped open
space land. Retention could be justified due to the parcel's proximity to the Willimantic
Reservoir.

Staff considered, but has not recommended, the alternatives of (1) conducting a tax
sale (very expensive due to legal processing costs which could exceed the parcel's fair
market value) and (2) maintaining the current situation (Would necessitate continued
mailing of periodic billing notices and associated staff administrative time).

The proposed acquisition was referred to the Planning and Zoning Commission
pursuant to section 8-24 of the State Statutes and the PZC reported that it has no
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objection to Town acquisition provided any subsequent conveyance is to an abutting
property owner who agrees to merge this parcel with an existing lot. Such a merger will
eliminate the existing non-conforming situation. The comments from the Planning and
Zoning Commission are attached. Prior to the PZC referral, the Open Space
Preservation Committee reviewed the subject property and determined that parcel did
not meet the Open Space Acquisition Priority Criteria contained in the 2006 Plan of
Conservation and Development.

At the 1/26/09 public hearing, an issue regarding statutory procedures was raised. In
2007, a new statute, Section C.G.S. Section 7-163e was approved. This new statute
(attached) includes specific public hearing requirements and the posting of signage on a
subject site for all sales, leases and transfers of municipal land unless specifical[y
exempted. These new requirements do not apply to acquisitions or conveyances of
property with a fair market value of less than $10,000, lease renewals or foreclosures.
Since the fair market value of the subject Potter parcel is considered by Mansfield's
Assessor to be significantly less than the $10,000 threshold, any potential conveyance
of the Potter property is not subject to the new notice provisions of C.G.S. Section 7
163e.

Financial Impact
[f the Town acquires the Potter propel1Y and an abutter agrees to subsequently
purchase the property, the Town wil[ seek to recoup the back taxes owed on the
property, as well as any lega[ or other costs associated with the transaction. However,
if the Town is unable to sell, we might incur some minimal expense to maintain the
parcel as undeveloped open.space. Mansfie[d currently has a number of small open
space parcels.

Recommendation
There are a few key reasons to support this proposal. For one, the subject parcel is
current[ya non-conforming parcel and the Town's acceptance of the lot and subsequent
conveyance to an abutting property owner would remedy this situation. Also, the
transaction would resolve the issue of the back taxes owed on the lot and allow the lot
to be placed back into productive use. And, as stated above, if an abutter agrees to
purchase the property, the Town will look to recoup the back taxes owed on the
property, as well as any lega[ or other costs associated with the transaction. [f the Town
retains the parcel, it would sti[1 have value as open space [and in close proximity to the
Willimantic Reservoir.

[f the Town Council supports the proposed acquisition of the Potter property and
potential conveyance to an abutter, the following resolution is in order:

Move, effective February 09, 2009, to authorize the Town Manager to accept and
subsequently convey a .7 acre parcel currently owned by the Estate of Theodore Potter,
subject to a condition that any conveyance be to an abutting property owner who
merges this land with an existing lot.
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Attachments
1) Planning and Zoning Commission re: 8-24 Referral; Proposed Acceptance and

Subsequent Conveyance of Potter Trust Property East of Storrs Rd.
2) Memo to PZCfrom Director of Planning
3) Map of the Potter property (Map 34 Block 10 Lot 9)
4) Memo from Town Attorney dated 11-21-08
5) Trustee's Deed
6) Open Space Preservation Committee, Draft Meeting Minutes for 12/16/08
7) C.G.S. Section 7-163e

-23-



PLANNING Al'ID ZONING COMMISSION
TOWN OF MANSFIELD

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING

FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD

MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06268

(860) 429·3330

To:
From:
Date:
Re:

'/'7. //'; /'/
Town Council r----,I... -'- L i ,-

Planning and Zoning Commission /l-e..-y/vt......~·/ .:;,/l'-~£.·!.C '
Wednesday, January 11,1009 cJ
8-14 Referral; Proposed Acceptance and Subsequent Conveyance of Potter Trust Property
East of StOITS Rd

At a meeting held on l/10/09, the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission adopted the following
motion:

"That the Planning and Zoning Commission report to the Town Council that it has no objection to the
Town's acceptance and subsequent conveyance of a.7 acre parcel currently owned by the Estate of
Theodore Potter, subject to a condition that any conveyance be to an abutting property owner who merges
this land with an existing lot."
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TOWN OF lVL'-\NSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNIl'lG AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY 1. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLAJ'iNING

Memo to:
From:
Date:
Re:

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Conmussion r.,·N·~)
Gregory Padick, Director ofPbnning l_\- I \".}/
1/15109 ,~

8-24 Referral
Proposed Acceptance and Sllbsequent Conveyance 01' Potter Trust Property East of Strms Road

Please lind attached an 8-24 refelTal ti·Olll the Town COllncilwith an attached 1/12/09 Agenda Item Summary letter
from the Town Manager and associated map and background infonnation. This information provided explains the
Town's plans to acquire the subject parcel from the Potter Estate and to subsequently convey the land to an abutter.
The subject.7 acre parcel does not contain road frontage and is cunsidered a non-confornung parcel. It was
retained by Theodore Potter al'ter selling adjacent properties in 1965 and 1974 (see attached map). Conveyance to
an abutter would eliminate tllis non-conlornung situation. The property is proximate to the Natchaug River and
northern end oCthe Willimantic Reservoir. Discussion with the lnland Wetlands Agent indicated that it does not
contain inland wetlands but is likely within 150 feet of wetlands. Retention of tlus parcel by the Town was
reviewed by tlle Open Space Preservation Committee at its 12/16108 meeting and this committee recommended sale
to an abutter. I alll not aware of any special environmental or historic leatures dbat would support retention of this
small parcel by the Town.

My review indicates that the proposed acceptance and subsequent conveyance is not in conflict with any provisions
of dbe Plan of Conservation and Development. Accordingly, it is reconunended that the Pia nning and Zoning
Commission report to the Town Council that it has no objection to the Town's acceptance and subsequent
convevance or a.7 acre parcel currentlv owner! bv the Estate orTheodnre Potter. subject to a condition that
any conveyance be to an abutting propertv owner who merges this land with an existing lot.
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Attorneys at Law

'120 Bolivia Stiesi, VVillimaniic, Conneciicui 06226

Attorney Dennis O'Brien
dennis@OBrienJohnsonLaw.com

(860) 423-2860

Fax (860)423-1533

Attorney Susan Johnson
susan@OBrienJohnsonLaw.com

(860) 423-2035

./-----------.-..
/., /--~

MEMO TO: Matthew-W.J-Iadl )
FROiVI: Attorney Susan .Toh"?\So~
RE: Potter Trust Property; N~~J0[ Section 8-24 Review
DATE: November 21, 2008·...---- .

This matter was presented to me as town counsel by the tax collector of the Town
of Mansfield seeking to collect a relatively small property tax arrearage owed on this
landlocked, undeveloped 0.686 acre parcel of land behind 288 Storrs Road owned by the
Trust of Theodore S. Polter. The trustee, an attorney located in Florida, has, in lieu of tax
collection with the consellt of the tax collector, at long last executed a trustee's deed
transferring the land to the Town of Mansfield in lieu of payment of the taxes. The plan,
subject of course to the recommendation of the PZC per section 8"24 and approval of the
Town Council, is to file the deed on the land records, thereby accepting the transfer, and
then sell the land to an interested abutting l,mdowner, the Gahwillers of288 Storrs Road.

Per section 8-24 ofthe C.G.S., this needs to be referred by the Town Council to
the PZC for two recommendations; first on the acceptance ofthis property, and second,
regarding its proposed sale to the Gahwillers for the ta.xes owed plus our expenses in
securing this prope11y, including attomey tillIe and tillIe spent preparing a mylar map of
the area by Grant Meitzler. Copies of the trustee's deed and map are attached hereto. I
will provide you with the anlOunt we will be expecting the Gahwillers to pay for the lanel
forthwith, Other than the proposed sales price, let me know if you need any more from
me on this at the present time. Thanl, you.
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03/12/2008 09:55 8504231533 JOHHSOHOBRIEH

TRUSTEE'S nEED

KNOW ALL lVIEN BY THESE PRESENTS TILJ.\.T I, ROB.ERT K. .
lVIILLER, am successortrustee of the Trust of Theodore S. Potter, dated
November 27 1995 and recorded in the Town ofMansfield Land Records on
November 14: 2000: in Volume 441 Page 70, and per the Trustee's Affidavit
of Incumbency recorded in said Land Records on January 2, 2002 in Volume
465 Page 234, noting that 1, ROBERT K. JVITLLER, am Successor Trustee,
as designated in the Fourth Amendment to the aforesaid Tmst, presently
serving as the sole Trustee ofsaid Trust with aU the powers conferred thereon.

KNOW ALSO THAT I, ROBERT K l\'IILLER, as said Tmstee ofthe
Trust ofTheodore S. Potter, for consideration received from the Tmvn of
Mansfield, including property tax forgiveness, legal fees, and map and deed
description preparation costs which enabled the Trust to make this transfer to
the Town ofMansfield without cost to said Trust of Theodore S. Potter, do
covenant that I have full po,ver and authority as said Trustee, and do hereby
give, grant, bargain, sell and confirm unto the said Town ofMansfield a parcel
of land situate<:i in th.e To,vn ofMansfield, County ofT'ol1and and State of
Connecticut described in Schedule A, attaclied hereto, andshovm on
"COMPILATION PLAN, Land of the Estate of Theodore S. Potter to be
conveyed to the TOWN OF MANSFIELD scale 1" + 40 feet date:
February 27,2008, l\'L<\NSFIELD DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS,
said Plan to be .tiled in the TO\'ll1 ofMansfield Land Records at the time this .
deed is filed.

';'7-1l l-r: .J' I· .Executed thisl day oLJ L/ L .' 2008:

Witnessed by:

By " ~
R®B.ERTICM
TRUSTEE

ER

55.
-~~~j, 1'/Th,2008

Grantee's Mailing Address:
4 South Eagleville Road
Storrs, CT 06268

Nqt~,~i51IC''''-~~RONICI\ MIR . - _. 11
~ g::~'?;:"'~~':. MY ~OMMISSIOfIJ~ DO J41490 Ilg
} h:.:::~;,:~j . EXPIRES: ,JUly 27, 2008 ~
~ <l·:{;,V\\J:>" Er;nneu Thru NDtary PUblic Underwriter. ....

L"'::::;::'- ,~ • "--~
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83/12/2808 09:55 8584231533 JOHi'150i'IOERIEH

SCHEDULE "A"

..

1'. f.larce1 of land shown on a plan entitled "compilation Plan, land
of the Estate of Theodore S. Potter to be conveyed to the Town of
Mansfield, soa1e: 1" - 40 feet, date: February 28, 2008,
Mansfield Department of Public Works'" which map is on file in
the office of the Mansfield Town Clerk, and which property is
more par.ticularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point which is the westerly or southwesterly
corner of the herein described par~el and a southerly or
southeasterly cdrner of land now or formerly of Gahwiller, and
which point lies at land now or formerly cfObeYi and is ~~rked

by an iron pipe;

1. thence N SOc E for a distance of 220 feet, more or less, along
the southeasterly boundary of said Gahwiller to a point at the
easterly corner of said Gahwiller arid which point is the
northerly corner of the herein described parcel and i? at land
now or formerly of Cotton, and which point is marked by an
iron pipe;

2. thence S 43°15' E for a distance of 145 feet, along the
prolongation of the northeasterly boundary line of said
Gahwiller, along said land of Cotton to the southerly corner
of said Cotton's land and the easterly corner of the herein
described parcel, and which point is at land now or formerly
of Tischler, and is marked by an iron pipe in the line of an
old wire fence along the southeasterly boundary of said
Cotton;

3. thence southwesterly fbr a distance of 221.8 feet, mOre or
less, along land of said Tischler to a point which is the
southerly corner of the herein described parcel and the
easterly corner of said land of Obey and which corner is
marked by an irc~ pipe in ·the line oian old wire fence along
the southeasterly boundary of said Obey;

4. thenCE 1'1 ~3al_5 I W for a distance of 127.3 feet f more or less 1

along sai"d land of Obey to the place and point of beginning.

This parcel is approximat",ly 0.686 acres in size, and is the
remainder of land originally deeded to Theodore S. Potter bv
Willard S. Olds in a deed recorded at Volume 87 Page 566 in"1962.
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Town of Manstidd - Open Space Preservation C0l1U11ittee - 12/16/2008

Mansfield Open Space Preservation Committee
Minutes for December '16, 2008

DRAFT MINUTES

Members present:
Jim Morrow, Quentin Kessel, Steve Lowrey and Ken Feathers

1. Chairman Jim Morrow called the meeting to order at 7:35 PM

2. Feather/Kessel: Motion to approve the minutes of November 18, 2008, motion carried.

3. Public Comment: No public present.

4. Report from Town Staff::
Reviewed draft of annual report that Jennifer had submitted; the committee approved it
with minor revisions that Morrow would forward to Jennifer.

5. Old Business:
Committee chose not to discuss proposed changes to Subdivision Regulations at this time

6. New Business:
The Town Council had requested a recommendation from the Committee regarding the
disposition of the Potter property for which many years of back taxes were owned.
Lowrey/Kessel: Motion for town to foreclose on property for taxes owned and sell to any
interested abutters.

11. /Kessel/Feathers: Motion to adjourn, Meeting adjourned at 7:46 P.M.

Respectfully submitted
Stephen Lowrey
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Sec. 7-l63e. Public hearing on the sale, lease or
transfer of real property owned by a municipality. (a) The
legislative body of a municipality, or in any municipality
where the legislative body is a town meeting or
representative town meeting, the board of selectmen, shall
conduct a public hearing on the sale, lease or transfer of
real property owned by the municipality prior to final
approval of such sale, lease or transfer. Notice of the
hearing shall be published in a newspaper having a general
circulation in such municipality where the real property
that is the subject of the hearing is located at least
twice, at intervals of not" less than two days, the first
not more than fifteen days or less than ten days and the
last not less than two days before the date seL for the
hearing. The municipality shall also post a sign
conspicuously on the real property land that is the subject
of the public hearing.

(bl The provisions of subsection (a) of this section
shall not apply to (1) sales of real property, except
parkland, open space or playgrounds, if the fair market
value of. such property does not exceed ten thousand
dollars, (2) renewals of leases where there is no change in
use of the real property, and (3) the sales, lease or
transfer of real property acquired by the municipality by
foreclosure.
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[tem #5

To:
From:
cc:

Date:
Re:

Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager ; vi'!
Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager; Kevin Grunwald, Director of
Human Services
February 9, 2009
Presentation - Local Capacity Building Grant

Subject Matter/Background
The Early Childhood Education Cabinet of the State Department of Education, in their
document "Ready by 5 & Fine by 9" (www.earlychildhoodpolicy.org ) established three
goals for all children in Connecticut:

• Reach appropriate developmental milestones from birth to age 5;
• Begin kindergarten with the knowledge, skills and behaviors needed for success

in school; and
• Have K-3 education experiences that extend children's birth-to-5 learning and

ensure consistent progress in achieving reading mastery.

In a unique partnership, the Early Childhood Education Cabinet and the William Caspar
Graustein Memorial Fund allocated funding for community grants to support the
development of comprehensive community plans for young children that align with
these goals. The Cabinet and the Memorial Fund see this investment as an opportunity
for communities to develop or enhance a local plan for a system of services that
responds to family needs, has measurable child, family and systems outcomes, and that
can be jointly owned and measured through a local/state partnership.

The Town of Mansfield was awarded a planning grant in June of 2008, and a
Leadership Work Group (LWG) has been actively working on developing the plan. The
LWG is a broadly diverse community group. Using a model of Results Based
Accountability, the group has articulated the following vision:

Result Statement: "All Mansfield children ages birth through 8 years old are healthy,
successful learners and connected to the community."

As a part of this planning process, the group has collected and analyzed data,
prioritized the data, and now are in the process of drafting specific strategies to address
service gaps. One important element of this process is to solicit feedback from
community members as the plan is being developed.
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Financial Impact
The Town of Mansfield received a technical assistance grant in the amount of $10,000
to assist us in preparing our application. We received an additional $40,000 to
complete the development of the plan by June 30, 2009.

Recommendation
This information is being provided as a follow-up and to solicit feedback from Council
members. No action is needed at this time.

Attached
1) Local Capacity Building Grant PowerPoint Presentation
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}\ CO]vlMUNITY PARTNERSHIP

- !

What is the Blueprint?

A plan to ensure that 1\1ansfield's childl-en
ages birth to eight al-e supported and
achieve positive outcomes in the areas
of:

Early Care and Education

Health and Well Being

Community Connectedness

- -



Who Are We? Leaclership Work Group [Vlembers

Iw

'"I

IVJansfield Advocates fOI- Children (f\1AC)
Govemance gmup For- early childhood
initiatives in MansField

Leader"ship Work Group was formed to
guide this planning process-June, 2008

IVlemlJer"s are experts in the field of early
care and education, community
progr-ams/services, and other- inter-ested
citizens

Milrlano~ Barton, Ueanu P~ydlOlllUlcillSClVlce~

Fred Ilawnl, Superintendent of School.

Sandy lIa_IH, Schuul Rcadln!!.> Coordinator

Gloria lIent, falth (ollUlllmlty

Terry Dcrthlllol, Parent

Mafia Caprlola, A'i5151,ml to Ihe Town Manager

Mill)' Feilthers, Ch.llr II0Md of Education

IIcbeetil F1ehh, MilndicltlllllUllllG

l(clIln GnmI'Jilhl, DIrector Man.lficld lIumilll SctvlcC5

(ludy GUl!rrcll, GrilU5h!ln lIal.un

Marlhallclly, lloard 01 Educiltlon

Mink LilPlacil, Board 01 EllUl:illlon

JOI! Mclauchlin, Me Lillll:hlln Ulrth 10 Three

Pal Michalak, '(omh Services Department

Rubert Miller, E.nlern Illch1and'i UCilllh District

Raturil MOCilllU, l'arenl

Jeffrey O~leell, Chair UConn Gellllr.Jphy Depl.

Chrl~ Paulhus, TDwII CDlIndl

Katherine Paulhus, llDllrd 01 Education

Melinda Perl,l"s, WRlD Bus CD.

Sonya !lenlra, Sylvan tearnlll~ Cellter

IUm nU~SD, Windham "e~ron Unltcd Way

Jutly Slaul:hlon, Mandield ChUdrcn'.!. Ullrarian

Iletky Tanner, G1rIStllut.i 01 CT

Usa YDunc, Manslleld Olscol/cl)' Dellol

SUI! Zadlarlc, rlalchaUIl UO~llllal

. -; - ---I .
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What is our charge? Supporting the Process

'. Aligned with the Mansfield 2020 Plan

Funded By:

Governor's Early Childhood Education
Cabinet (created 2004)

... Graustein fV]emol-ial Fund

.Town of Mansfield (in-kind SUPPOlt)

I
w
I'

Develop a comprehensive plan to address
the needs of all young children and their
families in fVlansfield that:

Establishes priorities

Identifies action steps, and

Articulates expected results

Not fOI- one diso-ete program 01- school but
community and system-wide approach

Inclucles cost analysis of stl-ategies proposed

Develop plan by June 2009

I - -, I1-'-' ---.--- ...
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OLII' Local Planning Process based on
Results Based Accountability whicll has
been adopted by the State legislature

for future funding:

Where al-e we now?
What have we achieved so far?

How can we work together?

The Planning Process (June 200S-June 2009)

Formed Leadership Work Group-June, 2008
Created a results statement and indicators to
measure success-August/Sep., 2008
Collected and analyzed community data
Aug./Sep./Oct. and l~ov.2008

Developed proposed focus areas/formed sub
committees Sep/Oct. 2008
Soliciting 15' round of Feedback regarding Focus
areas-creating a continuous feedbacl( ioop-Jan. and
Feb., 2009)
Develop action plan/solicit feedback
Create a draft plan/solicit feedback
Finalize the pian-June, 2009

,_Implement acd sustain afterJuly, 2009 J~_ ..



Soliciting Your Feedback & Input
Creating a continuous feedback loop while we
ar-e advancing the project

Ongoing work during the feedback pmcess
identiFy ~1ansField's assets to build upon and
leverage what exists for- the betterment of
childr-en, conducting fiscal scarl

Developing strategies and action steps

Looking for low cost/no cost solutions

Iw
CD
I
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Results Statement

All lViansfield Children ages birth
through 8 years old are

healthv, successful learners
connected to the community

.,
i

Areas of Focus

'0 Health

" Education

c Community Connectedness



Some of Our Findings To Date:
, .. Parents want/need access to infonllation on:

health, child development, education, eat"ly
literacy, early intet"vention, community events
and activities

Citizens report a sense of isolation, especially
pat"ents of inFants/toddlers (beFot"e school
a~Je) L'. pat"ents of childt"en with disabilities

Citizens want mOI"e public transpOitation
options

Strategies to Consider: Health

Increase access to health information
and care

Provide adequate public tl"ansportation
in orcJet" to access health care

. ...._. ., ..---I



Strategies to Consider: Education

Develop more quality infant/toddler
spaces (UCOllIl involvement)

Develop more literacy activities and
oppoltunities

Develop an outl-each program for
families (UConn, infants, disabled child)

I
.. !

Strategies for: Connectedness to
Community

Develop a plan with WRTD and UConn
bus systems to impmve local
transportation
Develop a riele-share boal-d among
palticipants
O-eate link on town website from
UConn website, make websites more
Llser-friendly for calendar of events

I -
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Feeclback Loop
(This is where yOLi come in!)

I" Help us check our pel'ceptions to see if we are
'on tl'aek'

Complete survey

Volunteer to be in a Focus Group

Individual interviews

COl1tinue to check our progress on the
[vlal1sfielcl website (www.Mansfieldct.org) and
our BLOG (www.leadershipmac.blogspot.com)

Implement and Sustain

Future Cornmu11 ity Summit-Community
Convel'sation
Maintain the governance qroup of the early
childhood il1itiative (~1ansfield Advocates fOl'
Children)
fVlaintain alignment witl1 Mansfield 2020
Stl'ategic Plan
Use data to ensure accOLllltability -Results
Based Accountability which has been adopted
by the State Legislature fOl' future funding

. .. '.. ....



Words of Wisdom

!, "[\Iever doubt that a small group of
thoughtful committed people can
change the world. Indeed, that is
the oilly thing that ever has."

- r"largaret f'vlead

•.~. -~i



To:
From:
CC:
Date:
Re:

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager.'
Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager
February 9, 2009
Proclamation in Honor of Peace Corps Week

Item #6

Subject Matter/Background
The Peace Corps will celebrate its 48th anniversary to commemorate the March 1, 1961
signing of the Executive Order establishing the agency. The Corps has invited the
Town of Mansfield to participate in their anniversary celebration by issuing a
proclamation pronouncing the week of February 23 through March 2, 2009 as Peace
Corps Week in Mansfield. This proclamation would pay tribute to the more than 2,965
men and women from Connecticut who have served as Peace Corps volunteers since
1961, and who continue to build a legacy of service for the next generation.

Forty-eight years after its inception, the Peace Corps tontinues to recruit American
Citizens to be volunteers. Today, volunteers spend two years living and working
alongside local people in 76 countries - fulfilling the mission articulated more than four
decades ago. The Peace Corps' 48th anniversary represents a significant opportunity to
expand the public's awareness of the Peace Corps and to pay tribute to the
contributions American have made to the cause of peace and human progress in 139
countries around the world.

As the Peace Corps approaches its 50th anniversary, its service legacy continues to
promote peace and friendship around the world. Connecticut residents continue to be a
rich source of committed and talented Peace Corps volunteers for assignments in the
areas of education, health and HIV/AIDS, information technology, business
development, agriculture, and the environment.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Council adopt the proclamation as presented. If the Council
supports this recommendation, the following motion is in order:

Move, effective February 9, 2009, to designate the week of February 23 through March
2, 2009 as Peace Corps Week in the Town of Mansfie/d and to authorize the Deputy
Mayor to issue the proclamation as presented by town staff.
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Attachments
1) Proclamation in Honor of Peace Corps Week
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Town ofMallsfield
Proclamatioll

Peace Corps Week: Feb11lary 23 - March 2, 2009

Whereas, the Peace Cops has become an enduring symbol of our nation's commitment to
encourage progress, create opportunity, and expand development at the grass-roots level in the
developing world; and

Whereas, more than 195,000 Americans have served as Peace Corps voltmteers in 139 countries

since 1961; and

vVhereas, over the past 48 years, 2,965 men and women from the state of Connecticut have
responded to our nation's call to serve by joining the Peace Corps; and

Whereas, Peace Corps volunteers have made significant and lasting conh'ibutions around the
world in agriculture, business development information technology, education', health and
H1V/AIDS, and the environment, and have improved the lives of individuals and communities

around the world; and

Whereas, Peace Corps volunteers have strengthened the ties of friendship and understanding
between the people of the United States and those of other countries; and

Whereas, Peace Corps volunteers, emiched by their experiences overseas, have brought their
commtmities throughout the United States a deeper tmderstanding of other cultures and
traditions, thereby bringing a domestic dividend to our nation; and

Whereas, it is indeed fitting to recognize the achievements of the Peace Corps and honor its
voltmteers, past and present, and reaffirm our cotmtry's commitment to helping people help
themselves throughout the world:

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Gregory Haddad, Deputy Mayor of the Town of Mansfield,
Connecticut, do hereby proclaim February 23 through March 2,2009, Peace Corps Week in the

Town of Mansfield.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, [ have set my haud and ca1lsed the seal of the TaWil of Mansfield to be
affixed on this 9th day ofFebruary in the year 2009.

Gregory Haddad
Deputy Mayor, Town of Mansfield
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To:
From:
CC:
Date:
Re:

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager! /i'{i./1-1
Maria Caprio[a, Assistant to Town Manager; Board of Ethics
February 9, 2009
Proposed Amendments to Mansfie[d Code of Ethics

Item #7

Subject Matter/Background
The Ethics Board has been regu[arly meeting since October 2008. They have reviewed
the existing Code of Ethics (dated 1995) and wish to recommend amendments to Code
(see attached). For your reference, the Board has also provided you with a copy of its
draft revised rules of procedure/complaint and inquiry process.

Legal Review
The recommended changes have not yet been referred to the Town Attorney.

Recommendation
It is recommended that the work of the Ethics Board be referred to the Personnel
Committee for further review. At that time, the Personnel Committee may choose to
refer the recommended changes to the Town Attorney for review. If the Personnel
Committee endorses the proposed changes, the recommended revisions should be
brought back to the Council as a whole for consideration.

[f the Town Council concurs with this recommendation, the fo[lowing motion is in order:

Move, effective February 9, 2009, to refer to the Personnel Committee for review the
recommended amendments to the Mansfield Code of Ethics.

Attachments
1) Recommended Changes to Mansfield Code of Ethics
2) Draft (Revised) Ethics Board Ru[es of Procedure/Complaint and Inquiry Process
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Chapter 25: ETHICS, CODE OF

Notes on Recommended Changes Decided Up To the 1/29/09 meeting:
• Strikethrough = recommended deletions reached by consensus or majority

of members
• Bold/ltalics = recommended revisions by consensus or majority of

members
• Comment boxes indicate items for further discussion

[HISTORY: Adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Mansfield 6-26-1995, effective 8-7
1995. Amendments noted where applicable.]

§ 25-1. Title.

This chapter shall be known and may be cited as the "Code of Ethics."

§ 25-2. Purpose.

A. The purpose of these standards is to guide town officials, elected and appointed, town
employees and citizens by establishing standards of conduct,.-ffif-Flef&ens in the
EieBfsiBnmakfA§-PfOBess. It is intended to strengthen the tradition of good government in the
town.

B. Good government depends on decisions which are based upon the merits of the issue and
are in the best interests of the town as a whole, without regard to personal gain.

C. In pursuit of that goal, these standards are provided to aid those involved in decisionmaking
to act in accordance with the public interest, use objective judgment, assure accountability,
provide democratic leadership and uphold the respectability of the government.

§ 25-3. Definitions.

As used in this chapter, the following words or phrases shall have the meanings ascribed to
them in this section:

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION - AFPj-fAffiFffiatien Cen€OFRiH§-lRe-FlFOpBF't'f;-8usiness OF
aff3IFs oHflD-lewH-r'1€t-§BHeF::lly 3'failaBJe-lo the Fluelic. not dise!ose::ble under or subjeei
~f) FOl rules-(ehepter-4", § 1 ~W-C.G.S.) Any information, whether transmitted orally or
in writing, which is obtained by reason of the public position or office held and is of
such a nature that it is not, at the time of transmission, a matter of public record or
public knowledge as defined by Chapter 14, § 1-210 C.G.S.

EMPLOYEE - Any person receiving a salary, wages or compensation from the town for
services rendered.

IMMEDIATE FAMILY - Any parent, brother, sister, child spouse or co-habitating partner of
an individual as well as the parent, brother, sister or child of said spouse or co-habitating
partner, and the spouse or co-habitating partner of any such child or any dependent relative
who resides in said individual's household.
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INTEREST IN A PERSONAL OR FINANCIAL SENSE - The same meaning as the CDUrtS Df
this state apply, from time tD time, tD the same phrase as used in §§ 8-11 and 8-21, C.G.S.

OFFICIAL - Any persDn hDlding elective Dr appDintive tDwn Dffice, including members and
alternate members Df tDwn agencies, bDards and cDmmissions, and committees appointed to
oversee the cDnstruction or improvement of town facilities, or any other board, commission or
agency that perform legislative or judicial functions or exercise financial authority (collectively
hereinafter referred to as "body").

§ 25-4. Guidelines established.

If an official or employee is speaking before a body as an elector during public comment,
said person shall disclose their name, address, and public affiliation, regardless of
whether the affiliation is indirect or direct to the matter in which the person is speaking.

A. Use of town assets, ND official or employee shall use or permit the use of town funds,
services, prDperty, equipment, owned or leased vehicles or materials for personal
cDnvenience Dr profit, except when such services are available to the public generally Dr are
prDvided in confDrmance with established written tDwn pDlicies fD'r the use Df such Dfficials
Dr emplDyees.

B. Fair and equal treatment. ND Dfficial Dr emplDyee shall grant or accept any special
cDnsideratiDn, treatment Dr advantage tD Dr frDm any perSDn beyond that which is available
to every Dther persDn.

C. CDnflict of interest.

(1) Disqualification in matters invDlving a personal or financial interest. ND emplDyee or
Dfficial shall participate in the hearing Dr decisiDn of the bDdy Df which he or she is a
member upDn any matter in which he Dr she is interested in a personal or financial
sense, The fact of such disqualificatiDn shall be entered Dn the records of such bDdy.
NDthing cDntained herein shall be cDnstrued as tD prevent any elected official Dr
emplDyee from SUbmitting a cDmpetitive sealed bid in response tD an invitation tD bid
from any body of the town, provided that such person does not thereby violate
Subsection C(2) of this section.

(2) Disclosure of confidential information. No official or employee shall disclose or use any
confidential information obtained in an official capacity for the purpose of advancing his
or her financial or personal interest or that of others.

(3) Gifts and favors. No official or employee or member of his or her immediate family shall
solicit or accept any gift or gifts having a value offifty dollars ($50.) or more iR-va18&-in
any calendar year, whether in the form of service, loan, thing, promise or any other
form, from any person or persons who to his or her knOWledge is interested directly or
indirectly in business dealings with the town. This prohibition shall not apply to lawful
political contributors as defined in § 9-333(b), C.G.S.

(4) Use of influence. No Dfficial or employee shall solicit any business, directly or indirectly,
from another official or employee especially one over whom he/she has any direct or
indirect control or influence with respect tD tenure, compensation or duties.

(5) Representation of private or adverse interest. No official or employee shall appear on
behalf of a private interest before any body of the town, nor shall he or she represent
an adverse interest in any litigation involving the town.
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(6) Disclosure of interest. Any official or employee who has a personal or financial interest
in any matter coming before any body of the town shall make the same known to such
body in a timely manner, and such interest shall be disclosed on the records of such
body.

(7) First year after termination. No official or employee shall, ElOOFf§--ffie-Hffil within one
year after leR'niAi3B&H--ef his or her last service or employment with the town has
ceased, appear before any body of the town or apply to any department in relation to
any case, proceeding or application in which he or she personally participated during
the period of his or her service or employment, or which was under his or her a€ii4e
eSHsiEIBF&liBFf official responsibility as a municipal employee.

(8) Private employment. No official or employee shall engage in or accept private
employment or render service that is incompatible with the proper discharge of his or
her official duties or would tend to impair his or her independence of judgment or action
in the performance of official duties or give the appearance of impropriety, unless
otherwise permitted by law.

§ 25-5. Board of Ethics.

A. There is hereby established a Board of Ethics consisting of five (5) members who shall be
electors of the town. The members shall be appointed by the Town Council and shall serve
for a term of three (3) yearS,8ffi2PE-fFlat;-ef..lRe..iBiliai-BeafcJ,twe-P-)-mel-wers shall serve-fsr
a-IEfFR-&f-lws-(-2-l-Ycars, an El sFfC-(-B-FflBfflBeH8f-a-lefFFl-sf-Bf\B-f-'li-YB&F.

B. Alternate members. In addition to the regular members, the Town Council shall appoint two
(2) alternate members who shall serve in the absence of a regUlar member. +Re-fffilial
~Hli-l'leRls shall be fer-a-lermlo o;(piro on June 20, ~-9-96. ThereaftE-F;-all Alternate
member appointments shall be for two-year terms.

C. No more than three (3) members and no more than one (1) alternate member shall be of the
same political party at any time.

D. No member of-allernate shall eontemporaneously be an employee or offidak>f-lAe-towH.-eR
any olherboard. Members of the Board may also serve as members of advisory
committees. Members of the Board should not simultaneously serve as a member of
an elected board of theTown or be an employee of the Town.-,...-,.~-"--_ .._--,.,--....---,,,,-

§ 25-6. Organization and procedure.

The Board of Ethics shall elect a Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary annually. Rules and
procedures shall be established. Confidentiality must be maintained in order to protect
the privacy of public officials, employees and citizens, including the provisions of Sec 1
82(a)-(f) of the Connecticut General Statutes. The Board shall keep records of its
meetings, planning to meet at least four times a year and at such other times as deemed
necessary by any member. GRatrpeF5€,1 sAd:: Sccr:t::rj' ::Ad shell csteblisll ik own rule: aoo
p-BeeEk+R5,whieh :hell be ::veilabl: to eR'j-e-!e8er--Bf.-lho IOWA thr::l:gll tho Town eler~('s office.
PcUIC5-CflE!-pF6€eEl8r:s sl'fCll-ec :staBli51-.eEl-wilhifl-58(--t&)-+Ft&ffihs of the iniliel appoiBtHleAf of all
ff1€-ffi8ers-afl€l-altornates. Tho need to maintain ocnFiEiBfllialfty in ordef-ie.-.preiB€t the privaoj' sf
ptiBli€-8fficicls anEl oml:lo)'o:s anel eiti::ens [including the pro'iisions of § '1 2:2a(a) through (f),
e.G.s.] shaH-Be censidered wRen esta&lishin§ the rulos and procedures. The Board shall keep
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r-&GBfds SH\s-ffiBefiBgS anc! sI1all-RBifl-meetings at the call sf the Chaifpers~ffih-ffil;8f

tH-Tl:S a: it IT:aj' de~cr:l,ine. Practices regarding recordkeeping, release of documents, and
notice of meetings will be consistent with Connecticut general statutes pertaining to
freedom of information and ethics boards.

§ 25-7. Powers and duties.

A. Advisory Opinions. The Board of Ethics shall render advisory opinions with respect to the
applicability of this Code of Ethics in specific situations to any body, or any official, employee
or elector'pursuant to a written request or upon its own initiative. Advisory opinions for the
purposes of this code shall be defined as an official, employee, or body of the town
seeking an advisory opinion with respect to whether his, her, or its own action might
violate a provision of this code. The Board may also issue guidelines on stffiR general
ethics issues a3,fef-&x-affiplB;-&)(-paFte-eElIT~'11t!RiGBtiGn. Such opinions and guidelines, until
amended or revoked, shall be binding on the Board and reliance upon them in good faith by
any officer or employee in any action brought under tile provisions of this chapter. Any
request or opinion the disclosure of which invades the personal privacy [as that term is used
in C.G.S. § 1-19(b)(2)] of any individual shall be kept confidential in a personnel or similar
file and shall not be subject to public inspection or disclosure. The Board may make
available to the public such advisory opinions which do not invade personal privacy. ami
b-;J,e-ffih6f-CpprGpFfa.t: stepe i~~D increase pu\}Iic-a;;~F.:'~ia.'c' a"'laFeRe&S-Sf-this
Ge€!B-&f..@hiG&c

B. Inquiries. Any member of the public may submit an inquiry asking whether a current
official or employee has failed to comply with the Code or asking about the
appropriateness of conduct. An individual initiating an inquiry must do so in writing
and in conformance with procedures established by the Board. The initiating
individual must sign the form under penalty of false statement. The Board may itself
initiate an inquiry regarding a possible violation of the Code.

B. Complaints. The Board shall establish procedures by which the public may initiate
C. complaints alleging violations of this Code. The Board itself may also initiate such

complaints. The Board shall have the power to hold hearings concerning the application of
this Code and its violation and may administer oaths and compel attendance of witnesses by
subpoena. Such hearings shall be closed to the public unless the respondent requests
otherwise. If the Board determines the respondent has, infact, violated the provisions of this
Code, it shall file a memorandum of decision which may include a recommendation for
action, with the Town Council or other appropriate body. The recommended action may
include reprimand, public censure, termination or suspension of employment, removal or
suspension from appointive office or termination of contractual status, except that no action
may be recommended which would violate the provisions of the state or federal law. In the
case of union employees, such recommended action does not constitute a unilateral change
in conditions of employment. t'-Io such recommendation shall limit the authority of the Town
Council under the Charter of the town or under any ordinance, statute or any other law. Any
discussion by the Town Councilor other body of an individual affected by the memorandum
of decision shall be in executive session, unless the individual affected requests that such
discussion be held in open session.

b. Any complaint received by the Board must be in writing and signed under oath by the
D. individual making said complaint, under penalty of false statement (C.G.S. § 53a-157b).

E. Correspondence. The Board welcomes and encourages communications from the
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public regarding ethics issues relevant to this code, even if they do not fall within the
categories of an advisory opinion, inquiry, or complaint. Communications will be
handled on a case-by-case basis and at the discretion of the Board. The Board will
take appropriate steps in an effort to increase public and officials' awareness of this
Code of Ethics.

§ 25-8. Annual report.

Each year, at a time to be determined by the Board, it shall prepare and submit to the Town
Council an annual report of its actions during the preceding twelve (12) months and its
recommendations, if any. Additional reports, opinions and recommendations may be submitted
by the Board to the Town Council at any time. In all such submissions, the Board shall be
scrupulous in its avoidance of the 8flEitte invasion of the personal privacy of any individual.

§ 25-9. Distribution of Code of Ethics.

In order that all public officials and employees are aware of what constitutes ethical conduct in
the operations of the government of the Town of Mansfield, the :r-ewR-Gler-k appropriate
officials shall cause a copy of this Code of Ethics to be distributed to each and every official
and employee of the town.

§ 25-10. Appeals.

A decision by the Board of Ethics may be appealed in the manner allowed by the general
statutes.

§ 25-11. Severability; conflicts with other provisions.

If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this
ordinance, or any part thereof, is for any reason held to be unconstitutional, invalid, or
ineffective by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity or
effectiveness of the remaining portions of this chapter. Furthermore, should any such provisions
of this chapter conflict with any provisions of the Personnel Rules of the Town of Mansfield, the
collective bargaining agreements of the Town of Mansfield or the Connecticut General Statutes,
the relevant provisions of the Personnel Rules, collective bargaining agreements and/or the
Connecticut General Statutes shall prevail.
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Notes on Recommended Changes Decided Up To the 1/29/09 meeting:
• Strikethrough = recommended deletions reached by consensus or majority of members
• BOldlltalics = recommended revisions by consensus or majority of members

BOARD OF ETHICS
GGMPhAIN+ RULES OF PROCEDURE, COMPLAINT AND INQUIRY PROCESSES

INTRODUCTION In addition to the procedures set forth in the Mansfield Code of Ethics and the
rules and regulations of the Board of Ethics the following will be applicable:

A. The procedures of the Mansfield Board of Ethics (herein after referred to as
the Board) will be governed by the relevant state law, (Sections 7-148 CIO)
(B) (h) and 7-479 of the Connecticut General Statutes, Chapter 25 of the
Mansfield Code and Robert's Rules of Order.

B. The Board of Ethics will honor all requests for confidentiality, consistent witll
the requirements of the State of Connecticut Freedom of Information Laws
and Sections 1-82 (a) to (3), CGS.

COMPLAINT PROCEDURE

Complainant:

Requirements
For Submitting
A Complaint:

Submission of
Complaint:

The public may initiate a complaint of an alleged violation of the Code of Ethics to
the Board or the Board may itself initiate a complaint.

The complaint must be submitted to the Board of Ethics in writing and signed
under oath by the individual making the complaint before (1) a judge of a court
of record; (2) a clerk of deputy clerk of the court having a seal; (3) a town clerk or
assistant town clerk; (4) a notary public; (5) a justice of the peace; or (6) an
attorney admitted to the Connecticut Bar.

The complaint must identify the employee or official against whom it is addressed
and must recite facts which if proven, suggest a violation of the Mansfield Code
of Ethics. Incomplete complaints will be returned for additional information.

If an individual knowingly makes a false statement, he or she will be subject to
fines of up to two thousand dollars and penalties of up to one year imprisonment
under the provisions of Section 53a-157b of the Connecticut General Statutes.

The complaint completed as indicated above, will be submitted in a sealed
envelope to the Town Manager's Office. The mailing address of the Board of
Ethics will be: Chairperson, Board of Ethics clo Town Manager's Office, 4 South
Eagleville Road, Mansfield, CT, 06268. The Town Manager's Office will forward
the complaint, with seal intact, to the Chairperson or Vice Chair of the Board of
Ethics. The Chairperson, Vice Chair or the Secretary of the Board will notify the
complainant that it has been received by the Board of Ethics.

\\mansfieldserver.mansfield.mansfieldct. net\townhall\manager\Agendas anf!..§'51l!tes\Ethics Baard\Ethics Complaint Procedures - Draft 1-29-09.doc



Investigation:

No Probable
Cause:

Probable Cause
Hearing:

The Town Manager's Office will maintain a confidential indexed file of all
complaints.

Upon receiving a complaint of an alleged violation of the Code of Ethics, the
Chairperson, Vice Chair or Secretary will notify in writing the person about whom
the complaint has been filed, advising the respondent of the specific nature of the
complaint being investigated by the Board, enclosing a copy of the complaint.
The Chairperson or Vice Chair will convene a meeting of the Board.

The Board will make an initial investigation of the complaint. The Board may
conduct interviews or discussions with the complainant, respondent, town
personnel or members of other public or private agencies, to determine if there is
a potential violation of the Code of Ethics.

An investigation conducted prior to a probable cause finding shall be confidential
except upon the request of the respondent. If the investigation is confidential, the
allegations in the complaint and any information supplied to or received by the
Board shall not be disclos8d during the investigation to any third party by a
complainant, respondent, witness, designated party, Board or staff member.

The Board may dismiss the complaint if it finds there is no probable cause. Not
later than tllree business days after the termination of the investigation, the
Board shall inform the complainant and the respondent of its findings and provide
them a summary of its reasons for making that finding. The Board shall publish
its findings upon the respondent's request and may also publish a summary of
its reasons for making the finding.

If the Board makes a finding of no probable cause, the complaint alleging a
violation of the Code shall be confidential except upon the request of the
respondent. No complainant, respondent, witness, designated party, or Board or
staff member shall disclose to any third party any information learned from the
investigation, including knowledge of the existence of the complaint. If such
disclosure is made, the Board may, after consultation with the respondent if the
respondent is not the source of the disclosure, publish its findings and a
summary of its reasons therefore.

If the Board finds probable cause for the complaint it shall conduct a hearing.
Either party may be represented by Counsel, to confront all witnesses, to cross
examine and to present evidence. All parties will be sworn by the Chairperson,
or Vice Chair in absence of the Chair. Such hearings will be closed to the
public unless the respondent requests otherwise. No hearing will be conducted
with less than four (4) members of the Board present. The hearing will be
recorded and a written transcript may be made.

The Board of Ethics has the power to issue subpoenas to compel the attendance
of persons at hearings and the production of books, documents, records and
papers.
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respective parties oHhe-tlate, time and le€ation. All notices refttlireEl-ldRder these
flBtfGies-aflf! procedures will be sent by registered or certified mail, return receipt
FO€[Llesteec

Decisions:

Conclusion:

INQUIRY PROCEDURE

Initiation

In any event, the Board will render a decision within forty-five (45) business days
of the receipt of the complaint. If warranted, this period may be extended by the
Board due to an absence ofa quorum or lack of relevant evidence. Notice of
extension will be provided to both parties.

The Board shall make public a finding of probable cause no later than five
business days after the termination of the hearing. At such time the entire record
of the investigation and hearing shall become public.

If the Board determines that the respondent has, in fact, violated the provisions of
the Code, it shall file a memorandum of decision which may include a
recommendation for action, with the Town Councilor other appropriate body.

The Town Council, Board of Education, Town Manager or Superintendent of
Schools may meet with the Board to consider the findings. The Town Council,
Board of Education, Town Manager or Superintendent will then determine what
disposition will be made.

Any member of the public may submit an inquiry asking whether a current
official or employee has failed to comply with the Code of Ethics or asking
about the appropriateness of conduct.

The Board may itself initiate an inquiry regarding a possible violation of the
code.

Individuals initiating an inquiry must do so by completing an Ethics Board
Inquiry Form. The initiating individual must sign the form under penalty of
false statement. The inquiry must contain a description of relevant facts in
sufficient detail so that the Board and any person who is the subject of the
inquiry can reasonably be expected to understand the nature of the issues
involved.

Inquiries must be submitted in a sealed envelope and addressed to the
Chair or Vice Chair of the Board of Ethics c/o Town Manager's Office, 4
South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, CT, 06268. The Town Manager's Office
will forward the complaint, with seal intact, to the Chairperson or Vice Chair
of the Board of Ethics.

The Town Manager's Office will maintain a confidential indexed file of a/l
inquiries.
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Notice:

Proceedings:

Within 5 business days of the Chair or Vice Chair's receipt of the inquiry
or initiation of an independent inquiry, the Board will notify the individual
who is the subject mattet of the inquiry and will provide the person with a
copy of the completed form, the Code, and these procedures. The Board
will also confirm in writing to the person who initiates an inquiry that it was
received by the Board.

The person who is the subject of any inquiry may file a written response
with the Chair or Vice Chair within 10 business days after receiving the
notice.

The Chair or Vice Chair will present the inquiry and any response received
from the subject to the Board at its next regular meeting held after receipt
of the inquiry, the mailing of notice to the subject, and the passage of at
least 10 additional business days. If there is no regular meeting scheduled
within 30 days of the receipt of the inquiry, the Chair or Vice Chair may calI
a special meeting.

The Board will meet one or more times in executive session unless the
subject requests that discussions be made open to the public; the purpose
of the executive session(s) will be to determine whether or not there exists
probable cause that the code has been violated. In those session(s), the
Board may decide to: 1) seek additional information, 2)create a
subcommittee ofat least 2 Board members to make a recommendation for
consideration by the full Board, 3) proceed to investigate the relevant facts
and issues in order to render a decision, 4)decline to review the matter
further, 5) endeavor to resolve the matter by convening a confidential
meeting that includes the individual who is the subject of the inquiry and
others relevant to the issue, 6) make a finding of probable cause and treat
the matter as a complaint, or 7) make a finding of no probable cause.

A finding of probable cause means that based on a review of the available
information the Board determines that reasonable grounds exist to believe
that a violation of the code occurred.

The Board may decline to continue to review a matter on any of these
grounds:

• The matter is judged to be frivolous, groundless, or brought for
the purpose of harassment;

• The alleged facts do not support the existence of probable cause
of a violation of the code;

• The person who is the subject of the inquiry is a minor;
• The person who is the subject of the inquiry is no longer an

official or employee of the Town;
• The matter occurred more than 5 years earlier;
• The person who is the subject of the matter has already taken

corrective action and the Board believes the action taken was
appropriate in the circumstances and the matter should not be
pursued;

• The Board has already taken action on the matter;
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Decisions:

RECORDS:

ApPEALS:

• There are other reasonable grounds for not taking action.

As expeditiously as possible but in any event within 120 days after the
meeting at which the Board first considered the inquiry and any response
received from the subject, the Board will decide that: 1) the inquiry requires
no further action because it was resolved or did not require further review,
or 2) probable cause exists that a violation of the code occurred, in which
case the inquiry will be treated as a complaint, of which the complaint
procedures are outlined in these rules.

The Board may extend the time for issuing a decision if circumstances
justify a delay.

No findirig of the existence of probable cause may be made except upon
the vote of at least 4 members of the Board.

Within 10 business days after making a decision, the Board will inform in
writing to any person who filed an inquiry and any person who is the
subject of the investigation of its decision and of its reasons for the
decision.

If the Board does not make a finding of probable cause, then the inquiry
and the record of the Board's investigations shall remain confidential,
except upon the request of the person who was the subject of the inquiry.

All confidential records of the Board of Ethics will be I,ept inth~
GffiBe archived and not be subject to public disclosure. All opinie~
and recommendations of the Board of Ethics, wi-II be kept on file in the office of
the--l=own--GJerk and be subject to pub+is-d-isolosure. Records will be kept in
accordance with the State of Connecticut record retention schedule.

A decision of the Board of Ethics may be appealed in the manner allowed by the
Connecticut General Statutes.

\\mansfieldsErver.mansfield.mansfieldct.net\townhall\manager\Agendas anQ.~1T...!:!tes\Ethics Board\Ethics Complaint Procedures - Draft 1-29-09.doc



PAGE
BREAK

-60-



To:
From:
CC:

Date:
Re:

Item #8

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

Town Council j

Matt Hart, Town Manager//:~jl
Maria Caprio[a, Assistant to Town Manager; Gregory Padick, Director of
Planning
February 9, 2009
North Hillside Road Extension

Subject Matter/Background
[n January, copies of the executive summary of a December 2008 Draft Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) for the North Hillside Road Extension project were distributed to the
Town Council (1-12-09 Council packet), the Planning and Zoning Commission and the
Conservation Commission. This summary provides detailed information about the
proposed extension of North Hillside Road from the UConn Storrs Campus to Route 44
and the associated development of UConn's North Campus. A public hearing on the
draft EIS was held on January 29, 2009 and the only two public comments made at the
hearing were in support of the project. Any additional comments must be submitted on
or before February 13, 2009.

The subject EIS was prepared due to a commitment of federal funds for roadway
construction. The same basic project was the subject of two previous Connecticut
Environmenta[ Impact Evaluations (EIE) and these prior EIE's found the project
acceptable with respect to anticipated impacts. It also is important to note that
Mansfield's Planning and Zoning Commission and Inland Wetlands Agency approved
the same basic project in association with the former Connecticut Techno[ogy Park
project. The Town Council supported the roadway project in 2000 (see attached
resolution). The subject project is a significant transportation and economic
development project for the University of Connecticut and the Town of Mansfie[d. It
promotes many goals and objectives of [ocal, regional and state [and use plans. The
roadway is considered the highest priority road improvement project in Mansfield.

The subject project consists of a 32-foot wide roadway with designated bicycle lanes
and a separate bituminous walkway. The planned roadway extension will connect the
existing segment of N. Hillside Road Extension to Route 44 at an intersection across
from the driveway to Mansfielu Professional Park. A new signalized intersection with
turning lanes is proposed at the intersection with Route 44. The roadway will provide
access to approximately five (5) new development sites between the existing Charter
Oak Apartments on Route 44. The project also would extend UConn water, sewer and
other utilities to the development sites.
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The EIS includes many recommended mitigation measures that are expected to be
incorporated into the final roadway design and the associated development of North
Campus. The EIS also lists numerous permits that need to be obtained. The
subsequent permit process will allow comments on specific construction plans.
Consistent with Mansfield's long standing Town policy regarding the submittal of
comments on state land use projects, Mansfield's Planning and Zoning Commission has
authorized its Chairman to co-endorse with the Town Council a letter expressing Town
support of the subject project. The attached draft letter prepared by the Director of
Planning was reviewed and found acceptable by the PZC.

Financial Impact
The roadway project will be funded by State and Federal agencies. The future
development of North Campus is e;<pected to add to Mansfield's tax base.

Recommendation
For reasons cited above and in the attached draft letter, it is recommended that the
Deputy Mayor be authorized to co-endorse a 2/2/09 draft letter approved by the
Planning and Zoning Commission.

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

Move, effective February 9, 2009, to authorize the Deputy Mayor to finalize and co
endorse with the Planning and Zoning Commission Chairman a 2/2/09 draft letter
expressing the Town's support of the proposed North Hillside Road extension and the
associated December 2008 Environmental Impact Statement.

Attachments
1) 2/2/09 draft letter prepared by the Director of Planning and supported by the

Planning and Zoning Commission
2) 1/15/09,1/29/09 and 2/2/09 memos prepared by the Director of Planning
3) January 29,2009 letter from James Knox 146 Birch Rd.
4) 11/13/2000 Resolution approved by the Town Council
5) Environmental Impact Statement for North Hillside Road Extension
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2/2/09 Draft Letter
From Mansfield Town Council and Planning and Zoning Commission

Re: EIS. NOI,th Hillside Road Extension

February 10,2009

Richard A. Miller, ESQ
Director, Office of Environmental Policy
University of Connecticut
31 LeDoyt Road
Unit 3055
Storrs, CT 06269-3055

Bradley D. Keazer
Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration
628-2 Hebron Avenue
Suite 303
Glastonbury, CT 06033-5007

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Study, Nm-th Hillside Road Extension

Dear Messers Miller and Keazer:

Mansfield's Town Council and Plmming and Zoning Commission, with staff assistance, have reviewed
the December 2008 draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North Hillside Road Extension project.
The following comments are presented for your consideration:

1. The North Hillside Road Extension project and associated development ofUConn's North Campus
have been studied extensively for over ten years, with numerous opportunities for public review and
comment. The December 2008 draft Environmental Impact Statement further refines the analysis of
these inter-related projects and Mansfield's Town Council and Plalming and Zoning Commission are
in agreement with the EIS conclusion that these projects can be implemented without significant
envirorunental impact.

2. Mansfield's Town Council and Plaru1ing and Zoning Commission support the subject projects for
many reasons including the following:

A. The extension of North Hillside Road will facilitate traffic movements on state and local roads and
will reduce vehicular tra±1lc on many local roadways that were not designed for current traffic
volumes. This roadway project, and associated walkway and bicycle lanes, will promote both
vehicular and pedestrian safety lor all Manstield residents and visitors, including UConn students
and staff. This project has been a high priority transportation improvement lor decades.

B. The extension of North Hillside Road will facilitate the development of the UConn North Campus
and provide regionally significant economic development opportunities. The North Campus
development will enhance research opport1.mities for UCOlm students' and stall; job creation and
collaborative public/plivate partnerships.

C. The extension of North Hillside Road and associated public sewer and water utility extensions will
facilitate the coordination of needed utility extensions to Mansfield's Four Comers area which has
documented ground water contamination and private well and septic system problems.
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3. The subject project is fully consistent with the Connecticut Policies Plan for Conservation and
Development, the Windham Region Land Use and Transportation Plans and Mansfield's Plan of
Conservation and Development. Many specific goals, objectives, policies and recommendations
contained.in these plans would be promoted by the extension ofNmih Hillside Road and the
associated development of North Campus.

4. The draft Enviromnental Impact Statement appropriately identities comprehensive mitigation
measures that need to be incorporated into construction plans. It is essential that in association with
the listed permits that need to be obtained, Mansfield residents and representatives be given adequate
notice and Opportllllity to review and comment on construction plans prior to their approval and
implementation.

Mansfield ofticials are available to discuss any ofthe comments contained in this letter. We anticipate
continued cooperation regarding the review and implementation of construction plans for North Hillside
Road extension and the associated development ofUConn's North Campus. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Gregory J. Padick, Mansfield's Director of Planning at 860-429
3329.

Very truly yours,

Gregory Haddad, Deputy Mayor
Mansfield Town Council

Rudy Favretti, Chairman
Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission

Cc: Thomas A. Harley, CT Department of Transportation
Corey M. Rose, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, N.E. District
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TOWN OFIVIANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLAl'lNING A.l'fD DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADlCK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to:
From:
Date:
Re:

lYlarLsTI.eld Pl<J.OJ.ling and Zoning Commission, Town Council, Conservation Commission
GregoryPadick, Director oEPlanning ~'~/-:)
1/15/09 ~-=::;r

December 2008 Draft Envirorlmental Impact Study- North Hillside Road Ext.

Copies of tbe executive summary of ,t December 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Study (ElS) for the
North Hillside Road Extension project have been distrtbuted to the Town Council, the Planning and
Zoning Commission and the Conservation Commission. This summary provides detailed information
about the proposed extension of NOJ:i:h Hillside Road from the UConn Storrs Campus to Route 44 and the
associated development ofUConn 's Nortb Campus. A public hearing on the draft EIS has been
scheduLed for January 29,2009. Any Town comments nlltst be submitted on or before February 13, 2009.

I have reviewed the draft EIS and have tLle foUowing COn1l11ents:
The subject EIS was prepared due to a commitment of federal funds for roadway crmstmction. The
same basic project has been the subject of two previous Connecticut Environmental Impact
Evaluations (EIE) and has been found acceptable with respect to anticipated impacts. The same baste
project was approved by Mansfi.eld's Planning and Zoning Commission and Inland Wetlands Agency
in association with the fonner Connecticut Technology Park project.

. The subject project consists of a 32 foot wide roadway with designated bicycle lanes ;md a separate
bituminous walkway. It will connect the existing segn1ent ofN. Hillside Road Extension to Route 44
at an intersectton across from the driveway to Mansfield Professional Parle. The roadway will provide
access to approx.imately five (5) new development sites between the existing Charter Oak Apartments
on Route 44. The project also would extend UConn water, sewer and other utilities to the
development sites. A new signalized intersection with tuming lanes is proposed at the intersection
with Route 44.

TabLe ES- I (page ES-18 to ES-21) provides many specific mitigation measures that will be
incorporated into the project design and the development of North Campus.

Section ES-5 (page ES- I 7 and 18) list numerous permits that need to he obtained. The subsequent
permit process will allow comments on specific construction phms.

The subject project is a significant transportation and economic development project for the
Ulliversity of Connecticut and tbe Town of Mansfield. It promotes many goals and objectives of
local, regional and state land use plans. The roadway is considered the highest priorilY road
improvement project in l'1Iansfield.

Su m marvlRectlmmendation

Mv review indicates that the subject draft EIS is thorough alld comprehensively addresses all potential
environmental impacts. Accordingly, it is recommended that subject to any review comments from Town
COll11Cil, PZC or Consel'/ation Commission members and any public hearing testimolly, that Mansfield
representatives support the fllldings of the EIS. It is suggested that a letter of Town support be considered
following the l/29/09 public hearing (PZC's 2/2/09 meeting and the Town Council's 2/9/09 meeting).
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLM{NING AND DEVELOPiVlENT

GREGORY 1. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNrNG

Memo to:
From:
Date:
Re:

Manstield Planning and Zoning Commission, Town Council, Conservation Commission
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning C\\-t)
1129/09 <--5.1»
December 200S Draft Environmental Impact Study- Nortll Hillside Road Ext.

As noted in my previously distributedlll5/09 memo, I have [()und the subject EIS to be thorough and
comprehensive. Furthermore, I agree with the EIS findings that the extension of Hillside Road and
associated development of UConn's N01111 Campus can be implemented without significant
environmental impact. The subject projects promote many goals, objectives and recommendations
contained in local, regional and state land use plans and should continue to be suppol1ed by Mansfield
representatives. Some specitic reasons to support the North Hillside Road project are cited in the attached
November j 3,2000 resolution approved by Ivtanstield's Town Council.

Following a 1I29/09 pLlblic hearing on the EIS, I will prepare a drat't letter of support to be distributed for
PZC review on 212/09. Following previous Town policy for fOLWarding Town comments on major land
use projects that are not subject to local approval jurisdiction, it is recommended that Mansfield
comments be endorsed by both the PZC and Town Council. AssLlming the PZC approves of the
comments on 212/09, the draft letter will be forwarded to the Town Council for consideration at its 2/9/09
meeting. The deadline for comments is 2/13/09.

It also is noted that the subject'EIS was referred to the Conservation Commission who discussed this
project at their 1/21/09 meeting. Based on the draft minutes for this meeting, I am not anticipating any
comments from the Conservation Commission. My draft letter of support will emphasize the need for
future public opportunities to review constmction plans and the need to incorporate mitigation measures
ci ted in the £IS.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLAJ'INING Al'fD DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to:
From:
Date:
Re:

Mansfileld Planning and Zoning Commission~
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning .
2/2/09 .
Draft EIS: North Hillside Road Ext.

As noted in my 1115/09 and 1129/09 memos, a public hearing on the above referenced EIS was held on
January 29th After a presentation of the E1S, two individuals; Mayor Paterson and James Knox of 146
Birch Road testified in favor of the proposed project (rvlr. Knox's comments are attached). No one else
testified or asked questions.

For reasons previously communicated, staff recommends fhat a joint letter of support from the Town
Council and Planning and Zoning Conuuission be submitted prior to the 2/14109 end ofthe comment
period. I have attached a draft letter for the PZC's review. Subject to any revisions agreed upon by the
PZC, it is recommended that the Planning :Ind Zoning Commission authorize Chairman Fayretti to
co-endorse, with Mayor Paterson, Town .comments on the December 2008 Environmental Impact
Statement. It is understood that the comnients will be consistent with the 2/2/09 draft letter
prepared bvthe Director of Planning. Uthe draft letter is not supported bv the Town Council,
Chairman Favretti is authorized to submit an independent letter.
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January 29, 2009

For the Extension of North Hillside Road

.The l/2-mile completion of North Hillside Road to Rt. 44, first proposed in a University
of Connecticut Master Plan more than 8 years ago, will benefit not only the University,
but also residents of the Town of Mansfield.

My reason for wanting to expedite this project is simply to reduce the volume of traffic
snaking through our town. Please consider the following facts in your assessments, as
these points were not adequately covered in the Fuss & O'Neill analysis that you have.

1) The 1/2-mile extension, by directly accessing Rt 44, will greatly reduce traffic on
several LOCAL Mansfield roads such as Birch, Hunting Lodge, and North Eagleville. Much
of this traffic comes from the 700-800 cars at the 960-bed Charter Oak housing
complex at the dead-end of North Hillside Road. These cars are unable to enter from or
exit to Rt. 44, only a short 1100 yds. to the north. Unfortunately, in order to reach
state highways such as Routes 32, 44 or 195, all these cars must first detour south on
Hillside Road and then fan out through the UConn campus and the town of Mansfield.
With hundreds of cars at the housing complex, this unnecessary traffic diversion
adversely impacts the air quality and environment of Mansfield. Completion of North
Hillside to Rt 44 would quickly mitigate this problem.

2) Heavy night time traffic to and from UConn basketball games and entertainment
events at Jorgensen Auditorium has always been a burden to local residents. A
completed North Hillside Road will permit campus visitors to drive DIREctLY to the North
Parking Garage fromRt. 44. The long slow lines of UConn event traffic on Hunting
Lodge and Birch roads will be eliminated.

3) Besides these traffic benefits, there will also be a safety improvement for children at
one of our grade schools. Currently, heavy traffic passes by the Northwest Grammar
School on Birch Road, one of the impacted local roads mentioned above. The North
Hillside extension will eliminate much of this daytime traffic which can block the school
driveway, and the safety of school buses entering and leaving the grade school will be
greatly improved.

Because of the project's obvious value to the Town of Mansfield as well as the
University, I urge that efforts be made to expedite its completion without more delays.

Respectfully,

James R. Knox
146 Birch Road
Storrs
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RESOLUTION REGARDING NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD
(approved by Mansfield Town Council on November 13,2(00)

1. WHEREi\S, the e)~tension of North [-[[IIside Road from the University of COi1llecticut StoTTS campus
to Route 44 will facilitate traffic movements and promote vehicular and pedestrian safety for students,
faculty, stafT and visitors to the Uni versity of Connecticut;

2. WHEREAS, the extension of North Hillside Road will help reduce vehicular traffic on many local
roadways in the vicinity of the UCOilll campus and therefore enhance the quality of life for many
Mansfield residents;

3. WHEREAS, the extension of North Hillside Road wiII facilitate the economic development of the
University's North Campus and promote goals and objectives ofUConn's M.aster Plan, the State Plan
of Conservation and Development and the Town oflVlanstJeld's Plan 0 t' Development;

4. WHEREAS, part ofNol,th Hillside Road has already been constructed;

5. WHEREAS, the extension of North Hillside Road has been a high priority of local and regional
transportation plans for over ten years,

NOW, THEREFORE, tvIansfJeld's Town Council hereby strongly recommends that the Governor and the
State Legislature approve funding for tl1e extension of North Hillside Road and associated utilities.

,
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement
North Hillside Road Extension

FI-IWA-CT-EIS-OS-Ol-D

lVIansfield, Connecticut

December 2008

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Connecticut Department of Transportation
University of Connecticut

Cooperating Agencies:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Pardciparing Agencies:
Connecticut Departn1ent of Environmental Protection

Connecticut Departn1ent of Public Health

Sllbmined PmSL1::mt [Q 4:2 U.S.c. 433:2 (:2)(c)

-70-

I
i,

'i

II
I,

:1
:!
:;

i:
i.,



fl·.. .
..~ FUSS&O'NEILL
'Jij;.~'

EXECUTIVE SUIvIlYlARY

ES.1 Proiect DeSCrlDtlOn and Local1on,

The Federal Highway Aclministration (FH.\VA), in cooperation with dle University of
Connecticut (UConn), is preparing this Draft Emcironmemal Impacr Statement (OEIS) for d"
e..xtension ofNorth Hillside Road on the UConn Storrs cn.mpns £rom its current terminlls
nOr"chward to U.S. Route 44 in the town oflvIansfield, Connecticut (Ei''llre ES-l and Fi"ure ES
2). The proposed project will construct an approximately 3,400-foot, 2-lane, 32 feet \,,~de road
du:ough a portion of land adjacent (0 dle Storrs core academic carnpus known as the "Nol1:.h
Campus." The project will provide an alternative entrance to the Uciversity, relieve traffic on
surroumling roads, and facilitate dl<~ development of dle North Campus. In addition to FH\vA
and UConn, dle Connecticut OepaJ.1TIlent of Transpon"tion (ComiD OT) is also a Joint Lead
Agency as defined in 23 CFR §771.109. ConnDOT is administering the appro:umltely ~~6

m.ilJion tl"'t was appropriated by tlle Federal government for the construction of the Nordl
Hillside Road Extension. (Note dlat new llcilities 'lie nor eligible for tederal-aid participation.)

ES.1.1 BackS'Tound

This OEIS is the founh environnlental review document to address the constrllction of a
roadway from Nortll Eagleville Road to U.S. Rome 44. The constmction of a roadway from
North Eagleville Road (State Rome 430) to U.S. Route 44 has been contemplated since the
1970s, when d,e area ofland known tlS tlle North Campus W:iS considered for d,e development
of a research and technology park (Frederic R. I-lanis, 1994). In 1987, the constmcuon of an
approximately 3,800 line'l[ foot North Hillside Road was reviewed in aLl Environmental Impact
Report (EIE) prepared pUrsuant to the Connecticut Environmental Policy Acr (CEPi\). After
approval of the EIE, the State began construction of the existing Norch Hillside Road, which
waS completed in summer 1989. After a change in developer, a CEPA EIE for Adions
Associated with a fusearch alld TeclJlJology Par.k was released in May 1994. In tlle 1994 EIE six
aLternauve site laynuts \vith slightly different roadway ilignments and parcel configurations,
were initially considered, and dlen twO configmations, called Option A and Option B were
analyzed.in detail in the 1994 EIE. l\..lthough a preferred aJternauve for the alignment was not
explicitly identified in d,e EIE, following approval of the document, the Cnnnecticut
Department of Transportation began design for the Opuon B road alignment. UCEPI waS
unsuccessful at developing the research project and design phns for the Nordl Hillside Road
Extension haJted at the 60% design stage.

In June 2000, UConn released d,e Outlying Parcels Master Plan (JJR, 2000) mat includes a
master phn for development of d,e NonhCampus. An EIE for actions associated widl the
development at' Lhe Nonh enTIpL'S was completed in 2001 (Frederic R. Harris, :2(01). In it, d,e
Hillside Road E:otension utilizes ti,e Option i\ ,ilignment proposed Ul the 1994 EIE, wbich was
mort enviromnental.lysensicive than the OpTIon B ilignmt:nc. resulting in fe\ver impacts to

inland wetland resomces and t'annhnd soils (Frederic R. Harris. 1994; 200 [I. The COlll1ecucm. ..
Office of Policy und MUl1llgemem (OPMj 5ubseqllendv f,ound the :2(1) I EIE to adequarely
comply \vidl CEPA, bur required dlU[ a cnmparative analysis be conducted t'or tl,e development
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of future projects, beyond dle roadway project and dle Charter Oak Apartments, which were
approved previously under the 1994 EIE.

In 2005, appro:cimaEdy $6 million was appropriated by the Federal government for the
constLllction of dle Nord' Hillside Road Extension.' (Note that new lltilities are not eligible for
federal-aid participation.) The presence of federal funding for the project necessitates
compliance ",idl dle Nation'll Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FHWA, together wid,
the ConnectiCllt Department of Transpol'tation, determined dlat an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is t-he appropriate level ofNEPA documentation for the project. In addition,
given dle lapse of rime since the 2001 EIE for the North CampllS Master Plan, OPM requested
a comparative analysis due to concerns regarding potential difierences in background traffic
gro\lith anticipated by dle previous EIEs and CUlTent traffic pcojections. The comparative
analysis was submitted to OPM in January 2007. OPM isslled a decision letter dated October 1,
2007, indicating that, based on their review of the submitted documentation, d,e 2001 EIE is
still valid relative to the impacts associated ",id, the Non:h Hilhlde Road extemion project
(~"!,pend,,: MI.

ES.1.2 Project Termi.ni

The coasting NDlth Hillside Road begins at North Eagleville Road and extends approximately
4,000 feet to the nordl temlinating just north of the Cb,u:ter O"k Ap,trtments. The new
roadway ",ill extend approximately 3,400 linear feet from dle existing tem1inllS near the Charter
Oak Apartrnellts northward to U.S. Route 44 (£i,,:uoe ES-2). The roadway \vill tenninMe at U.S.
Route 44 between d,e t\vo parcels ,?ccupied by New Alliance Bank, and Bank of America across
from Professional Park Dave, creating a four way intersection, appro:ci.rriately 2,000 feet west of
Route 195 (Storrs Road).

Route 44 ",ill be \I'idened at the intersection \Vith dle proposed Nordl Hillside Road Extension
to add exclusive eastbDllnd and westbound left turn lanes, an eastbound right turn lane and a
new traffic sigml at the intersection. The NOlth Hillside Road approach to this intersection will
be tre~ted as a main University entrance with appropriate signage, boulevard median plantings,
and lad"dscaping.

UCOElli expects to acquire a Right-of-W'ay (ROW) along areas of dle eyisting driveway d,at
would ueed to be ",idened for the proposed intersection of North Hillside Road and Route 44.
There are no residential properties in this area and the ROW would not require, nor is UCOElli
proposing, relocation of the two existing businesses "t this intersection. UConn 110s requested
(onnDOT to act as its agent for F.OW acclllisitioQ and is currently developing a Memorandum
of Understancfulg with ConnDOT to fonnal.i::e dlis arrangement.

In addition to d1e roadway, d1ere \\.ill be consrnJcnon or uriliries COQSiStU1Q" of \VareI, sarutllT. ~-

SE\Ver, storm dr.linage, telecommunicllions, pri.rn:.u:y electric:ll~ and n;lrur81 gas 1 as well as street
bgbting and code blue emergency.plwnes. New utilities are nor eli.gible for fedeml-aid
participation. The projeCT design includes" bi1U!I1lllOLlS pedestrian sidewalk on the east side oi
dle roadway and a separate bicycle lane within the curb line in eeleh direction. Guide rails will be
installed where necessary.
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The srudy "rea consists of the proposed North Hillside Road conidor and d,e adjacent land
identified for development on d,e North Campus. The North Campus is bounded on the
north by )yuddle Tumpilce (Route 44), to d,e east by Storrs Road (Route 195), to the SOUdl by
l'.JorLI-t Eagleville Road, and to d,e west by Hunting Lodge Road.

ES.2 Pumose and Need fnr Action

The purpose of dle pcoject is to constll.lct a new road, by e:ctending dle existing North Hillside
Road, to provide alternate entrance to dle University and to facilitate d,e development of a
North Campus E[pansion consistent widl the Oudyi.ng Faxcels Master Plan. The need for dte
Nordl Hillside Road E:·:ten5ion results from dle existing and anticipat:ed traffic in dle vicinity of
the Storrs Campus aGd d,e ",sociated effects on roadway c"pacily and level of senice in dte
<liEa surrouncLi.ng the campus, Especially U.S. Route 44, Route 195, and Hunting Lodge Roaa.
111e ne1;ti road is also intended to faci.Litate the develclpment of University-related aC:ldenuc and
research buildings and student facilities on doe l"!onh Campcts, consistent wid} the Outlying
Farcels Maste [ PlaG.

ES.3 Alternatives

The alternatives analysis for dus DEIS incorporated information on prior analyses conducted as
pa.rt of the revie,v of the North C=pus development and Nordl Hillside Road extension under
d,e Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA). The analyses were revisited in light of
updated infonnanon obtained to describe namml and physical reSources in the project axea. In
addition to dle No Action alternative, odler reasomble alternatives considered include
"lternative development sites, alternative roadway alignments, and alternative North Campus
development plans.

i"I

\1
I'
I ~

No Action Alternative

The No Action or No BLUld Alternative assumes tlJat no Federal funds would be expended for
the coIDpletion of Nord1 Hillside Road. If the extension is not constructed, an important
measure for mitigating increased traffic resulting from the UCONN 21100 development
program will not be lmplemented and outbound (nord1bound) vehi.cles "ill not be shifted from
bodl Hunting Lodge Road and Route 195 north of North Eagleville Road during the peak
aftemooG traffic hom. Under-the No Action t\1temative, it is IlPlikely thctt the deVelopment of
the Nordt Campus, consistent ,,,iili d1e Oudying Paxeels TYhster Plan, could be achieved. The
No Action alternative is inconsistent with dle Oudying Faxeels Master Flan and d1e Connecticut
DepartHlent ofTransp0rL~tion Stare Transportation Improvement Plan and is dlerefore nOL

considered an accepClble alternative.

ES.3.2 t\1rernatives Development Sites

}Jternative'deve1oprnent sites can be considered in telms of 0) feasible ;]hemarive roadway
loc:l.tions and (2) fe:J.sible alternao.'TE locao.ons for dle development of a fese:lrch :Iud technology
p'l.fk such as the one described in d1e Oudying Faxcels Masrer Pla.n. There is no other site in
tlle viewitr of the campus thar would allow for uaffic from d1e Storrs core academic campus co
re:lch Route 44, so chere is no other feasible alternative for a new road\vay into campus dult
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would diven existing traffic from residential areas ne·.u: Route 44 and provide a more wect
route and gateway-entmnce to the University.

The 1994 EIE examined the suitability of the former Mansfield Training School (now called the
Depot Campus), the other hu:ge tract of..)and in proximity to dle main campus, for potentiul
development of a research park. The conclusion in dle1994 EIE was that the site was not feasible
for a technology park. This was reaffumed in the 2001 EIE and both the EIE and the Oudying
Camplls i'liaster Plan identified dle N onh Campus site as suitable for a research and development
technology park.

ES.3.3 Build Alternacives

The 1994 EIE iniciu.lIy exanOOed six alternative roadway ,'lignments, referred to as "Options" in
dle EIE (Iigure ES-3). Each of d,ese alignmentS waS examined to determine their inlpact on
wetlands, public safety, r.raffic congestion relief, and v-alue to research park dev-elopment.
Th.rough tlle ErE process, d,e roadway alignment alternativ-Es were narrowed to Option A (a
composite of tlle A-I duough A-4 opcions) and Option B (a modification of Option B-2 whicb
connected to dlee:tisting North Hillside Road). Ultinlately, a 4,000 foot roadw'ly alignment
presented in the 1994 EIE as Option B was selected. In d,e 2001 North Campus ]\Iaster Plan
EIE the Option A roadway alignment was presented because it was more environmentally
sensitive, with fewer impacts on wetlands and farmlands dllln Opoon B. This preferred
alignment was approved by the State of Connecticut Office of Policy and)'iIanagement and is
the alignment that the current design follows. .

For the preparation of this DEIS, dle potential wedand impacts of the Opoon A and Option B
roadway alignments were reviewed, and the Opcion B roadway alignment would result in neatly
double Ille area of wethU1d impacts compared to Option A Consequendy, Option A, identified
as d,e preferred alternative roadway alignment in the 2001 EIE, minimizes impacts to wedand
reSOLUce areas and is tlle most fe~sible and prudent ulternaove d,at balances the need for the
roadway extension with avoiding and minin1.izing environmental impacts.

N ort/; Campus DeL'e!~1JI/ltJl1t

Alternatiyes t~)r the development of d,e Notth Campus have been analy~ed in the 1994 EIE
(Ftederic R. Harris, 1994), the Oudying Parcels Master Plan iJJR,2000) and associated North
Campus Master Plan EIE (Frederic R. Ha.ms, 20(1), and again as pan of the DEIS and
wetlands pelm.itting (Section 4IJ4) process.

In [he 1994 EIE, the dc:,..-eloprnent i.utern·auvEs \vere driven by d1.e roadway ~ilignmenr :lnd d1E
20al of avoidi.!l2 both inbnd wedands and associated werland buEfer areas. In dle 19~)4 EIE.
ilie North Ca~pus dEvelopment ulternaciYes were narrowed to development plms associated
':viTI] the roadway alignment Options ,\ and Option B (as described above). Both ulternaoves
i.ncluded QI·-e primary building sites and both were presented as possible designs for the
technology park development.
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The 2000 Outlying Parcel Master Plan revisited the development concepts for tl,e North
Campus in terms of rl,e University's long-term master planning, willi an emphasis on optimal
resource utilization aLld efficient development that incorporates sustainable design principles.
This approach inl,eteLldy reduces indirect impacts from the roatlway e"tension. The Master
Phn itlentified 12 potential development pUICelS located on borll sides of a proposed North
Hillside RO:ld extensiOLl tll:lt followed tl,e ro:ldway alignment of Option A presented in the
1994 EIE. TI,e 2001 EIE for llie North C:lmpllS lYlaster Plan de£i.o.ed 10 development sites
(Figure ES-J), while still achieving the toral ma:-:i.tnum buildio.g spelce of 1.2 million squUIe feet.

As P:lrt of the SectioLl 404 wetlands permitting and rlle preparation of tlus DEIS, tlle North
Campus development alter!1~lcives were re"\.-isited. Four conceptual North Campus development
alternatives VlJtern'ltive 1,2, 2.i\, and 2.B) were evaluated, including consideration of poteLltial
wetland inJpacts in ligh, of updated wetlands identification and mapping conducted iLl 2006 and
ongoing CtJordination \\rith the natnral resource regulatory agencies. The proposed road.,.,.-vay
alignment is me Sa111e ForalJ four development scen:l.DOs. Differences between the nlr.ernatives
UIe bO$ed on building placement \\~dlin a parcel and overaU building and parki.ng footprint:.
Consequently~ wid1 cile exception of wetlal1ds, [here are no Signlfic3.flt clifferenc'es in the indirect
poteLltial impacts associated \,~rll tl,e four alternative development sceLlarios cOLlsidered.

Alternative 1 was based on the Option A layout presented in dle 1994 EIE and resulted in eight
meas of wetland impacts Cmcluclffig the roadway ,md North Campus development) totaling
:lppro:ci.mately 2.35 :lcres and numerous encroachments into tlle 100-foot upland envelope
surrounding the wetlands. Based on these impacts, J'\lteroative 1 was found to be
environmentally lmacceptable, and tllis alternative was dismissed.

Alternative 2. was developed baseel upon the planning principles and recommended land uses
contained in the Outlying Parcels lYhster Plan and the associ:lteel21l01 EIE. nus alternative
results in two areas ofwetland impacts totaling appr01ci.mately 1.41 acres (mcludio.g the roadvmy
,md North Campus development), and several encroachments into the 100-foot upland
envelope.

A third alternative was developed (Alternative LA) in an effort to further reduce weeland
inlpaCtS and development witllin elle lOll-foot upland envelope, while still meeting d,e buildio.g
floor area, parJ:.i'1g, :lnd Lll1eluse proScram requirements outlined in tl1e Outlying PUIcels Master
Plan :lnd the 21101 ElE ,md associ:lted EIE Record of Decision (ROD). Alternative 2.'\ (Eigme
ES-4') design provi.des 1.27 million square feet of total buildio.g area and 4,475 parking sp:lces,
including e:listing parlting OLl Parcel F and PUICel H, while limiting total wetland impacts from
rbe roadway extension and Noml Campus development to 0.91 acres.

The l':on:l.l C~lLnpLLs detteiupmellc concept was further refined (referred [0 as A.h:ernauvt 2B)
based upon lsSl,leS and COLlcerns raised by dlt Coo.necTIcut Deparunenr of EmitOlllllenral
ProtecTIon, the U.S. A.rmy Corps of Engineers, and tl1e V.S. fl,h and Wildlife Service during an
agency cooIdio.ation meeting a.t1d site walk held :It d1e VCoo.n Storrs Campus on March 6, 2008.
The proposed de"\"dcfnnen[ on Lhe nonhero poman of ParcelJ',vas re-loGtted to rl1c former
agricultural field becween wetlands A and B m preserve an undisturbed wedand and amplubian
migr:ltion corridor on the nom1ern portion of tl1e site. Proposed development on PUIcel C WaS

also rece-nfigured to limit sire disturbance to the norillern side of tl1e e:cistirlg dirt access mad.
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In addition to preserving an ImdislJlrbed wethnd aud amphibian migration corridor, Alternative
2B a.Iso results in reduced wetiand impacts associated witil ti,e Parcel C development.

Alternative 2B (Fl~ure ES-4) rerkers ti,e proposed Nortil Campus concept development
scenario that best addresses the UDiversity's goals for development of tile North Campus, while
mi.nimizing impacts to the on-site wetiands. TIus alternative is referred to as the "DEIS
Preferred Altern:ttive." }Jternative 2B also satisfies the individual puree! re'luirements that are
contained in the Outiying P:ucds Master Pbn and the 2001 EIE ROD. The conceptual design
under tlus alrernative provides 1.27 million s'ILuu:e feet of total building are:t and 4,475 parking
spaces, including existing p'llking on Parcel F and P'llCel H, while limiting total wetiand impacts
fron1 the road\vay extension and Nonh Campus development to 0.56 acres.

ES.4 Environmental C'(')nSeClUences

The following sections Slillllll:ttize tile principal environmental consequences of the proposed
project. including direct imp3.cts associated -\.vixh the road\\'"ay extension and indirect or
secondary inlpacts resulting from development of tile Norm Campus parcels. Most of ti,e
environment~u. consequences associated with the project are due to indirect impacts associated
with d,e de'Te!opmem of d,e NDrth Campus.

ES.4.1 Land Ose

fill alternative alignments considered for the roadway corridor will have a·n,lative!y linUted
clirect impact in terms of land use conversion. TIle alternative roadway aligru:nents will have
similar inclirect hnd use impacts in terms of conversion of woocUand and agriculruralland to
developed :ueas. However, since the area of tile proposed project has access to sufficiem
infrastructure to support development, includes the expansion of higher education wi.thin
Connecticut, and since t.h.e proposed project is specifically identified as a de'Telopment area .in
each of d,e relevant land use plans, the inclirect land uses change resulting from me North
Hillside Road ,,-,cteasion is consistent with overall land use planoing on the local, regional, and
state level.

ES.4.2 Farmland

Direct impacts to furmhnd sDils from ti,e proposed Nordl Hillside Road E:ctension are linUted
to the roadway corridor. Under each of the alternative roadway ali.t;rn.ments considered, clirect
intpacts would not exceed l acre. Inclirect impacts to fa_-'lnland soils are associated ",-jth the
de'7e!opment tile Nordl Campus p'llCe!S, including portions of Pureels B, H,], Clnd K (33.2
3cres) and rhe: creanon of a wetland rnicigacion area adjacent to e:c.iscing wetlands located east of
P3.rcel D. Th(; University ad:no\vledges its responsibility to comply \vith d1E acre-for-acre
fal.lIlhJ:d nutigatioll terms identified Ul the 199+ and 2001 CEP_"- EIE,. The Linivecsitis Clutf
Operatin2 Officer wm '.vork 'Wid1 the Dew of Lite CoUe2:t: of Agliculture and Natural Resources- ,~ '-' '-
(Cl\.l'lR) to replace a total of 36.3 acres of prime farmland on LiniversiQj-owned properry
lOClted ne:Lr t~(onn's Depot C:unpus and Spring iYhnor F:u:nl. The Universil:y also proposes
to preserve 42 aerES of prime f:u:mland for cultivation by C\..i'iR on Universiry-owned properry
located on or adjacent to the NorJ1 Campus.
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ES.4.3 RelcKatiol1 and Pights·-o roo\\'ay .A..cquisition

UCorill e:"peets to aCl]uire a Right-of-Way (ROW) along areas of the existing driveway dlat
WOL1!d need til be ,,~dened for the proposed intersection of North Hillside Road and Route 44.
There are no residential properties in this atea and the ROW would not require, nor is UConn
proposing, relocation of dle two e:·:isting businesses at dus intersection. UC01111 has requested
ConnDOT to act as its agent for ROW acqwsition and is currently developing a Memorandum
of Unde:rstanding \\~th ConnDOT [Q fmmalize this arrangement. If needed, UC01111 will
mitigate for the possible loss of existing pru:king spaces caused by the ROW, and will determine
the extent of mitigation required, if any, at a hter point in dle roadway design process. The
U niv-ersity will take into account e:·:isting land use and underlying zoning during tile ROW'
acquisition process in order to avoid or minimize effects on pLuking and ensure consistency
wi.eh local zoning.

ES.4.'~ Economic

The faciliries constructed on the J:..Torth Can1pl1S ,,,ill result in new oppormn.i.ties for
employment. The U niversi,,! of Connecticut is already one of dle major employers in
Mansfield and tile North CampltS development is 'Ulticipated to not only generate new jobs in
the area but also jobs tilat fall in the l'.ICAIS sector of professiunal, scientific and technical
services, which has the highest average annual wage of all NCAIS sectors represented in
Mansfield. The North Campus development is 'illticipated to attract such employers by
providing srat"of-tile-aet facilities, close pro:dmity to a leading research 'lnd development
university and access to a highly edumted work force. The 2001 EIE estimated that each 300
square feet of research/tecllnology space would resnlt in 1 employee. Using ilie same formula,
ili.e 841,000 square feet of research/technology space would potentially result in appwy.imately
2803 jobs. Additional jobs are also likely to be generated from the recreational and special
acadenlic facilities to be located on the North Campus.

ES.4.5 Traffic

Additional traffic generated as a result of elle development of tile North Campus will result in
declines in the Level of Service (LOS) at intersections in the project area. Under the 2030 Full
Build condition, oprirnizing the signal timing at each intersection within the network will allow
most of the signalized intersections to continue to operate acceptably durin.g both peal-: hours.
Several geomerric improvements are recommended at full build OUt of the North Campus
development in order to m,unrcUn acceptable levels of service ,ll all of the signalized
interseCTIons "tl,rithln the sUldy area.

ESA.6

~'-\.nilysis of m.icro~c:.Ue impacts on CO concenr..rao.Cins were tvalu:w:d using existing projeCTed
traffic dara and EPA's CAL3QI-lC, a line source dispersion model and traffic algorithm for
eSThll:uIDg vehicul:If queue lengdls at signalized intersections, I.vere used to esruTIate dlc
111..t.:unlUITl ambient CO concentraTIons ol[ intersecrions anci,cipated to experience the largest
decline in LOS under 2030 full build conditions. AlellOugh the srudy area intersecrions are
imp>lcced by increased traffic, ma.ximum one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations at the
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subject intersectious are estimated to be well below tbe Connecticut and Nanonal Ambient ,"ill
Quality CO standards.

The Connecncllt Depart.tnent Qf Transporranon conducted mesoscale analysis using the
MOBILE6.2 emissions model to calculate NO, and VOC emissions and determine conf'Jrmiev
",,-ith NA..i\.QS foe OZf}ue. The arralysis fOlmd au overall decrease in emissions ofVOCs and .
NO" by 2030 is anticipated in the air cjualiry clisr.rict in wb.ich the project is located, and tho.c ule
projected emissious are below u10se required to maintain compli.mee widl the State
Implementation Plau and d,e NA_A.QS for ozone.

ESA.7

Future peak-hom noise levels were preclicted using the Traffic Noise Model 2.5 (TNlvI). The
D10dd USeS FH\vA Vehicle l\ioise Emission Levels and \vas used to detenml1e noi::e impacts
associated with llie proposed project ar receivers pre,-ioLlSIy identified in the 1994 EIE. The
maximum predicted Llolse level increase associated \vith site-geneetted traffic i.rl me 2fGO Build
scenario is 2.2 clB.i\ DIrer e:cisting coudicions..AJI are belo'.v d1e 67 dBA noi~e abatement criteria
for the relevant Caceqmv B land LIse activity used b)· FHWAo "J "

ESA.S Surface Water and GrOlmdwarer Resources

The proposed development of d,e North Campus is anticipated to result in an increased water
demand of approximately 90,000 gallons per day, in adclicion to the approximately 45,000
gallons per day consumed by the existing Charter Oak residennal units. Under normal"
streamflow conclitious ",-ith all demflllds realized, including d,e proposed development of the
North Campus, the Uoiversiry would have an adequate amount ofwater under bolli average
fllld peak mondl conclitions willi the full registered withdrawals from the Fenton and
Willim,mcic River wellfields, which are the University water supply.

The proposed extension of North Hillside Road and development of the North Campus will
increase llie amount of impervious cover (IC) at the project site. If uomitigated, tills increase in
impervious area could result in a nmnber of hydrologlc changes at llie site that could impact d,e
water quality of d,e receiving water baclies. The approximmely 38 acres of new impervlous
cover on the resulting from d,e roadway extension and Nonh Campus development would
result in an approximately 2% increase in IC of the Cedar Swamp Brook subwatershed ,md an
approximately 1% increase in IC of the Mason Brook subwatershed. It is estimated d1at IC in
llie subwatersheds will rem.tin at 10% or less, levels which are generally inclicative of healthy
stream systems d,at have been rnininlally impacted by human acnviC'j. Potencial impacts
associated ",-ith increases in IC as a result of the proposed project "ill be mirigated by the
project design, including dlepreSerl:lQou of wedand/watercomse bLlffers and ti,e proposed
stO!J1lwat:er m~m;lgemt:n[ system, as described dSE\:vhere i.n chis dOCLLrTlcilt.

The potencial impacts of nc<;v Ll1.1penious cover on Parcel G, nponton of wbch will di::ch~lrgt

to Eagleville Brook, '.,,-ill be effeccively mirig1ted by implerrteming nt\v stonTI\vJ.ter m~Lnagemen[

mnuols, willch is consistent with the Eagle',ille Brook IC Tod Ma:timurn Daily Load
objecnves cliscussed in Secnon 4.11.
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The western portion of Parcel A lies within dle ,,,ea of contribution to the supply wells that
serve dle Rolling Hills Mobile Home P,,-,k. The eastern portion of Parcel B is located within the
Fenton River watershed, wbicb is a public water supply watershed. Under any of the project
81ternatives, the proposed development in tlus area could potentillily impact groundwater
quality resulting from infiltration of unrLeated stormwater mnoff ot release of chenucals or
otller baz:u:dous materials to the environment. In addition to stormwater management
practices 10 reduce the effects of IC, co{lsr.ruction-phase best management practices will also be
inlplemented to reduce tlle potential for inlpacts on nearby public drinking water supply wells
and surface water supplies.

ES.4.9 Storulwacer rd~magemtnt

ConstLUction of tlle proposed roadway and subsequent development of tlle North Campus will
result in increased stormw·ater runoff. Thc> proposed Stormwater ffianagenleOt system for the
roadway extension and the concepulal storm\\~ater l11;loagemeo[ system for the North C::unpus
development include a variety of stornnV3.tcr nlanagement lllethods to achieve stormwa-"=1"
quantity :md quality objectives consistent with the sronnwater management stanchu:d, and
desio-n o-uidehnes in the CT DEP 2004 COII!!edimt StlJrlllll'aler O!wlity ALullla!. The pro)'ect will noto 0 - _

result in increases in peak mnoff over existing cohditions for srorrns up to and including tbe
100-year storm for any of the drainage areas analyzed witllin the project aLea. In addition, the
proposed stormwater management system for dle project site is designed ·to preserve the
excis ting hydrologic conditions to the extent possible, inclnding drainage patterns, LUnoff
volume, groundwater recharge, and LUnoff quality.

ES.4.10 Wetlands

TIllee wetl:LOd areas, totaling 0.34 acres, will be inlpacted by the proposed roadway
cnnsUlJction. Indirect impacts to wetlands resulting from the development of the North
Campus parcels are estiniated at 0.22 acres. The wetlands to be disturbed are prim,u:ily broad
leaf deciduous forested areas. The total area of proposed wedand impacts for dle roadway
exteosion :lOd associated North Campus development is 0.56 acres. Tbe proposed mitigation
consists of an approximately 2.2-acre wetland creation involving expansion of the fmested
wetland adjacent to an agricultural field. Other wetland mitigation measures include
preservation of an undisturbed wedand and amphibian mi"oration corridor on tl,e nOlthem
pnmon of the site, a comprehensive stounwater management system· design for dle North
Campus development, amphibian crossings at tlle roadway wedand crossings, avoidance of dle
100-foot upland envelope around the e:asting wedands, limiting development to less than 25%
of tlle area within the 750-foot critical upland habiUlt area of vernal pools, preservation of 85%
of tllt upland habita[ witllin 500 feet of vernal pools, and streanl bank restoration of an on-site
intermittent strea.m on the project site.

ESA.ll Water Body Modification CLOd Wildlife Habitat

The proposed project does not include inlpound.ment, relocJ.Qon, channel deepe!1...i.ng, tilling, Of
odlEr moclinC:loons CO \V:.l(er bodies or \vatercOUfses :.lS a prim~l.1:Y goal of d1c project. Direct
and indirect inlpacts of dee roadway extension include loss of e,asting woodland,
grassland/ field, and wetland habitar. The anloum of habitat types inlpacted is a function of tlle
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roadw:Ly corridor alignment lmd the conceptual design for development of the North Campus.
The roadw:Ly alignment identified in the Oudying Parcels Master Plan and as d,e DEIS
Preferred Alternative in this document is intended to reduce wedand impacts. Potential direct
and indirect impacrs in iliis alternative result in greatet loss of woodland habitat and field areas,
both as a result of the proposed roadway alignment and the resulting development. Indirect
impacts resulting from the development of the North Campus will result ift partial loss of the
woodl,md that is located between the proposed road, the Charter Oak residential area, and the
existing agricuhural field (except for wooded wedands lOCRted in t..his area that will he
preserved). \V'oocllands to the west of this a.rea, as well as other areas on the nonhwest portion
of the project site, are pJ:oposed for development under each of the North Campus
development alternatives. Given the hi:;>;her habitat value of the wedmd areas loss of

~ ,
woodlands will likely result in less overall \vild.l.ife impact compared [Q wedand dismrbance of
similar Ll1agnirude.

ES.+.12 Threatened or Endangered Species

No Feder:rlly-listed th.reatened I)[ endangered species have been identified L'l the project area.
The 2006 Bdd i.nvestigations indicate that state-listed grassland blrd species do nOt appear to
use the smail grassbnds present at the site as breeding habltat, but cornfields present at dle site
may serve as staging and migratory habitat for grasslmd-associated bird splecies. Loss of this
potential staging md migratory habitat will be offset by farmland mitigatIon activities will result
in fields similar to that which currently exists, and in similar quantities. Unmitigated loss of
woodlands is not expected to affect srate-listed species. Wetland impacts for tl,e build
alternatives could result in loss of available habitat to dle state-listed Northern Spring
Salamander, although this species was not identified on site during field reconnaissance.

ESA.l3 Historic and i\..rchaeological Preservation

A Phase l.A Archaeological Assessment SurVey of tlle Norrh Campus area (1987) and Phase 1B
and Phase 2 archaeological surveys (2005, 2006) of the roadway corridor have been completed.
The results of the smveys indicate tllUt construction of the North Hillside Road extension
along tlle pwposed corridor alignment will not result in significant impacts to historical and
archaeological resomces. This finding is consistent widl correspondence from tl,e Slate
Historic Preservation 0 ffice (SHPO) regarding tl,e project that found no effect associated with
the roadway. However, development Parcels A, C,], E, and G comain potential areas of
prehistoric value, and that Parcel B contains an area of potential historic value. A Section 4(t)
de lvlin.im.is ImpacTS Finding was prepated on tl,e presumption dlat Secrion 4(f) may be
applicable for llieas on dle proposed ['uIllie North Campus development where moderate to

high sensitivit'f for archaeological ~esources was identified in the 1994 and 2001 EIEs. The
deyelopmem of tl1Cse parcels ",l.l.l require additional archaeological suryeys prior to determine if
development accivici.es could impact cultural resources. Fur-iller a.rch:leological J.ssessn1ent may
also be recjuired POOf co development of Parcel H slnce- d1c limits of preT.iou~ archaeologicJ1
studies did not fully encompass r.l,e bmmdlllies of this parcel. Parcel F comains [wo stare-listed
h.istoric structures. The concepruall'.JoEh Campus developn1ent plan (:lUS for those strUCTI1Ies

to rernai.fJ: $0 no impaC[ (0 historic resources is anticipated,

F:\P2005\ 0147\A.20\DE1S\Ftnal\DEIS 1-:W8.doc -84- DraftEm..irvllme7ltu! L7pact Statel7lwf
l\.r l. Lr:II__' J. n l-r



ES.4.H

The construction of the roadway extension and development of the North Campus will
inevitably have an inlpact upon the aesthetic charactet of the site. The roadway extension itself,
while located within a viewshed as defined by the Town of Mansfield, will not clirecrly inJpact
the dnulllin Ot orl,et hill areas identified in rl,e Town of Mansfield Scenic Resources and
Classifications Map. Secondary inJpacts resulting from development of rl,e proposed parcels
are likely to include the partial dismption of vistas from Route 195 and the Charter Oak
residential units, as well as some disLUp tion 0 f vis [as from Route 44. The Ourlying Parcels
Nhster Plan and 2001 EIB recommend measures to reduce the visual inJpacts upon rl,e
aesthetic character of rl,e project site and the surrounding area including roadside plantings ,md
vegetated buffers between property boundaries and development areas.

ESA.lS Tirle VI and Environmental Justice

i:-To direct i.rr;pacts to rrlln(,riry or low-income 1?()pUlalions \v-ill result from the extensiClll of
NC>l"th l-:LiJJside Road. The area of rl,e Norrll Campus proposed for dev"elopment does not
contain, nor i~ It directly adjacent to, areas of E) populations and rllerefore, no
clisproportionare1y high imP~lcts to prDtected groups\viU occur due [(J r,.h.e cons~uccion or
operation of rllE facilities identified for tl,e North Campus development. In fact, minority and
low-income populations ,,,~thin rl,e Storrs campus student population, as ,V:ell as rl,e overall
student body, will ultimately benefit from rl,e expanded facilities constructed as part of the
N o'11h Campus development.

ES.4.16 Construction Impacts

The construction inJpacts associated with each of rl,e build alternatives are relatively sinillar and
result prim,u:ily from the noise, fugitiVE ~ll1st, construction egl1ipment eY.haust, erosion o.nd
sedimentation, traffic and pedestJ:.h1.Jl relocation, and visual inJpacts thac occur ,,-irh roadway
construction andsubsequent site development activity and do not extend in duration past rl,e
constructic'n period. Mitigation measures would be provided duting constmction to reduce
inlpacts on narural resources and conununities. Mosc mitigation measure are incorporated into
the construction specifications as requirerpems Or best management practices (BNIPS).

ESA.17 Secondarj ,md Cu,mulative Impaccs

Construction of rl,e pmposed North Hillside Road extension \vill facilitate rl,e development of
the North Campl1s which is a distinCT, but connecred, action. Consecjuenrly, the majority of
secondary lmpactS resulr from dle consmlCtion and operation of facilities on the NorJl Campus
parcels and consists of the types or w.-:tpacts discussed above. Because dlEse impacts are
associmed \\ridl d1c Noah CJ.mpus dc:vetoplnenr, they UE similar in nature and magnitude for

all [oad\vay aligumencs considered.

In considering cuIDulao.vE lmpaCLs, resources ;lffecIt:d by dlc project \vere idencifitd; the
releVil2.t geographic :lIea for :l parricular resource. affected by me pTojeCt was identi£ied; OTher
relevan.t past: present, and!:'easonably foreseeable furure acnons were considered; and me
overall cumulative effeer of the proposed action and these odler actions were o.nalyzed. In
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geneml, the clirect and inclirect effects of the project will not contribllte subst:lIlti:illy to
cumubcive effects, although dle development of the Nordl Campus \"ill generate additional
vehicle trips :lIld is amicipated to have a positive economic effect due to the munber:lIld type
of jobs created.

ES.5 Reouired Permits and AODrovals
% .. -

TIle followir,g fedetal and state pennits and approvals ate required for the extension of North
Hillside Road, il1cluding consideration of potential. inclirea imp'lcts associated with subsequent
development of the North C:lIllpUS: .

• United States Arm" COl:PS of Enginee,s Section 404 Individual Permit - il.1though rhe
proposed roadway extension will result in clirect \yetland inlpacts of 0.44 acres, which is
slgniftcantly lower rhen tl,e I-acre thresllold fDr a'Section +04 pennit, the U.S. Anny
Corps of Engineers has previDusly determined that;l Sectiou 404 permir is reqltired
given the potential secondal)' wetland inlpacts associated with the development of the
Nord: Clmpus.

• CT DEI' Inland \'{Iedand 8.: \V'atercol1rses Pemut - Required by an action undenaken
by a state agency (ill this case, UConn) in or affecting inland wetlands or watercourses.
The action in this instance is the proposed loss of wetlands associated ",-ith tl,e
construction of the North :Hillside Road Extension, stormwater discharges, :lIld
secDndary impacts associated with the proposed project.

• CT DEI' 401 Water Oualitv Cerciftcate Requiredf,Jr Connecticut Department of
Em-ironmental Protection COEP) review of a federal permit application for disch:lIges
to navigable waters, including wetlands. A 401 Water Quality Cenificate is required for
ti,e proposed project si.nce coverage under the l'..COE Section 404 individual permit is
required.·' .

• CT DEI' Flood Management Cerciftcation -.:Reqnired for a State action (in this case,
the actiDns QfUConn) in Dr affecting floodplains or natural or man-made sto=
diainage facilities. The actions in this instance are stonnwater inJpacts :lIld wetland loss
associated "ith the extensi.on of North Hillside Road, 'lild subsequent inJpacr of
development of the North C:unpus parcels.

• CT DEI' \vater Diversion Permit (t-,lon-conmmntivE TJse'! - Required for a State action
tI,at results in tl,e alteration of surface warer flows, including d,e collection and
discharge of sroml\vater lUnoff from a watershed 'lIea greater d1~n lOil acres. The
proposed r.forth CJmpus development concept include:5 3. Stornr.vacer drainage sYSten1
W.~ar \\7ould collect: 2nd manage srormW:lttr amorf from <1 tomI of appro:illnately 120
:teres.

.. CT DEP (~ener31 Permit For rl1e Discharge of StormwJ.ter and [)e\v:ueo.ng YJiastewaters

from Construction ACTIvities (Conslluccion Sronn\varer General 'Permit) - Requi.red for
consr.ll.lCnOn projects dmt distu.rb more than :lIl acre of larld, regarclless of project
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pl1asmg. Greater dlan 1 acre of clisturbance is cur.rendy anticipated to ocwr as part of

dle proposed project.

The following permits and apprav<lls are anticipated to be recjuired for the subsequent
development of dle Nordl c.lrL1pus:

• Gener;u Perrn.it for dle Discharge of Stmmw<lter Associated ''lid, Industria! Activities,

• Geoer;U Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater Associated with Commercial
.Activities)

• Stue Traffic Commission Certificate of Safe TrafEic Operation,

o Domesuc Sewage General Permit,

'» Underground Storage Tank Registration,

• New Source Review (ilir Qual1ty).

ES.6 :lvllrig:I.tion Sunlillary

lYIitigacioo measures to reduce or offset poiencial adverse ilnpacts associated \vidl the proposed
action are summarized in T<lble ES-'! .

Table ES-l. Summary oIMitigation Measures

Emironmental Sector Proposed Mitigation

Farrnlmd ImpactS • Preservarion of 41.5 acres of prime fu.rrnland for cultivation by the College of
Agricultural and Natural Resources on University-owned property located on or
adjacent to rile North Campus, all ofwhich is currendy in agricultural use.

• Co,nversion of Dniversity-own,s! land to PIi.me and Statewide Important Farnalmd
located neu.r the DCono Depot Campus and Spring Manor Fa..eTIl to achieve the
acre-far-acre Eu:mlmd miti.gation identified ill pre,ious CEPA dncuments.

Relocation Impacts and • The need fi)r mitigation associated with ROW acquisition will be deterrnined at a
Rights-DE-Way Acquisition later point in ri,e roadway design process. Existing land use and underlying zoning

will be taken inm account in the RO\\7 acquisition process to avoid or minim.i.ze
affects on parking and zoning.

• Development DE a Memorandum ofUrrdemanding wirn ConnDOT to formalize
d1e RO\\T acquisicion agreemenL

Traffic • Oprimizarion of signal ciming :H signillized intersections in' the study area

• Geometric improvements at selected intersecTIons to ffiainGlin acceprable levels of
service at all of the signilized intersections \\I-ich.in'the srudy :lre:l

• Conducr 3. warrant analysis at me unsignalized intersection of Norrh Eagle~.Jle

Road at Hunting Lodge Road co determine if a roundabl)U[ or 3. cr:affic signal is
nectssa.rv ,

-"-ur Qu:ilir::/ • See con:::L.'lJction irnp'J.cIs

Noise I • See consrnlcnon i.rnpacrs

Surface \Vi ::Iter and • FollO\v me Fenton River wellfidd \\rirhd.r:l.\val pcorocol recow.mendarions ouclined
GroundwatEr Resources in the Fenton River srudy md [he 2007 Wa.ter and,'Wrastew:lter rvbstcr Plan, :.lS

clia:lted by stre~rn flow conditions.

• Conduct an IDsue:un flow srudv of the Wrillimmric Rivrx (0 evaluate the effects of
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Table ES-1. Sunm1ary of Mitigation iVreasmes

Environmental Sector . Proposed Mitigation

aquifer pumping on me Willimantic River.

• Complete an engineering feasibility study of using aeated waste.';vater effluent to

supply d1e UConn Central UciJity Plam to address future campus water demands.

• Future developments on the North Campus \vill employ water conserv-arion
measures consistent w-i.th rhe University's t::trgeted consEl""Vao.on initiatives that are
described in d1e 2007 Warer 'U1d Wastewater Master Plm.

• Incorporate project design elements rllat limit or recluce potencial aCluanc impacts
of srormwuter mnoff from ~pervious cover.

• Implement construcrion-ph:l~t best m:mugemem practices (see construction
impacts) to redul:e the potential for impacts on ne:uby public d..rin..1.:.ing \vuter supply
\veUs and surface wat,::r supplies.

SW:':Tlwarer i\bnagemenr • Design measures to reduce or lirnit lmpen;Jous cover (reduced p:u:k.i.ng ratio, use of
strucrured ,uld sha.red parking, reduced side';l,?alk \vidth)

~ Centralized and lot-based srormw:uer management measures for tbe roadwilY
exten$ion and Nonll C:unpus development cl)nsistent \vith the CT DEP
Connecticut Scormwarer Quality lYh...rlUaL

o Swrmwater management ponds, undergrlJund detention systems, sediment
forebays, s"\vi.r:l concentrator units, level spreaders, water quaJicy
s\vales/biofiltEr:s, rain gardens, and infiltration umts.

• Non-structural source conrrols and pollution prevention measures (street and
parking lot swet;8~ng, catch basin cleaning, d.rainage system and stoillw/ater
treatment system' opt:rati.?D <fnd maintenance, etc:).

• S.tormw<lter man:.tgenlcnt 08-.:1v1 Plan

• ConstrUction-Dhase best management practices (see constmction impacts)

Wetland Imp"crs • Wedand cre"tion are" adjacent to me farm field and forested wetland

• Roadway clesi~ to include ilmp~biancrossings and embedded culverts to allO\V

for amphibian p:LSsuge to and from me adjacent wedands, vercicul baniers to
discourage amphibian crossing over the road, and sloped curbing to reduce the
potential for retention of amphibians on the road.

• Grading at \vethtnd crossings will be 2:1 or steeper to m.i.ni.rnize wetlands
disturbances.

• Stormwater management measures

• Avoiding construction \v-1.t..hin the vernuJ. pools and \vitlun the LOO-foot envel0l?e of
tl1e vernal pools, preservation of 85% of the upiund habitat \Vithi...rl the SOO-foot
ACOE Progr::unmatic General Pennie revie\v area, and winiu'izi.ng development
wiLhin the 750-fooc criric::u upl~md ;]Lea to less thm 25%, which i.s consistent \-V1th
me guidance pro'ided L'l Calhoun md Klemens (2002).

• Iv[ail1tJ.in <I.11 undeveloped rc)rested habit~lt arDund rl1E vcrnall?ools, including the
Glnopy and undert:tory.

• Preserving :l!1 '.lnd.isrurbed \Ver.b.fIG and amphibian migr~lrion corridor, mereby
protecri.'1g rl1t::: vernal poell:; \\...i.Ll-} r.he highe~r r:lling and ecologi.c:l.1 n.lue, ';vith m
emphasis on maincllning \vetland connectivity follo\\ring Lhe reco[!1..I!lendJ.t:ions of
Clihoun (2008).

• Sto!.TI1\V:lter basins loc::lted \vitb.lll 750 feet of:1 vernal pool will be desis'11ed \\rith a
smaller pennWtllt pool (e.g., Intcropool e~tended detention) or as dry basins
combined \irith other controls Glq~eted at polluunt removal to reduce tb.e po[enrial
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Table ES-1. Summary oflVIitigatirm Measures

Environnlemal Sector Proposed MItigation

for the stormwater ba.sins to function as "decoy wtcLmds" :ll1d disrup[ amphibian
migrarion patterns.

Water Body Modibcacion • Avoidance and rni.n.imizacion of impacts m \I,:erbnd areas, mitigation for \veclands
and Wildlife ImpaCG to be lost, preservation of wetland buffers on Lhe project site, the conservation

easemenr.associarcd \v1.th the former UConn bnd611, miagatian of losses to field
habitat cl1..rough agricultural preservation and replication of converted farmland, me
USt of amphibian crossings for the ruad\vay extensiun, and locating development
to reduce \vC!odland impactS where practicable.

• Consrnu:tion ,-,rill be perft)rmed outside of the amphibian migration periods (early
spring and Eill) [0 cl1E e:nent pr::J.cticabll:.

• Preserve br.:!;e-diamtter r..rees [I) tbe extent pn..cticable.

Threatened or Endangtrcd • Farmland mitigation measures, \vruch \vill prov-.ide sGlging and mig-ruror;; habitar for
Specles the sC:He-Lisced grassland bird species simil.u to that \Vb1Ch currenrly e:-:1stS, ::md in

sirniLu: lluanticies.

• Use oflow-relief buildings to Unlit impacts to migrant bu"ds.

• Construction w-iJl be perfor.q1.ed outside of the amphibian migration periods (early
soring,md fali).', ",

Historic <lnd • Additional cultural resource invescigation and coordination \\;th ille SHPO priur to
Areb.aeologic:tl development of tb.e Nortb. Campus p:u:eel,. The addicionalmvestigacion may
Preservation recommend avoidance of disrorbunce,redesign,.or intensive excavation prior to

development fc)[ siRnificant sites where a.rtifacts' are present.

Visual Impa.CTs • Roadside phullings along roadside cut slopes.

• Vegetated buffers between proposed development areas and adjacent property
lines (3D-foot \l,;dth minimum). Buffer \v-.iddlS in c.;cce55 of 30 feet ~vill be
determined on a case-by-case basis.

• Design critena DJr e:nenor lighting will include minimizing unnecess<U-y Light

spillage.

• Farmland preservation, limiring development on steep slopes, and providing
pedestria.rl and bicycle facilities. New buildings will be between one and d1!ee
stories, o;v-.i.th at-gI:1.de or bdO\v-grade SLlllctu!td parking to reduce builcl.ing
footprints and associated emru-onmental and aesthetic i...rnpacts.

Energy • Use of emrironmencally friendly technologies for energy efficiency for development
on Lhe North Campus consistent \\tith the Deoan Campus Sustairmble Design
Guidelines OJR and Smitb.Group, 200+) CL'1d tb.e UConn Sustainable Design and
Construction Policy, which has provisilJn$ re.gui.ri.ng any new building consG."1.1CnOn
i")[ renovarion project entering the pre~design planning phase to establish me
Leadership in Energy & Emc-;::unn1emal Design (LEED) Sihrer rating as :.t

rninimum pcrfOlTI111nCe requi.remenr.

ConscrucDlJn [mpacts • Appropriate consL.L1crioo signage, uniformed officers, :lOci prohibicion I)f
consrrucnon trarfic on designated LOCal rD::tds. The preferred construction access
will be from Route 44 to ~lvoid ust of c:unpus roadw:lys. Consr..ruction access to

and tmm t...l-tc prop:cr sitt \vill be incorpf)Iated inco cl1t' o.nal project pbl1"~ md
spccifiC:lIions.

• EyjSUflg traffic parrerns \\iill be rruLt1t:llned to the extent feasible during peak traffic
hours.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Mitigation Measures

Environmental Sector Proposed lYlitigation

0 Good ';housekeeping" practices such Up w:u:ering exposed E:J...rdl areas, covering
dust-producing maw::ials duting transport, limiting dusr-producing construction
a.ctivities during high \vind conditions, and prC?vicling sueet sweeping or rire washes
for rrucks leaving the site.

• Prohibition of excessive construction equipment ielling ~Lnd the use of air pollution
comrol de~rices (e.g., oxidation catalysts and parciculatt Iilters) and clean fuels for
the project COI1Str.ucuon \vhtre appropriate.

• Con~)[mance \\ich Connecticut noise regulaoDL1S

• In project specifications, reguire conU'.lcwr;; to linUt constmcnon 0\)15e

0 Limiting construction co dayti.me ho.urs

> Use and regula.J: m:ll.t1tcnance of mufflers on cc,nstrucnl.:m eCl'.ttpmellT:
0 Usc of appropriate erclsJon and sediment con[[ols during consU1.1cQoo

• Pwvlsions [1)( emt::rgency spill response during cOmitrUcaon, hazardous materia.l
storage lU1d disposal [0 prevent v:lndalism md undetected releases, construction

vehide flitting and m:untenance procedures, notificatie,n of a.ffected public wa.ter
systems of the consrn1Ction stm date, and procedures for notification of CT DPH

and C1' DEP In (he evem of a chemical!fuel 'pill at the construcrion site.
0 Construction in the vicinity of d1C vernal pools will take' place outside amphibian

movement periods in e:l.rly spring and fall. Construction should be staggered and
silt fence should be minimized wirhin 750 feet of d,e vernal pools. Silt fencing
should be used to exclude ounohlbians from active consuuction areas.

F:\P?OO5 \0147\.1..20\0 EIS\Fln:l.1\DEIS 120B.doc
-90-

Draft EmJirollllJ/illta! L71pat:t Statement

r-.rortb Hil!n'd~ F.iJad ExtensiON



(;[~) FUSS & O'NEILL
.,;;'')1'

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSION

University of Connecticut
U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION PAGE

COVER SI-tEET

EXECUTIVE SUi'>ITvL"lliy ES-2

ACRONY1-IS Al'lD UNITS " t·:

1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION I
1.1 Project Description 1
1.2 Study Area 1
1.3 Project I-l.istory : 3
1.4 Public P,uucipation Process ,md l\gency Coordination S
1 - P 'R . q..J errIllt \.eqUlrenlents , :_._ , ~

2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTTON : 11
2.1 Project Purpose 11

2.1.1 History of the Project Purpose II
2.2 Project Need 12

2.2.1 North Cumpus Developmenr , 12
2.2.2 Need for Traffic lYTitigation and iUternate University Entrance 12

3.0 ALTERI'!ATNES 13
3.1 Alternatives Selection Process 13
3.2 No _A..ction i\ltemacive · 14
3.3 Alternative Development: Sites 14
3.4 Roadway Alternatives 15
3.5 North Campus Dyvelopment Alternatives 17

4.0 AFI-tCTED EN\lIRONMENT ill'{D ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES.. 25
4.1 Lmd Use Impacts 25

4.1.1 Methodology 25
4.1.2 Existing Condicions : 25
+.!.3 Potential Irnpacts , , 26
4.1. -+ iYlirigariol1 28

4.2 F:Lml]::tnLl Impacts 28
4.2.1 I:vleiliodology 28
4.2.2 E:-:.isci.ng Conditions 29
4.1..3 Potencial Impacts 31
4.2.4 Mitigation 31

4.3 Social Impacts 34
4.3.1 Methodology 37

F: \ P:005\O 147\j'l.10\DEIS\FimJ\DEIS 120B.doc -91- Dmft Em'i1Vl!.~leJJ!JIImpact Statem!!!!t
!:'Ivrtb Hi/Irill'e R,}l1d F::deminn



t.llj~ FUSS & O'NEILL'-'1:..
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSION
University of Connecticut

U.S. Deparonem ofTIansportation
Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

.... +

SECTION PAGE

4.3.2 Eodsting Conelitions 37
4.3.2.1 Neighborhoods 37
4.3.2.2 Communiry Resources 37
4.3.:2..3 Public Safety , 38
4.3.2.4 Traffic Patterns 39

4.3.3 Potentialln1paCts , , ", 40
4.3.3.1 Neighborhoods ; 40
4.3.3.2 Comn11111try Resources 40
4.3.3.3 Public Safety· 40
4.3.3.4 Traffic Patterns ~., "" 40

4.3.4 lvlitigation : 41
4.4 ReJocal1oo Impacts and Rights-of-Way Accll1isitions ,41

4.4.1 Methodology 41
4 4 ~ E" r: eli' 4'1'.'..... -<XlStLng -,on nons .
4.4.3 Potential Impacts 41
4.4.4 lYIitigation 42

4.5 Economic Impacts 42
4.5.1 Methodology 42
4.5.2 Existing Conelitions 42
4.5.3 Potential Impacts ~: 43
4.5.4 lvlitigatioo 44

4.6 Traffic 44
4.6.1 Methodology 44

4.6.1.l Traffic Volwnes, Speeds and Co,unrs 45
4.6.1.2 No Build Traffic Volumes .45
4.6.1.3 Build TrafficVolumes 47
4.6.1.4 Intersection Capacity Analyses 47

4.6.2 E:dsting Cooelicions , 51
4.6.2.1 Adiacenr Roadway Necwork.. 51
4.6.2.2 Srudy Area Intersections 53
4.6.:2.3 ..c"\l1alysis 35

4.6.3 Porential:lmpaCls 55
4.6.3.[ 2010 0io Build Conditions 55
4.6.3.2 2010 Build Condicions - Road Only 56
4.6.3.3 2030 No Build Conelicions 56
4.6.3,4 2030 Build Conditions - RO<ld oilly 56
4.6.3.5 2030 FuJI Build Conditioos 57

4.6.4 Mitigation 58

F:\P~005\ 0147\Al0\DELS\Fin:l1\DEIS 120B.doc
-92-

Draft EJlvir;m!Jte!itaJ II/pact St;:te.-:1ellt

l\forth Hi/lEoe r'.tJad Extmsion



'#?"~,~ FUSS&O'NEILL
$

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEIYIENT
NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSION

University of Connecticut
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

SECTION PAGE

4.7 Joi.nt Developnlenc. 59
4.7.1 Medlodoiogy 59
4.7.2 E:cisting Conclitions 59
4.7.3 Potencial Impacts 59
4.7.4 IYlitigarion ;60

4.8 Considerations Relating to PedesLrians & Bicyclists 60
4.8.1 Methodology 60
4.8.2 Existing Conclicions · 60
4.8.3 Potencial Impacts 60
4.8.4 lvIitigation ::, 61

4.9 ,"ill Qmility Impacts ; :.: 61
4.9.1 lYIicroscale Analysis 63

4.9.1.1 Existing Conditions 63
4.9.1.2 Evaluation Methodology 63
4.9.1.3 Potential Impacts 65
4.9.1.4 lvlicigatiou 66

4.9.2 Mesoscale Amlysis 67
4.9.2.1 Methodology 67

9 ~ 0 Ev" C di' 684..~.~ .usnng on nons : ..
4.9.2.3 Potential Impacts 68
4.9.2.4 lYlitigation , 68

4.9.3 Mobile Source ,"ill Toxies 68
4.9.3.1 Methodology 68
4.9.3.2 Existing Condicions 70
4.9.3.3 Potential Impacts 70
4.9.3.4 lvIicigation 74

4.9,4 ConfoJ:J:TI.iry Determinacion 74
r 4 '1 P' L el (~- . D .. -54.~.· . rolect ev ~onrorm.lty ere.rm.lnauou !

4.10 Noise Impacts , 76
4.l0.1 MeLhodc'logy 76
4. LO.2 Existing Condition::: :;.· 78
4.l0.3 Potential Impacts 78
4.10.4 ["licig1ci<Ju 80

4.ll Sllrbce Water and Groundwater Resources SO
4.l1.1 Methodology SO
4.11.2 E:cisting Condicions 80
4.11.3 Potencial Impacts 86

4.11.3.1 Water Ql10ncity and FUl;Ure Projected Water Demand S7

I

I
""I
I

F:\P2005\Ol+7\iI..2G\DEJS\Final\DEIS 12GB.doc -93- Dmft EnvinmmCl1tal Impact Statement
North Hzllride R.iJad Extemio!l



#iJ'w..lJ FUSSI'.~O'NE[LL

DRAFT El'iVIRONNIENTAJ" IMPACT STATELYfENT
NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSION

University of Connecticut
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTEJ'fTS
(continued)

SECTION PAGE

4, II ,3 ,2 Water QualiLY""""""".",."". "".""""""".", ""."".""""."""."""" W)
4.11.4 !Ylitigc;cion""""""."""""."""""""'''. ".",,, '''''' """. "."""",," "."""""""."""". 90

4.12 StOlIDwater Management ,,,,,, ... ,, ..... ,,,, ...,,.,, """"'''''',',,'''' ""'''''."."""." .. "., ,.. """ ,.", 91

4,12.1 Methodology."".""."""."""."". "."" """"".",,,.""".. ". "".",, .""""" "".""."" I) l
4.12,2 Exis ring Co nditio ns """""""".""""""." .".""""" "."""""""".""",," .""""". lJ 1
4.12.3 Potential Impacts ''''''''''''''''''''' ..."".,,,,,,,.,,,,, ...,,,,. """, .. """,.".",,,,,, ",."".,,,,, n

4.12.3.1 Dralnage .Areas and Proposed Controls 93
4.12.3.2 Evaluacion Results".""..""".. """,."."" '''''' "".." ,,,,,.,,,,.,,.,.,,.,, .. "" lJG

4.12,4 Micigacio n. "." ... """,,,,,,.,.,,,,, ".""""'" ""., ",," .. ""","""" ""',' ""'" ""."".",.,"" 96
4 .13 Wetland Lnpacts".""."",,' """.,, " .. """". ','"'' ".",. ".;,., .,,'"'' ""...,,"':••" .. '" """""" .."" 99

4.13,1 Methodology,.,. """," ...""., ."."" ".""""""""" "."" "".",".".. ".", .. ".. ,. ,,",,""" lJ lJ
4.13.2 E:-;.is cing Conditious.,,,,,.,, ..""".""",, ".",""" ..".",. """."".",",,'" ",,"" ."".,., 100
4.13.3 Potential Impacts .,,, .. ,, ...,,, "".".. ""," ..".", ..". ,,,,, .. ,..." .. """,."...", .." ..." ....." 106
4.13,4 Micigation,."".""".".,,,,.,, .... "."". ,,,,,., ,,,, ,,,,,, " ".",." ."".""" ...."" "" .. " .. 112

4.13,4,1 lYIitigaciDn i\lternatives "."...."" ".""."".."""....""."" ...",,,, 112

4.13,4.2 PropDsed NIitigation """".""."."""""""."""""""."""""".""".115
4.14 Water Body Mod.i£icatiDu and Wilcllife Lnpacts ..".".""" .."".""".""""..""."""".117

4.14.1 MethodDlogy""""". ""."""".""" .." ....""" " .."".".."""."" """ .. """.""" 117
4.14,2 Erisring CDuditiOilS"""."."""."".""".,,,,, ,,,,,,,,,,,, ,,.,, ,, ,," 117
4.14.3 Potential Lnpacts " , ""." " , , " "" " ,."".,,, .. 120
4.14.4 !YIirigaciDn",," " " , "".."" ,. "" .. "."", , ",. " ,,, """""."" .. " .. " 121

4,15 Floodpla.in Lnpacts " ,,,.,, .. ,,,,..... ,, ..,,,,,,,,.... ,,,, ,,.,,,.,,c, ,,.,, " .."" ",,, ,,...... ,.. 122

4.15,1 MetllodolDgy .,"".. ".",.,.",., " ... ',. "."""." "" .."" " .. "."." " .. "" """., .." 122
4.15.2 Erisring CDudicious",.".",. "."....""" ."" , " .. ," .... ,."" .. "." ..""." ".",. ". 123
4,15,3 Potential Imp.acts ",,,, ..,,,,... """. " .... """"., .." "",."."."" ... " "."" ...." .. " '" 123

4.15,4 lYlicigatiou" ....."., "."""."".,,, ..""" """,.", .. ,...". ,,'"'' .""."""." "., "",." """'" 123
4,16 Wild and Scenic Rivers "",,,."""".."" ... """"""""..". " ,,'"'' """" """""."" "."., ".123

4.16.1 Methodology .. " "" " " ..".""" .. "."."." " "" " :: " " ..".123
4.16.2. E:ci.sring Conditions ,.. 123

4.16.3 Potential Lnpacts " "." " " "" "" " "" "." " "" ,, 125

4. 16.4 iYlitigation " " " .. " .. "" ""." """ "".""",."." " " ""., .. ,, 125

4.17 CDaml Ba.r:riers" .." .. " "."""""""".". ".."""" .. " ""." ""."".""."""." .."".""""" 125
4.17.1 Me thodo 10gy """"""".."."." ..".""""",," .." .. " ".""""" "."""".".". 125
4.17.2 Existing CDuelitions ... ,.. """"... " .. """ " '"'' """.""" ".,, "".. "" 125
4,17.3 Potencial Lnpacts ,,""" """."""""..." ".." """"....."".".""" """" ..,, 125
4.17.4 Nlicigatiou " "" " """""" .." " .. "" "."., ." " " , 125

4.18 Coasm! Zone Impacts "" " "" "".".".. " " .." " .".". """"".:" " " 125
4.18.1 Methodology" "" " .." .. """""" " " ". " .." ,.." 125

F:\P200S\Ol '~7\A20\DEIS\Fiml\DEIS 120B.doc -94- Draft Environmental i'.'~Ddct StaUment
f.jottb Hi/Lride Road Exte:t.stO!1



DRAFT ENVIRONiYIENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSION

University'of Connecticut
U.S. Department of Tmnsportation
Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

SECTION PAGE

~:~~:; ;~~~:~'r~~c~;,~n~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~
4.18.4 iYLitigarion : 125

4.19 Threatened or Endangered Species 126
4.19.1 MedlodolrJgy 126
4 '19? E .. (~ di" 'l0-. ._ -·X.lsttng -,on uons " , _I

4.19.3 Potential Impacts 127
4.19.-1- iYLitigation · 128

4.20 Historic and ArchaeologiGll Resources, Section 4(0 and Secrion 6(£) 128
4.20.1 Methodology :c 128
-1-.20.2 Exisring Conditions · 129
4.20.3 Potenri,ll Impacts 131
4.20.4 Secrion 4(£) de Minimis Impacts Finding 132
4.20.5 iYLitigarion 132

4.21 Hazardous Waste Sites : 132

~:;~:~ ~=~~q~;:cii·ci~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~
I ?'I' P "'1 . '1"5't._ ..J otentuu. mpacts .J

4.21.4 Mirigarion 136
4.22 Visual Impacts 136

4.22.1 Methodology 136
4.22.2 Exisring Condirions , : 136
4.22.3 Potential Imp:lcts 137
Ll ?~ 4 >,c:' . 1'7,._~. l\llugauon....................................................................................................... .J

4.23 Energy 137
4.23.1 Methodology 137
4 ~'? E .. r di' '1' Q.. ..:...J...... .Xlsang \ 011 - nons : .Ju

4.23.3 Potencial Ilnpacts : 138
., 7" 4 Nli' . '1" ')'T._J.' I. ngalJ.ou ]:

4.24 Consmlcrion Impacrs 13']
4.24.1 MethDdology , 139
4.24.2. E::cisring Conditions 139
4.24.3 Potenriol Impacts 139
4.24.4 iYlirigauon 141

4.25 Title v'1 and Environr.uemolJustice 1+1-
4.25.1 Metllodology 1+1-
4 ?-~E··Cdi· . 1'", ._Cl._ :USTIng on Qons :.................................................................................. 'H-

4.25.3 Potentiol ImpaCIS 146

f':\P2005 \01 ~7\:\.20\DElS\Fi.'1al\DEIS 1208.doc -95- Draft E:wirom!!/!lltailmpaet 5tatei!1ent
North Hillside &lad Extel1sioJ!



H1t~
lWji~ r:uss & O'NEILL

:..0:;0...-

D~~TENvIRONNlliNTALIMPACTSTATENlliNT

NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSION
University of Connecticut

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

SECTION PAGE

4.25.4 i\litigation 146
4.26 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts · 146

4.26.1 Secondary Impacts 146
4.26.2 Cumulative Impacts 148

4.27 The Relationship Between Local Short-term Use, o[Man's Environment and
the Mainteuance and Enhancement clLong-term ProdllCtivity 158

4.28 Irreversible and Irretrievable Comminnents of Resources \,(!hich Would be
Involved in the Proposed Action -:: 153

5.0 UST OF PREPi\.RERS : 160

6.0 UST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS TO ",WOM COPIES
OF THE STATEivIENT Ar-ill SENT 163

7.0 COMNIENTS AJ.'-lD COORDINATION , 166
7.1 Early Coordination Process and Scopiug 166
7.2 Key Issues and Pertinent Information 168

8.0 lJ.'oiTIEX 170

9.0 REFEr-illNCES 172

F:\P:2005\0147\1l.20\DElS\Fim..l\DE1S 1Z0S.doc
-96-

Drqft Em1ironrm!/ltal flRpact Siatement
r.rOlTh Hi/Lride f\iJad Extensio/1



FUSS & O'NEILL

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPA.CT STATEMENT
NORTH HILLSIDE ROA.D EXTENSION

University of Connecticut
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

79

66
77
7S

43

7
31

lOS

110
130
149

S6
5S
5S
97

107

PAGE
ES-IS

4-20
4-21

4-10
4-11
4-12
4-13

4-14
4-15
4-16
4-17
4-18

TABLES
ES-l Summ,uy of Mirigation Measures
1-1 Project History Summary
4-1 Snmm,lrY of Prime Fmubnd Impacrs
4-2 200IJ Per Capita and Av-crage HOLlsehold Income
4-3 Signalized Intersection Level of Senice SllInmaL]-Atv[ Peak Hom 49
4-4 Signalized Intersection Level of Service Sl1l111IlaLy - PM Peak I-lour 50
4-5 Two-\v'ay Stop ·Conuolled Intersection Level of Sen~ce Summmy - A.Lvl Peak Hour 51
4-6 NatiomLl Ambient Air Qmliry Standards 62
4-7 lvlicroscale Air Quality Modeling Scen,u-ios 64
4-S Calculated MOBlLE6 CO Emission Factors 65
4-9 EsTImated M'L':imum CO Concentrations.for 201IJ No BLIild and

2030 Full Build Conditions
FHWA Noise Abatement CL-iteria
Measured Peak Hour Noise Levels
Predicted Peak Hour Noise Levels
Su=my of Community, Non-Commlullty Transient and Non-Community
Non-Transient Wells Near the North Campus
Emting and Potential Future Water Demand vs. Supply
Fenton River Withdrawal Constraints
Modeled Existing and Proposed Peak Stormwater Discharge
Su=ary ofFl1l1ctions & Values of Wetland Impact Areas
Comparison of Historical md Current Proposed Wetland Impacrs Associ:tted with
the Proposed Roadway Extension

4-19 Comparison of Wetland Impacts Associated with NOrtll Clmpus Development
L'\.lternatives
Existing Historic BlIiltlings Witllin tlle Project Area
Sluulua.ry ofDirecr, Indirect, and CllIilLllative Impacts

F:\P2005\01.\-7\.\20 \D ElS\Fin:tl\ DElS 120S.doc -97- Drqft Environmental Impact Statewmt
f.\[arth HilLride &ad Extension



f}J@ FUSS/.:O'NEILL
--------------------------

DRAFT ENViRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSION

Universiry of Connecticut
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

3D

PAGE
ES-3
ES--I
ES-9

ES-ll
2
-I
5

16
19
20
21
23

32
35
36
46
69
81
84
9-1

101
118
124
133
145
1-17

Locus Map
Proposed Roadway AJignment and North Campus Development Parcels
Alternacive Roadway Alignments Considered
DEIS Preferred Alternative - North Campus De\·elopment
Locus Map
North Campus E:cistlng Conclirions
Proposed Roadw"y IUlgnment and North Cuupus Development P"rcels
A1Iernarive Roadway Aligrunents Considered
Nordl Campus Development IUtemarive 1
NOrLh Campus Development iUternarive :2
North Campus Development Alternative 2A
North C:llllpLlS Development fUternative 2B
Farmland Resources - Existing Conclirions
Farmland Impacts
Proposed Farrnlan!=l Preservatioo Area
Proposed Fannl:llld Replication Area
Study Area Intersecrions and Roadways
Mobile Source Air Torics Emissioos
Drainage Basins and Surface Water Resources
Groundwater Resources
Proposed Conceptual Stonnwater Management Plan
Wetland Resources, Impacts, and Proposed rviirigation
North C:ll11pUS Wildlife Habitat Areas
100-Year Floodplains
Fonner Land!ill, Chemical Pi,s and Lot F Disposal Site
rvllnoriry Percentage ofPopLuation by Census Block
Populatioo. Below the POVel1:'j Level

3-2
3-3
3-4
3-5
4--1
4--2
4--3
-1-4
4--5
4--6
4--7
4--8
4--9
4--10
4--11
4--12
4--13
4--1-1
4--15

FIGURES
ES-l
ES-:2
ES-3
ES--I
1-1
1-2
1-3
3-1

F: \P2005\O 147\f..20\DEIS\Fin:tl\D.E1S 120S.doc -98- Draft Ellvirommnta/ I:;pact Sll.1tr:l!1i!!1t
~N()l1h Hillside Road EX!i:JISr"OIl



6h
!Wj~fj FUSS&O'NEILL..,,:c _

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL J:lYIPACT STATEMENT
NORTH HILLSIDE ROAD EXTENSlON

University of Connecticut
U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(continued)

APPENDICES END OF DOCUMENT
ll. [994 and 2001 CEPA Enviroomental Impact Evaluacions (on CD-ROM only)
B NEPA Procedural Documents .
C Correspondence ErOill Natural.Resources ConsenT:lD.on Senrice
D Traffic Da" (00 CD-ROtI only)
E j\,J:icroscaJe Air Qualit'! Modeliog (on CD-ROM only)
F NOlse l'v[odding (00 CD-ROj\lonly)
G Stom1water Managemenr Plan (on CD-ROM only)
H Vernal Pool Studv Reports (00 CD-ROM only)
I Geoeral Bird Survey (00 CD-ROrvLonly) _
J Listed-Species Survey and DEI' Natural Diversiry Data Base Correspondence (on CD-

ROM only)
K Cultural Resource Invescigacioos (on CD-ROM only)
L Section 4(f) de Minimis Impacts Finding
!'vI Connecticut Office of Policy and Management CEPA Correspoodence

I
!

I
I
I!'
I'
!

I
I
I

i
I

!

I

F: \P200S\ 0147\A10\DElS\Fina.l\DEIS tZOS.doc
-99-

Dr'!ft EllL'iI7JTllllt!!liaJ b~tJact Stale/llent

Nord; H1J!J7ae F.JJad Extension



PAGE
BREAI(

-100-



Item #9

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

To:
From:
CC:

Date:
Re:

Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager i'~ r/
Maria Capriola, Assistant to the Town Manager; Gregory Padick, Director of
Planning; Curt Vincente, and Director of Parks and Recreation, Jennifer
Kaufman, Parks Coordinator
February 9, 2009
Acquisition of Mansfield Lions Memorial Park

Subject Matter/Background
Lions Memorial Park is a 69,9-acre parcel owned by Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc,
Forty of the 69.9 acres are leased to the Town of Mansfield. Mansfield has been
leasing a portion of the Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc. land since 1971 at no cost. The
current lease expires in 2020. The site currently contains four soccer fields, a pavilion
and a concession area with restrooms, all built by the Town of Mansfield. The value of
these improvements is approximately $2 million.

Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc. is offering this parcel to the Town for a price of $75,000
plus an amount not to exceed $5,000 for closing costs. This organization is a nonprofit
entity established in 1953 with a mission to provide a recreation park for the citizens of
Mansfield. According to Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc's charter, the property must be
sold to a tax-exempt organization having the purposes and powers similar to those of
Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc. However, once Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc. sells
this property, the organization who buys this land is under no restriction to maintain the
land as recreational use and they could develop and/or subdivide the parcel and sell to
abutters for profit. If the Town Council authorizes the purchase this property, the deed
will be restricted so that the property can only be used for recreational purposes and
other uses including educational and/or cultural activities and/or uses that promote
gatherings for the community,

This 69.9-acre property is the connecting parcel between Mansfield Hollow State Park
and the Dorwart property, which has been approved for purchase by the Town Council.
Public ownership of the forested portion of this land would expand the protected portion
of an interior forest area. Town ownership of this connecting parcel between adjoining
preserved properties would help protect a wildlife corridor and provide permanent
protection for the final link in a long trail system that encompasses Mansfield Hollow,
Fifty-Foot Cliff Preserve, Coney Preserve and the Dorwart property, In addition,
Preservation of this property would protect land and part of a tributary in the immediate
watershed of the Fenton River and the Willimantic Reservoir's public water supply
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downstream. These preservation goals are supported in Mansfield's 2006 Plan of
Conservation and Development.

Beyond the preservation goals listed above, Town ownership of this land would secure
Town ownership of land where we have invested approximately $2 million in
recreational facilities.

The Open Space Preservation Committee reviewed this parcel at their meeting on
January 20, 2009 and supports the purchase of this property. Mansfield's Asse,ssor
estimates the value of this property as of October 1, 2004 to be $209,700, or
approximately $3,000 per acre.

Financial Impact
After recent commitments for the acquisition of the Dorwart Property (including
expenses), the Luce Property, and the Moss Sanctuary (including an estimated
$200,000 for dam repair*), the Open Space Acquisition Fund has a balance of $95,000.
If the Town were to acquire Mansfield Lions Memorial Park, there would remain a
balance of $15,000 in the fund, not including the unissued bonding authorized in fiscal
year 2006/2007 for $1,000,000. (See attached spreadsheet for more detail.)

Recommendation
For the reasons listed above, staff recommends that the Town Council schedule a
public hearing for its February 23, 2009 meeting and refer this to the Planning and
Zoning Commission, pursuant to section 8-24 of the Connecticut General Statutes.

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

Move, to refer the proposed purchase of the 69.9 acre Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc.
property to the Planning and Zoning Commission for review pursuant to Section 8-24 of
the Connecticut General Statutes, and to schedule a public hearing for 7:30 PM at the
Town Council's next regular meeting on February 23, 2009 to solicit public comment
regarding the proposed purchase of this property.

Attached
1) January 20, 2009 OSPC recommendation concerning Lions Memorial Park
2) Aerial Photo of the Lions Club Property and Contiguous Open Space
3) Existing and Potential Trails on the Lions Club Property and Contiguous Open

Space
4) Open Space Fund Commitments

* The Town is expected to receive a 2/3 cost share from CT OEP for dam repairs at the
Moss Sanctuary. The dam does not need to be repaired immediately and the Town
plans to wait until state funding is available to proceed with these repairs.
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This Agreement between M_~ISFIELDRECREATION P.AR-lZ, n,rc., clo Dignor Phler, 106 Bassetts Bridge
Road, Mansficld Center, Connecticut (Lessor) and the TOWN OF lvWlSFIELD, a municipal corporation
(Lessee).

1. Lessor leases to Lessee for 1he period January 2, 1995 to Janunry 2, 2020, 1he premises

de5Cl1oedinEldJibitA attached hereto, including the light to use the eJ';isting well on the eas'tErly boundary
ofsaid premises. - .

2. Lessee shall use said premises as a recreation area and may make improvements 1hereon'with
the prior written approval ofthe Lessor; which approval shall not be unreaSonably withheld Planoed
improvements as depicted on the 'approved site plans entitled, "Town ofMansfield, Propooed Completion
ofLions Club Park; April, 1993, shec-ts 1-6", shall be considered as a1.-eady approved forfue purposes of .
~~~~ . .

l

3. Lessee shall, dnr:ing the term hereaf
· a ~1aiIltggt the ~sting:rnadvIaYrurL11ilJg northerly frOID. PaiX R.oad to Sll9. pIc:mise5,

providing a good gravel road strrfuce which is also well drained;
b. Maintain in force liability insurance covering the use ofsaid premises with fuuits for Personal

'. Injury and Property Damage of $5,000,000.00, and nmne Lessor.is.an also insured on said
policy for the leased premises.
c. Police said premises 50 as to keep 1he same free oftra.sh and rubbish;
d. Ke...op weeds and vegetation under reasonable control; .. ,
e. Execute my subordination agreement at the request ofthe Lessor, so long as the e.'Cecution
thereof does not in:I:Erfere wi1h the Lessee's right ofquiet enjoyment . '. . .
f. Permitthe use ofthe area North ofthe eJcisting soccer fields by the Scouts for =ping and
other scouting activi'iies. .••. . . .' . ..' .' . ". '.

4. Lessor may:> duringfue te:rmhereof ."
a Make improvements to said premises, so long as Such ii:Dp~ovementsdo not.inteIfere with .

· Lessee'sright ofquiet enjoyment; ..'
. .
b.. Use the premises for its own r=eational purposes, or other purposes, inclading fund raising
events, upon prior written consent by Lessee, which cbnsent shall not be unreasonably withheld.
.c. Utilize other Town buildings and fucilities in accordance with Town's policies ofuse for such
fucilities at no cost to Lessor, except for such facilities 1hat involve a separate use charge to all
users, be they Town groups or otherwise. .... ..

5. Ifnot terminated by ei1her party at the scheduled end of~ agreement (1="'-1 2, 2020), this
lease shall continne in effuct as ifrenewed one year at a !irne. .

6. Should my litigation result fiom~ agreement, tlJe prevuiling party in such litigation shall be
entitled, as additional da:rna"aes, to a reasonable attorney' 5 fee: .

7. This ~eement shall be binding upon, 'md shall iruJre to the benefit oJ; the successors and
· assigns ofthe parries.

8. Each of the parties hereto sball indemnify and hold harmless the other from aJ1Y condition or
event resulting from th~performance of this agreement

Dated at Mansfield, ConnecTIcnt~ I <!. day ofDecember, 1994.

LESSOR

1YWISFIELD RECREATION PARK~ INC.

.~-.'/?,
BY .!.J0)."""..J..1l":7""""~":":"'::4,=!-':::!:id":-""~~=,,,u.r.='"'---=- _

DIGNOR PINnR
Its

LESSEE.

TCWN OF 1YL'WSFIELD

By_~-!.U~a~..:u:::~/~#I¥-/~t1~J.4~t~~:....-_
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OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION COJ'vliVIITTEE

January 20, 2009

To: Town Council

Re: Acquisition of the Lions Club Field (Mansfield Recreation Park, Inc.)

At their January 20, 2009, meeting, the Committee reviewed the Town's proposed

acquisition of a 69.9-acre parcel off Route 89, which is owned by Mansfield Recreation Park,

Inc.

COM:NlENTS:
This parcel currently is leased to the Town, which has installed four soccer fields and related

service buildings on this land since 1971. The committee reviewed acquisition of this property

with reference to the following items:

Town Plan's Open Space Acquisition Priority Criteria:
The property is the connecting parcel between Manstield Hollow State Park and the Dorwart

property (which has been approved for purchase by the Town Council). Public ownership of the

forested portion of this land would expand the protected portion of an interior forest area.

Town ownership of this connecting parcel between adjoining preserved properties will help

protect a wildlife corridor and provide permanent protection for the final link in a long trail

system that encompasses Mansfield Hollow, Fifty-Foot CliffPreserve, Coney Preserve and the

Dorwart property.

Preservation of this property will protect land and part of a tributary in the immediate watershed

of the Fenton River and the Willimantic Reservoir's publIc water supply downstream.

Additional benefits of the Town's purchase of this parcel:
It would secure Town ownership of land under a $2 million Town investment in recreational

facilities.

It would provide a wider butTer area between the landfill and private homes to the east.

RECOIVlNlENDATION:
The Committee supports this purchase for the reasons stated above.
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Open Space Fund Commitments

Current Fund Balance as of February 1, 2009 $630,021.00
85105 - Authorized (Unissued) Bonding - 06107 $1,000,000.00

.

Property Price Expenses Grants Fund Balance
Dorwart Property $325,000.00 $10,000.00 $112,500.00 $407,521.00

Luce Property (Contribution
to Joshua's Trust) $12,500.00 $395,021.00

Moss Sanctuary $100,000.00 $200,000.00 * $95,021.00
Mansfield Lions Memorial

Park $75,000.00 $5,000.00 $15,021.00

I- * The Town is expected to receive a 2/3 cost share from CT DEP for dam
I- repairs at the Moss Sanctuary. The dam does not need to be repaired
t- immediately and the Town plans to wait until state funding is available to
- proceed with these repairs.

.
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Town of Mansfield
Agenda Item Summary

To:
From:
CC:
Date:
Re:

Town Council
Matt Hart, Town Manager, ;': i

Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager
February 9, 2009
Program Sponsorship Signs/Banners at Mansfield Skate Park

Subject Matter/Background
At the last meeting, Council asked that this item be added to a future agenda to begin a
discussion of this topic. I have attached a few documents that could assist with your
discussion.

Attachments
1) Mansfield Code, Chapter A194: Park Rules and Regulations
2) Make a name for yourself in the new Mansfie/d Community Center
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General Code E-Code: Town of Mansfield, CT

RULES Ai\lO REGULATiONS

[HISTORY: Adopted by the Town Council ofthe Town of Mansfield 11-25-1974, effective 12-3-1974.
Amendments noted where applicable.]

GENERAL REFERENCES
Alcoholic beverages - See Ch. 101.
Outdoor burning - See Ch. 1"14.
Parks and recreation areas - See Ch. 137.

§ A194-1. Permitted activities.

The following park' uses and/or activities are permitted subject to additional specific regulations which may be
adopted by the Town Councilor its designated agency:

A. Hiking, picnicking. organized nature study, bicycling and horseback riding in designated areas.

B. Ice skating. swimming, cross country skiing and fishing at specific times and/or places.

C. Day and/or night camping only in specified areas. with a permit issued by the Town Manager or other
designated person or agency of the town. [Amended i -25-1983]

D. Open fires only in fireplaces in designated picnic areas around Bicentennial Pond. [Amended i-25-1983]

E. Open camping fires are thus prohibited in the remainder of Schoolhouse Brook Park. [Added i-25-1983]

F. Organized games in designated areas.

G. Posting of signs only with permission issued by the Town Manager or other designated person or agency of
the town. [Amended 7-25-1983]

H. Special activities and/or programs only upon approval by the Town Manager or other designated person or
agency.

I. Pets on leash only.

J. Subject to compliance with applicable proVisions of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations, the Parks and
Recreation Department may authorize not-for-profit organizations to erect temporary program sponsorship
signs/banners in Town parks, sUbjectto the following conditions: [Added 1-2i-2003, effective 2-25-2003]

(1) Eligibility. Only not-for-profitorganizations that operate to serve Mansfield residents are eligible to
erect signs/banners under this subsection. The eligible not-for-profit organizations may erect
temporary signs/banners for only those businesses, organizations. individuals and other entities that
provide monetary or other material assistance to the eligible organization. Subject to the conditions
expressed herein, the Parks and Recreation Department has the discretion to determine which not-for
profit organizations and program sponsors are eligible to erect signs/banners under this subsection.

(2) Location. The location of temporary program sponsorship signs/banners in Town parks shall be limited
to three sites:

(a) Around the interior perimeter of the outfield fence at Southeast Park Field A;

(b) Adjacent to the Southeast Park Football Field; and

(c) Adjacent to the playing fields at the Lions Club Memorial Park.

(3) Duration. Signs/Banners permitted under this subsection may be erected or displayed for the duration
of the season. Signs/Banners must be removed following the conclusion of the season. [Amended 5
14-200i, effective 6-11-200i]

(4) Construction. Signs/Banners permitted under this subsection must be single-sided, nonilluminating,
temporary or portable in design, and constructed with weather-proof material.

(5) Size. Signs/Banners permitted under this subsection cannot exceed 32 square feet in area.

(6) Color/Format. Signs/Banners permitted under this subsection must be consistent in format and have a
dark background. Wording on signs/banners permitted under this subsection is limited to the name
and logo of the program sponsor.
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General Code E-Code: Town of Mansfield, CT

(7) Enforcement. The Parks and Recreation Department shall administer and enforce the requirements of
this subsection.

(8) Other. Subject to the conditions expressed herein, the Parks and Recreation Department has the
discretion to develop additional location requirements at the three sites defined in Subsection J(2)
above, and other restrictions and guidelines for signs/banners permitted under this subsection.

§ A194-2. Prohibited activities.

Prohibited activities shall be as foliows:

A. Commercial advertising, except for temporary program sponsorship signs/banners as permitted in § A194-
1J above. [Amended 1-27-2003, effective 2-25-2003]

B. Vending or soliciting of any type except as authorized by the Town Council.

C. Littering.

D. Removai of or injury to trees, shrubs, fiowers and/or other plants.

E. Molesting of birds and/or other fauna.

F. Destruction, misuse and/or defacement of park property.

G. Use or possession of explosives, firearms and/or fireworks.

H. Hunting and/or trapping.

I. Pets in swimming area.

J. Ali motorized vehicles except on designated public access roads and parking areas.

K. Use of the park, including parking areas, between sunset and sunrise without proper permit.

L. Disorderly conduct.

M. Drinking or possession of alcoholic beverages. [Added 3-10-1975, effective 3-19-1975]

N. Golfing. [Added 7-28-1997, effective 8-23-1997]

-111-



Mamjield CUl11l11uuity Cellter
TnwIlllF Manslicld
Pllr!{S & Recreation Department
4Suuth Eaglc,'illc Road
Mallslicid/Sllll'rs, CT 1111268

(81111) 429-3321
(8611) m-ms Fax
parl~s&rcc@ l11ullsfieidcLurg email
wW\\'.munsfieidcl.nrn weh site
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interpretation. There arc uther wuys to help the center inducling cst:llc girts llUll laud
trausfers. Cited, with attorney Illl' guidallce on these and nth!!!' dlllrituhlc dWirc5.

rKe new Mansfield Community Center will be a valuable
recreation, fitness, education, and activity resource for the
entire Manstield area,

It also provides a perfect opportunity for area residents, busi
nesses, and organizations to become a permanent and mean
ingful part of this truly unique community facility,

You can make a name for yourself in the Mansfield
Community Center through the Charter Donor Program, This
program provides an opportunity for individuals, couples,
families and businesses to donate to the center and receive
permanent recognition for their contribution,

DOllor Opportullities

Arts & Crans Studio
Center Lounge
Community Room
Teen Center
ExeTds~ Studio
Fitness Center
Gymnnsium
Swimming Pool

$15,000
$15,000
$2H,OOO
$25,000
$SI~,I)O()

$75,1)'01)
$250,IHJO
$250,000

There are several major areas within the center that are avail
able for "naming" as well as the opportunity to contribute
towards the acquisition and maintenance of a wide variety of
equipment, furnishings, and other items needed to malie the
center fully operational.

Permanent Recognition
Those individuals, couples, families and businesses who
make a contlibution to the center will receive the thanks of
the community and permanent recognition of their generosi
ty and dedication to the center. A beautifulplaque with the
names of donors will be installed in the lobby of the center
for all visitors to see, In addition, donors will be recognized
in Conul1uuity .Center publications. All who dOllate $15,000
or more will receive a free lifetime cellter membership as
welL

Additional Opportuilities
There are many other opportunities to
support the center as a Charter Donor.
Your contribution of $1000 or more
could be used to acquire additional:
) titness equipment
, lounge furniture

, community room furnishings

If you would like more information about this exciting pro
gram, please call Curt Vincente, Director of the Parks &
Recreation Deportment at (3'60) 429·3321 to arrange a per
sonal meeting. Remember, you can also enjoy savings if you
become a Charter Member. Make a nome for yourself in the
new community center. Call today.

~---------------~------~._-------~-
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Sara-Ann Chaine

From:

Sent:

To:

webmaster@mansfieldcLort

Friday, January 23, 2009 9:50 AM

Sara-Ann Chaine

Subject: MBOE 1-15-09 minutes

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Orange

Mansfield Board of Education Meeting

January 15, 2009

Minutes
Attendees:

Absent:

Mary Feathers, Chair, Shamim Patwa , Vice Chair, Chris Kueffner, Secretary,
Dudley Hamlin, Martha Kelly, Mark LaPlaca, Superintendent Fred Baruzzi,
Board Clerk, Celeste Griffin. Comptroller, Cherie Trahan
Gary Bent, Min Lin, Katherine Paulhus

The meeting was called to order at 7:41 p.m. by Ms Feathers, Chair.

HEARING FOR VISITORS: None

COMMUNICATIONS:

1. Letter from Matthew Hart, Town Manager, dated January 15, 2009 requesting the Board reduce the
2008-2009 by an additional $93,600.

2. Letter from Theo. And Amie Van Alst requesting the Board continues the support of the Suzuki
program.

3. Letter from Suzanne Hathaway requesting the Board continues the support of the Suzuki program.

4. Letter from Blanche & Blair Johnson requesting the Board continues the support of the Suzuki
program.

ADDITIONS TO THE PRESENT AGENDA: None

COMMITIEE REPORTS:

Ms Feathers reported that the Building Committee is exploring information on the Four Schools Building
Options. The process will continue with an anticipated referendum in November 2010.

GOODWIN SCHOOL PTO: Lois Demurjian and Katie Irizarry, Co-Presidents reported on the many
fund raising activities and support provided by the PTO to Goodwin School.

REPORT OF THE SUPERINTENDENT:
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• Mansfield's Blueprint for Children, Leadership Work Group: Sandy Baxter, Mansfield School
Readiness Coordinator reported on the committee's work to support the development of a
comprehensive community plan for young children that aligns with the goals established in the
Connecticut's Early Childhood Framework "Ready by 5 & Fine by 9".

• Additional 2008-2009 Budget Reductions: MOTION by Mr. Kueffner, seconded by Dr. Patwa to adjust
the 2008-2009 budget as requested by the Town Council. Mr. Baruzzi informed the Board that he
initiated a discretionary freeze in spending for the remainder of the 2008-2009 budget year.

• 2009-2010 Proposed Budget: Mr. Baruzzi presented the Board with the proposed budget of
$20,830,570 (-.48% from 2008-2009 bUdget).

• K-12 Regionalization: The Region 19 Board of Education will be organizing a preliminary study of
possible K-12 regionalization, which will include representatives from the Region 19 sending schools.
Dr. Patwa expressed intetest in serving as our representative.

• Enhancing Student Achievement: Two more activities have been approved. Administrators have seen
increased student achievement.

• Enrollment/Class Size: The principals noted no significant changes in enrollment.

NEW BUSINESS: None

CONSENT AGENDA: MOTION by Dr. Patwa, seconded Mr. Kueffner that the following item for the
Board of Education meeting of January 15, 2009 be approved or received for the record:

That the Mansfield Public Schools Board of Education approves the minutes of the December 11, 2008
Board meeting.

VOTE: Unanimous in favor.

HEARING FOR VISITORS: NONE

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE AGENDA: Prioritization of possible further budget reductions

EXECUTIVE SESSION: MOTION by Mr. LaPlaca, seconded Mrs. Kelly to move into Executive Session
at 10:02pm to discuss collective bargaining contract negotiations. VOTE: Unanimous in favor.

MOTION by Mr. Hamlin, seconded by Mrs. Kelly to return to open session at 10:44pm. VOTE:
Unanimous in favor.

MOTION by Mr. Hamlin, seconded by Mrs. Kelly to adjourn at 10:45pm. VOTE: Unanimous in favor.

Respectfully submitted,

Celeste N. Griffin, Board Clerk

Click !l.eliUQJ,llls.wQ..sj;ribg IPowered by QHQ1i& a product of aScend Technologies, Inc.
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Town of Mansfield
CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Meeting of 17 December 2008
Conference B, Beck Building

MINUTES

Iv[embers presem: Robert Dalm, Peter Drzewiecki, Quentin Kessel, Scott Lelunarm, John
Silander, Joan Stevenson. Members absent: Frank Trainor. Others present: Grant Meitzler
(Wetlands Agent).

L The meeting was called to order at 7:33p by Chair Quentin Kessel.

2, The draft minutes of the 19 November 08 meeting were approved as written.

3. Planning Director's update, The Commission was pleased to find that its packet for this
meeting contained a memo ("Update on miscellaneous issues", dated 12/1 0/08) ti'om Director of
Planning Greg Padick that nicely summarized the status of various matters of interest. It hopes
that Greg will be able to provide similar updates for the Commission on a regular basis.

4. IWA business.
a. Lelmlll1lli participated in the IWA tield trip on 12/10; his report is attached.
b. W1420 (White Oak Condo Assn., White Oak & Manstield City Rds.) The proposal is

summarized in Lehlmllin' s report. After some discussion, the Commission agreed unll11imously
on the following motion (Lelmlllrm, Drzwiecki), which is the last sentence of that report: "With
standard erosion controls during installation, impact on wetlands during construction should be
minimal, and the completed project as a whole should protect downslope wetlll11ds by
eliminating a source of nutrients from the condominiums' failing septic systems."

The Commission also revisited the sanitary easement in Dunhamtown Forest for the project's
leaching field and unanimously agreed to the following motion (Silll11der, Drzwiecld): "The
Commission urges the PZC to require that clearing of forestland for the project's leaching fIeld
and associated access roads be minimized, so as to conserve, to the greatest extent possible, the
integrity of the forest."

c, W1419 (Chernusek, Middle Tpk) Mr. Chemusek has been clearing part of his property
to accommodate 2 horses, though he does not have a wetlands perinit to do so. Mei tzler
indicated that the now-cleared area is approximately one acre, 3/4 of which is wetlll11d. The
Commission defelTed comment until such time as the IWA asks for it.

5. Cellco cellphone tower off Rt.32, Cellco is applying to the Connecticut Siting Council for
pelmission to build a cellphone tower in one of two locations in SW Mansfield on Rt. 32:
Manstleld Dlive-In or the Highland Ridge Golf Range. The Town has no jurisdiction, but may
comment to the Siting Council; a public hearing in the Town is required. The Commission
would like ll11 opportunity to conmlent. preferably after seeing the NEPA Checklist (to assess
envirOllli1ental impacts) that the applicant is preparing.

G. CL&P Interstate Reliability Project The Town's letter to the Connecticut Siting Council
on CL&P' s proposal to clear more of its right-ot:way through Mansfield to accommodate
another set of transmission lines incorporated some of the Commission's comments. In addition,
letters were sent by many individual citizens whose properties would be impacted by the project.
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7. The meeting was adjourned at 8:40p. Next meeting: Wednesday, 21 Jan 09, 7:30p.

Scott Lellli1mlli, Secretary
29 December 08; approved 21 Jm1Uary 09

Attachment: Report on the 12/1 0/08 IWA field trip.

WI419 (Chernusek, Middle Tpk). !vIr. Chuernusek had been deforesting and re-grading part of
his property to create a pasture for his 2 horses when he received a cease and desist order from
the Town: the work was in and m'ound wetlands, and Mr. Chel11usek did not have a wetlands
pennit (he has taken refuge in ignorance, claiming he did not know one was required). The
atIected area contains a watercourse that drops from Rt. 44 to wetlands to the north. Trees have
been cleared and stumps removed along several hundred feet of this watercourse and up the sides
of its valley, and some fill has been brought in. It was detinitely not a pretty sight when we saw
it in the rain on Wednesday. Water was Howing in the stream bed (or what is now the stream
bed) and the bare slopes down to it were too muddy most field-trip participants to negotiate.
Some siltation was evident in the stream at the lower end of the cleared area. A silt ban'ier had
been placed below (as required by the cease m1d desist order). but it was too wet to get down to it
to see whether any prior siltation had occurred. I would not be surprised if the barrier failed in
Thursday night's deluge.

This incomplete project is now having a signitlcant impact on wetlands. Were Mr. Chemusek's
pasture to be completed, there would probably be a continuing impact on the wetland to the nortll
from overgrazing and horse manure, though it is hard for me to judge in advance how significant
it would be.

Section3.3(A) of the Town wetlands regulations is a "1'tum exemption" that permits "grazing,
fanning, nurseries, gardening and harvesting of crops alld fann ponds of three acres or less
essential to tile farming operation" in or near wetlands. However, 2 horses do not constitute a
t~lrm, and even so Sec. 3.3(A)(4) specifically excludes "clem cutting oftimber except for
expansion of agricultural cropland." Section3.3(D) pelmits uses "incidental to the enjoyment
and maintenance of residential property ... but shall not include removal or depositing of
signitlcallt alllOlll1ts of material from or into a wetland or watercourse, or diversion or alteration
of a watercourse."

WI420 (White Oal, Condos. White Oak Rd). This is the portion of the White Oak septic project
that falls under wetlmld regulations. Sewage trom the three rows of condominium units will
now by gravity to two pump stations to the west, from where it will be pumped up to a line
buried under White Oal, Rd and thence to the leaching tleld the Town has generously allowed
the Condo Assn. to construct on Town land in Dunhamtown Forest. The lines from the units to
the pumping stations and back up to White Oal, Rd will be located as far as possible trom
wetlands: two pump stations are specitied to avoid the wetlands crossing that would be required
if only one station were used. The line along White Oak Rd \Nill cross a nmTOW neck of wetland
crossed by the road. With standard erosion controls during installation, impact on wetlands
during construction should be minimal. and the completed project as a whole should protect
down-slope wetlands by eliminating a source of nutrients ti'om the condominiums' failing septic
systems.

Scott Lelunmlli, 12/15/08
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MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 18, 2008

MINUTES

Present: Phil Barry, Mark Hammond, AJ Pappanikou, Frank Vasington

Staff: Cynthia van Zelm

1. Call to Order

Cynthia van Zelm called the meeting to order at 4:05 pm in Chair Tom Callahan's
absence.

2. Comments on Minutes from November 20,2008

Phil Barry made a motion to approve the minutes of November 20,2008. Mark
Hammond seconded the motion. The minutes were approved.

3. Update on Storrs Center Project

Cynthia van Zelm referred to the update to the Mansfield Town Council on
November 24 which was focused on the updated fiscal analysis on the Storrs
Center. The fiscal analysis showed a favorable net return to the Town. AJ
Pappanikou and Frank Vasington said they thought the presentation went very
well.

Ms. van Zelm said the only remaining permit needed is from the State Traffic
Commission (STC) for improvements to Storrs Road. She said that STC had
held a technical review meeting with LeylandAlliance and BL Companies and that
BL was working on some changes. Town and University staff is currently
reviewing these changes.

Ms. van Zelm said the casting process is very active with both Cushman &
Wakefield and Live Work Learn Play (Leyland's retail consultants) meeting with
potential retailers again this week.

Ms. van Zelm said a letter to Leyland regarding the Business Plan was being
revised before it goes to the Partnership Board of Directors for review.

C:\Documents and Settings\chainesa\Local Setfings\Temporary Internet
Files\OLK60lFinanceCommMtgNotes 121 HOB.doc -119-



Mr. Hammond suggested that Ms. van Zelm review with the Town Manager
again the request for infrastructure projects that all states have made to
municipalities consistent with President-elect Obama's intent to fuel the economy
through capital projects. Projects have to be completely ready to go. Mr.
Hammond said his understanding was that Senator Obama would hope to have
a bill approved by Congress very shortly after his inauguration.

Frank Vasington requested more feedback from Leyland on how it will deal with
the decrease in the population when UConn is not in session, or a limited session
in the summer, and how that affects sales. Ms. van Zelm said she would add this
to the Frequently Asked Questions that are being revised for the Partnership
website.

4. Budget Discussion

The Committee continued to discuss the FY09/10 budget for the Partnership.
Ms. van Zelm noted where she cut expenses and other changes that are
proposed. The Committee agreed to make salary adjustments on a fiscal year
rather than an anniversary date to be consistent with bUdgeting.

The Committee thought the budget was appropriate. Ms. vah Zelm will bring the
budget back to the Committee in January for a recommendation to the full Board
at its February meeting, if possible.

5. Update on Office Space

This discussion was deferred until Mr. Hart and Mr. Callahan could be in
attendance.

6. Update on Grants

Ms. van Zelm said she was working on a grant request through the CT Main
Street program for a parking management study. The grant is due in early
January.

7. Update on Four Corners Advisory Committee

Phil Spak, the Board's representative to the Four Corners Advisory Committee,
could not attend today's meeting. He will have a report at the January Finance
and Administration Committee meeting. Ms. van Zelm said Mr. Spak did report
that the Four Corners Advisory Committee has met a few times. There will be a
public information outreach session in early 2009.

8. Open House staffing
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Ms. van Zelm said it would be helpful to have a second person staff the
Partnership Open Houses with her. She asked the Committee for their support.
The Committee agreed to assist. Ms. van Zelm will also ask other Committee
members and the Board to volunteer. It should not be too time consuming.

9. Adjourn

Mr. Pappanikou made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Barry seconded the
motion. The motion was approved unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 4:15
pm.

Minutes taken by Cynthia van Zelm.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
Ethics Board

Thursday, January 8,2009
Audrey Beck Municipal Building, Conference Room B

4:30pm

Minutes

Members Present: Mike Sikoski, David Ferrero, Eleanor Plank, Win Smith
Staff Present: Maria Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM 12/11108
A motion was made by Mr. Smith and seconded by Mr. Sikoski to adopt the minutes of December
1],2008 as presented. The minutes were adopted unanimously.

II. PUBLIC COMMENT
Public comment \Vas moved to the end of the meeting. after future agendas and meeting schedule.
Mr. Ric Hossack and Ms. Elizabeth Wassmundt spoke during pLlblic comment. .

!II. CHAIRPERSON'S REPORT
Mr. Sikoski expressed an interest in having the Town Manager and Mayor (or another Council
member at the Mayor's discretion) attend a future meeting and provide feedback on the Board's
recommended revisions.

IV. DISCUSSION OF REVISIONS TO CODE
Through consensus, the Board agreed to revise proposed language for (the new recommended) 25-7b
pertaining to inquiries to ensure that terminology is consistent with verbiage used within the current
code. Additionally, Mr. Smith made a motion to strike the word "consultant" from 25-7b, seconded
by Ms. Plank; all voted in favor of striking the word "consultant."

The Board asked Ms. Capriola to research the specific statute numbers relevant to Section 25-3 for
the definition pertaining to confidential information.

V. DISCUSSION OF REVISIONS TO RULES OF PROCEDURE
The Board discussed possible revisions to its rules of procedure, which include the complaint
procedure. By consensus, the Board has decided to add a procedure for filing inquiries. Mr. Sikoski
made a motion. seconded by Mr. Smith to eliminate the "notice of hem'ings" section from its rules;
the Board Llnanimously approved the motion. The Board agreed to use the existing template for
providing notice of a complaint and to utilize a similar letter for inquiries. The Board asked Ms.
Capriola to create a draft document with the potential changes to the rules: the Board asked Ms.
Capriola to also cleanup typographical and grammatical errors when possible if such edits do not
change the substance of the rules.

VI. FUTURE AGENDAS AND IvlEETING SCHEDULE
The next meeting will be held January 22, 2009 at 4:30pm. The Board has requested that the Rules
of Procedure and revisions to the code be placed on the agenda. The Board has also asked staff to
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invite the Town Manager and Mayor (or another Town Council representative at her discretion) to
the next meeting.

VII.ADJOURNlVlENT
The meeting adjourned at 7: 1Dpm.

Respectfully Submitted,
Maria E. Capriola, Assistant to Town Manager
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Town ofMansfieldJDept of Correction Public Safety Committee Oct. 15, 2008 ADoP--rEb
:r. Kod...: is

Present: S. Tbnmas, Jinwlj C....., R. Gergler, C.Paulus, W. Solenski, lLPellegrine, lL Blicher, A.
BaFltal"et, G. Cole, Deputy Warden Kearney, 1'lH3mas Sear, and W. Stauder (cbair)
13o..r be,e -\- Cbu I>.S-d0Y"
The meeting carne to order at 3:03PM.

The minutes ofthe last meeting, July 16,2008, were approved as presented.

The committee reviewed the lists of offenses from July trough September.

Deputy Warden Kearney gave the population status report. There are currently 1061 inmates at Bergin and
129 of them live in overflow housing in the day rooms. The committee questioned this couat, why is it so
high? Aad J';lr. Kearney said tltis aumber is seasonal. Is there enough stafftu deal with extra inmates.?
Torn explained the staffing and how the beds were added (6beds=12units) There can be 38 inmates in an
overflow day room. Inmates like it because it is quieter. During 2 years ofoverflow population, there have
only been 7 incidents. At Bergin after a stay of60 days, an inmate may be released, ifall goes well.
The committee wants to h ear the information Maria Capriola has fouad out about the cap.

In furtber staffing news, Bergin is short 4 counselors.

Vnlunteerprograrns are running wcll, NA<AA<Rcligion<Music. The Community outreach program is
running well. 80 men go out. A crew went to Renscbler Field.

There will be a GED graduation on Nov. 14.

The staffparticipated in a fund raiser for Special Olympics by serving as waiters at Chucks Steak House.

New security screens have been installed in t!;Je buildings. The razor wire is still on order.

The committee approved the 2009 meeting schedule.
Motinn to approve, Chris Paulus. Seconded George Cole Passes. No abstentions.

The committee discussed nppointments to the committee. Those present wanted to be reappointed. Ray
Gergler does nut want to contiinue. Tbe resident state trooper wanted to be appointed tno.

Tbe meeting adjourned at 3:55.

Respectfully subnlitted,

Wuaderley Stauder
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Mansfield YSB Advisory Board
MINUTES

Tuesday, December 9, 2008
12:00 noon @ Mansfield Town Hall

Conf. R.l11. B

PRESENT: K. Grunwald (staff), F. Perrotti, E. Mantzaris (Chair), P.
Michalak. (staff), K. McNamara (staff), J. Marchon (staff), E. Griffin, A.
Hoyt, C. Morrell
ABSENT: H. Spottiswoode, S. Riffle

1. Call to Onler: Chair E. Mantzaris called the meeting to order at
12:05 PM.

II. Approval of minutes: The minutes ofthe 11/18/08 meeting were
reviewed. They were accepted with corrections that will be noted,
including spelling imd consistent font size. K. Grunwald and P.
Michalak will review minutes before they are posted as "draft."

III. Reports
Director's Report - K. Grunwald distributed copies of his report
(see attached). He noted that he is in the process of working on the
FY 10 budget. There was discussion about potential cuts, and
questions about other sources of revenue to fmance Mansfield
Challenge. K. Grunwald and P. Michalak will keep the Advisory
Board infonned regarding the status of the budget process.

Coordinator's Report - P. Michalak distributed copies of her
report. She pointed out that 4-5 professional volunteers are being
used to support the stafTofthe YSB. Last week more than 150
individuals received assistance from YSB in this building alone.

IV. Old Business
Challenge: A question was raised about keeping this on the
agenda. Members realize that tlJture funding of this program may
be in question. The Committee will be kept informed of any
changes.
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V. New Business
iParentNetwork: Questions were raised about liability issues in
terms of otTering advice through this website, along with other
concems as to whether or not this is a viable intervention. The
Advisory Board reso Ived that they will not participate on this
website as an Advisory Committee. YSB will review paJticipation
as a separate issue.

Budget: previously discussed.

Other: A. Hoyt announced that she will be doing a presentation on
12/11 at 2:30 in the E.O. Smith Library on her experience around
the loss of her brother. All are invited to attend.

Officer Jerry Marchon was recognized in anticipation of his
retirement for his many years of valuable service to this Advisory
Board and to the yOLlth of Manstield. The hope is that he will be
able to continue to be involved with this Board.

VI. Other

Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 1:03 PM. The next
meeting will be on Jan. 13 at noon.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Grunwald
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Item #11

L,/President-Elect Obama:
You Can Save Americafrom the Road to Ruin!
Roger L. Kemp

The tenn '"'infrastructure" refers to the
basic facilities and' installations necessary
for society to operate. These include
transportation and communication systems
(e.g., highways, airports, bridges, '
telephone lines, cellular telephone to,vers,
post offices, etc.); educational and healtb
facilities, water, gas, and electrical systems
(e.g., dams, power-lines, power plants,
aqueducts, etc.); and miscellaneous facili
ties such as prisons, asylums, national park
structures, and other improvements to real
property owned by goverrul).ent..

In the United States, the infrastructure is
divided into private and public sectors (in
the latter case, divided again between
facilities owned by municipal, county,
state, and federal govemrn.ents, as weil as
many special'district authorities such as

the Port Authority of New York and tbe
Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power, to name a few). "

According to the American Society of
Civil Engineers (ASCE), the only profes

"sional membership organization in the
nation that has graded our nation's 'public
infrastlUclure since, there are fifteen
major categories'o~government
infrastructure, These infrastructure'
catefwries include:' aviation, bridges,
dam~, drinking water, energy, hazardous
waste, navigable waterways, paries and
recreation, rail, roads, schools, security,
solid wast€, t'ansit and'wastewater,"

Fiscal 'Crisis
All levels of government in the U.S. are
facing a new era of capital ft.nancing and
infrastructure management. Revenues that
once were available for capital construc
tion, restoration, and maintenance, have
either diminished or evaporated entirely
in recent years. Portions of the public
infrastructure that were once adequate are
now experiencing signs of distress, even

"decay, with no end in sight. to the ongoing
deterioration of America's infrastructure.

Local, state, as well as the.federal govern
ment, are now subjected to unprecedented
fiscal demands for public services in an
environment of limited tax.atioll' and, •
dwindling financial resources, ·Throughout
the nation, many statE: government d~ficits

loom ominously on tbe horizon. At the
same time, the federal deficit is at an all
time high, 'exacerbated by the fact that our
nation is finance an undeclared war in the
rvIiddle East. These negative fiscal
circumstances, experts believe, are likely
to continue for many years to come.

In short, U.S. mams, bridges,
sewers, and dams are
crumbling and need a
$1:6 trillion overhaul,

bllt prospeetsfor
improvement are grim.

Congested highways, overflowing sewers
and corroding bridges are rernip.ders of the
looming crisis -tha~ jeopardizes our nation's
prosperity and the quality oflife for its
citizens. With new grades for tbe first time
since 200 I, the condition of our nation's
infrastructure has sbown little to no .
improvement since"receiving a collective
grade ofC-·in 1988, with some areas
sliding toward failing grades.

The A.meric"an Society of Civil Engineers'
"2005 Report Card for America's
Infrastructure" assesses the same
categories as in did in the previous survey.
TIle2rade' comparison ofAmelica's
infrash1.1cture between the ASeE's most
recent 2005 survey and its original survey
in 1988 are tbe following:
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• AviatiQn-R~ceived agrade of B- in
1988, and a grade ofD+ in 2005.

• Bridges-Received a grade of C+ in
1988, and a grade ofC in 2005.

• Dams-While not graded in 1988, they
,eceived a grade oED in 2005. .

.. Drinldng fVater-Received a grade of B
in 1988, and a grade ofD- in 2005.

• Enel:gy-While not graded in 1988, tbis
category received·a grade ofD in 2005.

n Hazardous Waste-This category receive
a grade ofD in 1988 and in 2005.

.. Navigable Waters-vVhile not graded in
"1988, they received a grade ofD- in 2005.

n1!arlcs and Recrea:ion-vVhile oat graded
In 1988, they receIved a grade ofC-
in 2005.

• Rail-While not graded in 1988, this
category r~ceived a grade of C- in 2005.

• Roads-Received a grade ofC+in 1988,
and agrade ofD in 2005.

• Schools-While not graded in 1988, this
category received a grade of D in 2005.

• Securitye-This category did not eXist in
1988, and insufficient data is available

, to properly evaluate this category (Le.,
tbis is anew category since 9111/01).

• Solid Waste-Received a grade of C- in
1988, and a grade of C+ in 2005. This is

· the only infrastructure categOly to
increase durihg its gra4e since the original
"graded" ,evaluation some 17 years ago.

• Trallsit-Receiyed a !ITade of C- in 1988
and a grade of D+ i;2005. '

.. Wastewater-Received a !!fade of C in
1988, and a grade ofD- iu 2005.
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In short, U.S. rori-cis, bridges, sewers, and
dams are crumbling aud' need a $1.6 .
trillion overbaul, b~t prospects for
improvement are grim. TIus is the amount
of money necessary over the next five
years to restore and rebuilt major
components of our nation's public

"infrastructure. The nation's drinking water
system alone needsapublic investment of
$11 billion a yeur to replace facilities, as
well as comply with regulations, to m~et

our future drinking water.needs. Federal
grant fundmg in 2005 was only 10% of
this amount. AS a result, aging wastew:ater
systems are. discharging billions of gallons
of untreated sewage into surface waters

. each year, acq)r~ing t? the ASCE's report.

And the signs of our deteriorating
infrastructure go on! Poor roads cost
motorists $54 billion a year in-repairs and
operating costs, while American's spent.
3.5 billion -hours a year stuck in traffic
jams. Thecountry's power transmission
system also needs to be modernized, the
report said. Wnile demand continues to
.rise

t
transmission capacity failed to keep

pace undactually fell by 2 percent in .
2001. As of2003, 27 percent ofthe
nation's bridges were structurally
deficient or obsolete, a slight improve
ment from the 28.5 percent in 2000. It is
alatming to note, but since 1998, the



number of unsafe dams in the country
rose by 33 percent to more than 3,500.

A dozen national professional associations
have officially endnrsed the ASCE's 2005
Report Card for America 1S Infrastructure.
They include the American Public Works
Association; the National Stone, Sand and
Gravel Association; The U. S. Conference
of Mayors; the National Heavy and
Highway Alliance; the American Road
and Transponation Builders Association;
the Association of State Dam Safety
Officials, the National Association of
Clean Water Agencies and [he American
Shore and Beach Preservation
Association. For a complete listing of
these endor:;ing organizations please refer
to ASeE's website (·www.asce.org).

National Le.adership is Needed
\Vhile the views expressed by many
experts who research and ...vrite 00

infrastructure issues .throughout the nation
point to a general agreement on the
magnitude and complexity of tilis problem,
little agreement exists on a consensus on
how to achieve a comprehensive nation
wide solution to restoring arid maintaining
America's public infrastructure. .

Although there is disagreement as to an
acceptable solution, one point seems
obviously clear: the necessary lea~ership

and policy direction required to properly
address this national issue must" corne
from the highest level of government. It is
only within a national policy framework
that siates, counties, and cities can work
together to' improve the current condition
of our public works facilities. Local and
state govel1unents alone, because of their
many diverse policies, multiple budget
demands. and varied fiscal constraints,
cannot be relied upon to acbieve the
comprehensive solution,required to solve
this national problem.
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The CWTent philosophy of our national
government has been to let the lower levels
of government (states1 counties, and cities)
solve their own problems, regardless .of the
nature of their complexity or the .
magnitude of funds needed. The political
posture of ow' national government needs
to become more ,positive and proactive if a
soluti'on is to be forthcoming. .

For these reasons, it's obvious that ~sert.ive

leadership is needed from the federal
govemment to make the difficult policy
decisions, as well as to approve the funding
requirements, necessmy to solve our
country's infrastruclure problem.
Fundamental changes are needed to redirect
national priorities about how public capital
investments are made. Public officials, at
all levels" of govemment, can no longer
build public facilities without adequately
maintaining them in future years.

The Future .
As the severity of this issue escalates,and
citize"os become more aware of the
increased costs of postponing a l;iecision on

"this pressing issue, ta.xpaye"rs may be more"
willing to become politically involved in
solving this issue in the future. Local



taxpayers canna I be expected, however, to
fUOI the entire bill for a solution, since the
majority of our country's capitalasscts
have been consu'ueteel over the past several
decades, some over a cenullY ago, and
Frequently with the assistance of grant
limds [i'om our federal govemmen1, This
build is "to big to bite" by lower levels of
government alone.,

Also, cities, counties, and states have
relilliVe degrees of wealth based on their
laxing cnpacity, bonding levels and ratings,
lind budgetary reserves. Because of this,
many ,lower levels of govell1ment do not
have the' financial capability, even with
increased taxation, to adequately address
lhose issues related to restoring and
mainlaining America's infrastructure.

It is safe 10 say thai mosl citizens through
out the country already feel overtaxed by
all levels of government. Even thought
citizens muy be willing to assist financially,

,a major rediredion of federal govemment
funds will be required for a tmly compre
hensive and coordinaled nation-wide
response to our country's outstanding
infraslructure problems and issues.

Even with some additional taxes and user
fees, funding will be limited [h1ll1 the lower
levels of govemmenL For this reason, argue
those who deal with infrastnlcture issues,
national priorities must he established for
the replacement and reSLOnttioll of capital
facililies al all levels of government,
statiing with those projects that arc
necessary to ensure the public's security,
health, and safety. Fumls limn the national

. govemment must be targeted for infraslruc
mre projects [i'om less important .
operational programs with limited, 9r culy
special interest, constiulencies.

\Vithin the fi:amework of national policie's,
existing federal grant programs must be
redirected to provide the necessary funds
to assist in the finalicing of those capital
projects necessary to restore Amcrica's
public works infrastructure to ensure the
security, as well as the henllh and safely,
of all our citizens throughout ihe country.

Our nation is not "on the road to ruin," as
some experts explain, bUL merely going
through the transition period required 10

properly sort-out and anive ilt politically
acceptable long-term solution to this
critical and complex policy issue lhat
plagues all levels of govclilment-federal,
state, county, and city olikc.

If our nation '3 infrastJ11cture is allowed to
deteriorate even further in the fl.Jture,
possibly to the point of decay, the cost of
resolving this issue will escalate signifi
canlly in fl1ture years, for all taxpayers. If
this happens, economic development
programs \Vii! also continue to suffer, and
the revenues they could generate will nor
be available to assist in restOling our
public infrastructure. For these reasons
President-Elect Obamu should make the

-restoration ofAmerica's public infrastruc
ture a national funding priority.

Note: To develop lhe Rep0l1 Card, ASCE
assembled a panel 01'14 of the nation's
leading civil engineers; analyzed hundreds
of studies, reports, and other sources; and
surveyed more than 2,000 engineers
throughout the nation to determine the
condition of America's infrastructure.
Base grades were then reviewed by
ASCE's Advisory Council. For more
details about this process refer to ASCE's
website (lI'IVll~asce.org).

.ASPA member Roger Kemp is a career
cizv IIwlwgel; !laving sel1'ed in California,
Nelli Jersey and COllnecticllt.-He is past
president ofthe l\,fonterey Bay and
COJlnecticut Chapters ofASPA.
Email: rlkbsr@.Snet.net



Item # 12

1/29/09 Draft Resolution-Submitted by M. Hart

A Resolution Regarding CL&P's Interstate Reliability Project and
Proposed Transmission Lines in Eastern Connecticut

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Windham Regional Council of Governments
hereby approves the submission of the following comments regarding
CL&P's Interstate Reliability Project:

l. It is essential that all aspects of COlmecticut' s energy policy (including
but not limited to: energy conservation and potential reductions of
existing and future energy demand; alternative sources of energy
generation; and energy storage both within the generation/transmission
system and at individual consumption sites) be comprehensively and
independently studied before additional electric transmission lines are
approved and constructed. In association with the Connecticut Siting
review process, it is recommended that a Request for Proposals seeking
non-transmission alternatives be issued and that all potential alternatives
carefully be considered.

2. If, after a comprehensive consideration of alternatives, the Connecticut
Siting Council determines that additional transmission line construction
is needed, alternative routes that do not cross through rural eastern
Connecticut should be thoroughly investigated. Any new transmission
lines should be located in a manner that supports existing and potential
areas of concentrated development. State and regional land use plans
should be important considerations in making locational decisions for
any new transmission lines.

The Windham Regional Council of Governments also hereby authorizes its
Executive Director, Mark N. Paquette to submit letters conveying this action
to CL&P, the Connecticut Siting Council and the Connecticut Energy
Advisory Board.
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To:
02/04/09

8604296863 From: Connecticut Conference of Munici~alities 203 498 5801
16:03 Page 1 of 2

Item #13

Number 09-07

Legislative Update
j J Im' :ONN.C,.,CU,.CON"'!IIR.NC. O~

MUNIOIPAL.1TI.S

n

THE VOiCE Of lOCAl. GOVERNMENT

For the most up~to~date news on legislative issues affecting municipalities
see CCM's Legislative Action Center nt www.ccmlne.org
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II Significant mandates reliefl including:
- Prohibiting unfunded stnte mandntes an municipalities without a 2/3 vate of the General Aasembly
· Repealing the requirement that municipalities collect and stare the possessions or evicted tenants
- Authorize OP",! to allow towns to delay Implementation of revaluations for up to two years to allow

towns to enter into an interlocal agreement with another town or towns for a joint revaluation
contract

"'PLE.'I.SE DELIVER ThIMEDL~TELY TO ALL CCM-iVlEiVlRER iVl~YORS, FIRST SELECTMEN, A,'1D TOWN/CITY iVl-l.!'1AGERS

First Glance Summary of
Governor's Budget Proposals

As They Affect Towns and Cities
Governor Rell hilE made her budget propo,al, for the 2010-2011 biennium.

CCM will be providing mare detail, and a town-by-town breakdown of ber ,tate aid proposals later today. Highlight, of
her budget proposal include:

• Le"el funding of all major education grants, including ECS, Special Education, School Transportation and
Priority School districts (for each year of the biennium).

• Level General Fund appropriations for major non-education grants for each year of the biennium - how
ever, because state surplus money was used in the past biennium to supplement state general fund appropria
tions, the result will be reductions in the fallowing grant programs:

- TAR- $B million reduction, (from $30 million to $22 million)
-' PILOTs - reduction of S7 million each for state property and colleges and hospital PILOTs
• Pequot-Mohegan Fund - reduction of $6.7 million
• No funding of DECD Tax Abatement and Housing PILOT programs ($3.9 million in FY 09)
- Flat funding of the reimbursement for neW manufacturing machinery and equipment, with proportional

reduction in reimbursement if funding is not sufficient

• Genernl Obligntion Bond nuthorizntions:
· S687 million in FY 2010 and S641 million in FY 2011 for school construction grants - however the

Governor recommends reducing state reimbursement percentages from a range of20%·80% to a
range of 15% to 65 %

• $90 million for the Clean Water Fund in each year ofthe biennium
• $30 million each for LoCIP and Urbnn Act in oach year of tho biennium

~
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To:
02104108

8604286863 From: Connecticut Conference of Municipalities 203 488 5801
16:03 Page 2 of 2

Delaying until 2012 implementation of the "In-school suspension" law and the "ralse-the-age" law
concerning the treatment ofjuveniles
Giving municipalities 30 days to post certain minutes on their web pages, and delaying this man
date until January 2010
Several significant changes to binding arbitration, including a propo..l to allow municipalities
and school boards to extend current contracts for up to two years

• Slgnlncant Incenth'es for regional cooperation, including:
A new 540 million Regional Incentive Grant program (FY 2010)
A new S10 million grant program for joint municipal purchases of capital items that will be
shared (FY 2010)
A 10 % bonus within TAR and LoCIP, for regional cooperation -- however it appears trus bonus
would come out of existing appropriations (Le" municipalities that qualifY would get a bonus, but
others would get less under each of these grant programs)

• Elimination of state grants to single-municipal health districts, hut maintaining grants for regional dis
tricts

• Consolidation orthe 117 probate courts to 36

• Expansion of the bottle bill, allowing municipalities that collect the new bottles to receive the deposit funds

CCM will continue to analyze the budget proposals and will report town-by-town figures to every CCM-member mu

nicipalit:y later today.

If you have any questions, please contact Jim Finley fjfmley@ccm-c!.ora) or Gian-Carl Casa (gcasa@ccm-c!.org) at
(203) 498-3000,
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The plan includes money for
n renovated track and a four
sport synthetic field in the ioea
tion where tbe current track sits.
plus 850 bleacher seats, lights and
fencing.

It also includes money to resur
face the tennis courts and irrigate
the Farrell Field complex. -

Nesbitt said board of educa
tion members told him earlier on
in the project's planning phases
that fixing the field and track hy
itself would cost the three sending
towns $1.2 million. ~

He said the cost of the project as
proposed, combined with the poor
economy, was reason enough to
"'p;..:~l the r~.ferendum."

Nesbitt said he was in favor of

'CouncU rn:,ernb,ers
, 21 .• /I '/30vou:e Opp:osltlon

to track renovation
By CAITLIN M. DINEEi\1

Chronicle Staff Writer

MANSFfELD - While Ash
ford. Willington and Mansfield
residents mull over the proposed
$3.95 million track renovation
projectatE.O. Smith High School,
some town counciJ members have
already derennined tlleir stance.

However, no formal vote was
t[lken.

With the referendum for the
project t1rawing ncar - it is slat
ed for Feb. lO - council tnt:mber
Gene Nesbitt told other council
members he was not in t~lVor of
the project.

"lThe Region 19 Board of Ed
ucation's) enlir-:: focus was c,n G1C
need for the new track and not all
these other things," said I'-fesbitt.

Council members voice opposition to track plan.
(Continued from Page 1)

"asking the board to reconsider
corning back with only the track
and field."

By initiating discussionMonday,
Nesbitt said he hoped the council

, could pass a resolution to ask the
District 19 board of education to
redraft the project and cut out the
"extras."

However, Nesbitt's suggestion
was greeted with hesitation by
other council memlJers.

'"'The council doesn't real
ly have the authority to do it,"
said Mansfield Mayor Elizabeth

"Betsy" Paterson.
In addition to a lack of authority

to bring the suggestion to board of
education members, some coun
cil members thought it was too
late to address concerns for the
project.

"I think the timing is wrong at
this point in time," said Deputy
Mayor Gregory Haddad. "The
referendum is February 10, the
point would be moot."

While some were hesitant about
Nesbitt's proposal, others sup
ported it.

"I think that it is not unreason
able to come into this tonight."

said council member Helen
Koehn, adding she did not know
the bleach~rs: lights and other
renovations were included in the
proposal.

Town Manager Matthew Hart
said he did not understand how
council members were unin
formed about the project since
the board of education had held
multiple meetings and hearings
for residents to learn about it.

"There are only so many meet
ings you can go to," quipped
Koehn following Hart's com
ments.

Council member Leigh Duffy

showed support for Nesbitt's com-.
ments and said the track would'
have a better chance of being ",
approved if there was less money
involved,

'"People Lire not going to support'·
the amount," said DuffY.

Mansfield resident Ric Hossack
said he agreed the council should :.
take il stance and express its con- :
cerns with E.G. Smith Superin--:
tendent Bruce Silva. . .

"'"In reality, anything they do:·
over there affects our taxes," said .
Hossack. ''"[ think the council
should take a stand on it from a
fiscal stand point."

--
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lars for the services we huvc right
now," said rvfansJIeld resident Ric
l-lossilck. "Unless you're chmging
across the homd, it's nol fair:'

Hossack was not alone.
"I'm against trying to charge

the town (residents) for services
we already pay for," said Michael
Sikoski, chairman of Mansrield's
board of ethics.

According to Dagon, lhe bill
ing system would be established
the·samc WilY emergency medical
services nre billed.

Information pertaining to the
accident would be sent to the
insurance company. Dagon said
1110st insurance companies cover
these accidents and the town
would expect paymenl Jor ser
vices provided.

Dagon said the fire department
has un S I percent return mte on
billed emergency me.dical ser
vices.

While some residents were Jess
than-pleased about potentially
being charged for fire department
services, some seemed open to the
idea if taxes would be reduced.

"1 understand the need to cre
ate revenue," s;:lirJ resident Don
Richards. "'If this is a win-win sit
uation for the town, them reduce
the lilxes to offset this and make
it more fail'."

Richanl::; said if town officials
pas~ the proposul, they will ask
residents for too much.

"The town will increase rev
enue, but lhe residents will simply
pay more," he said.

alike.
"Ir you're billing is depen

dent upon whether or not some
one files a clrtim, then how do
you l11t1ke sure they have filed
a claim," asked coullcil member
Gene Ne~bitt. "To me, thal'~ a ve
ry wishy-washy procedure."

Coullcil member Helen Koehn
said she was uncomfortable with
billing town residents Jill" services
they already pay for.

Funding for the town's fire
department comes from taxes
Mansfield residents puy.

"1 believe Ihis Iype of service
of public safel)' for residents is
a flmdamentnl service of govern
ment:' said Koelm.

Billing victims nppenred 10 up
set residents in atlendunce, who
said they felt they alreudy paid for
public safely.

'''1 nlrendy pay nmny, many dnl-

Council tables action on rescue services billing plan
By CAITLIN M. DINEEN said they were nDt cDl11fDrlahle

Chronicle Staff Writer \ Ia9. voting on the subject unless COIl-

IvlANSFIELD - Town council crete billing policies were druii-
members have JleJayed uction to ed.
cnad it rescue services hilling Jf the proposal passed Monday,
proposul, citing the need to have the new fee schedule would have
additional questions answered. become effective March 3.

The proposed billing plan Mansfield Fire Department
would have motor vehicle acci- Chief David Dagon said the
dent victims receive bills from the department would likely only bill
Mansfield Fire Depnrtl1lcnt for people if they filed an insurance
services rendered. It would not claim on the dmnuge slistained
include fires. during the accident. "Tl-iere must

It is aimed at providing un ULldi- be enough dUllmgc to semI n claim
tional source of revenue to the 10 the insurunce (company)," said
lawn, which operates the fire Dagon, adding if there is no claim,
department. no bill will be sent

Town olTiciIlls said the billing According to Dugon, the depart-
proposal could genefilte between ment will consider waiving charg-
$15,()[JlJ and $30,000 DI"revenue. es if hardship eun be prnven by

Some cnundlmembers Monday the owner orthe vehicle.
However, this type of U soft-bi1l

ing" did nol sit well with coullcil
members and Mansfield residents

I
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ler said tire heilring is a goqd
time to update residents about the
project.

"/l's important to show pc()ple
we are moving forwartl" said
fvliller, adding he expects con
struction to being in 20 JO. '\\le
jllst want r,,:,ople to know we're
finally getting nroulld,1O it."

He said construction will oni)'
begin alier project managers hn\ie
received approvals from the U.S.
Army Corp o!" Engineers and the
state Department ofEllvi ronmental
Protection.

t\JiIler said an environmenHll
impact statement has been dOl~e

twice before to cumply with slaie
stnt1ltes. .

The project was earmarked 1'0
receive $6 million in state funding
in lhe mid-1990s and those a5S8

ciated with the project conducted
envirollmental impact evalllutiOlJs
for lhe stnte.

"This parcel has been revie\V~d

pretty eXlensively," said rvliller.
"We've actually accepted publjc
comment on the proposed north
campus improvements he fore."

I\.,jiller said the next public he::1'r
ing is necessary heclIuse the la.sl
public hell ring WilS in 200 I.

Residents il/teres/ed in rel'iell'i,ig
the Federal Drqji ElIl'irOlllllell/{-i/
impact StatemelJt eWI visit hap.://
11'1 I'll'. (-'i'OIi liS /,:\ '. //CO/l /I. edlI/doCII
lI/eIlTs/DE1S1208_000.p£(t:

tension would become a new mnin
entrance to Ueorm.

As required by federal statute,
the federal draft environmental
impact stntement will also he
nvailable for review.

Miller said the impact statement
addresses wl1m may occur to exist
ing wetlands and vernal pools on
the 300 acres of university prop
erty surrounding the road.

According to ",filler, UConn of
ficials involved with the project
hove also developed a draft of the
construction and project.

The draft has already under
gone several reviews from the
federal Environmental Protection
Agency, the' state' D:epartment· 'i.1f

Trnnsporiation and other agencies
that would need to sign off on the
project.

Aside from legal obligations
associuted with the hearing, Mil-

lhe hearing wus required because
the university accepted $6 million
iI} federal funding f~lr Ihe project.

The proposed half-mile exten
sion ofNorth Hillside Road would
take the road [0 Route 44 between
the Bank ofAmerica and the New
Alliance Bank bnll1ches.

North Hillside Road currently
serves as the ncecss rond to the
university'S Charter Oak Apart
ments, Charter Oak Suites and
lem11S courts.

The road is designed to alle
viate traffic on Route 195 and
Hunting Lodge Road - major
throughways to campus. The ex-

UConn to host hearing for road extension proposal
By CAITLlI'1 M. DINEEN

Chronicle Staff Writer

STORRS - Area residents will
be able to COllllllcnt on the Uni
versity of CDllJlc:dicllt's proposed
extension of North Hillside Road
Thursday.

UConll is hosting a public hear
ing Oil lhe proposal at 7 p.m. at the
Bishop Center, Ineated hehind the
Shippee resident hall off Route
195.

The hearing will allow for pub
lic COlllment and update area resi
dents abuLll lhe projecl.

llConn Director of Environmen
tal Policy Rjdlflrd A. ivliller said

I
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Item#I7

UC students concerned
wHh proposed changes
to policing ordinance

" By CAITLIN Ivl. DINEEN 'J Q.l
Chronicle Staff Writer

NIANSFIELD - TO\vn council members were greeted
with h~sitation by some University of Connecticut shldents
rvlonday as they disclissed expanding the town's '·special po
lice services" ordinanc,~.

Currently, the ordinance stilles any costs incurred by Mans
field fl.}r police services be paid for by the organizer of a
"party" that consumes police time and services for the second
time in one evening.

A bill is only prep::lred after the organizer of the party is
given a written ""'llming to end what police deem a "danger
ous activity,"

If the town council revises the ordinance. the tenn "party"
will change to "-event" and it will expand the services billed
to include fire anli emergency medical services. The revision

. still includes a first warning, however.
Mansfield Director of Emergency Ivlanagement John Jack-
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UC students concerned
with proposed changes
to policing ordinance

(Continued from Page 1)

man said services and equipment
could cost between $35 and $50
an hour.

Jackman said police officers
charge "between "$40::and $50:an
hour, with a cruiser; firefighters
charge $35 to $45 an hour and
a fire trucks cost $40 to $50 an
hour.

Once changecL the ordinance
would be re:titled the "special
public safety services" ordi
nance.

:town council members are ex
pected to review the ordinance
and further discuss the topic dur
ing the next committee on com
munity quality of life - a council
stibcol11mittee - at a yet-to-be
scheduled date.

I:ol1owing a subcommittee re
commendation, the· full council
will conduct a public hearing
before a yote.

Deonn students in 'attendance
Monday utilized the '''audience of
ci.tizens" portion of the agenda,
saying N[nnsfield would strain
the current student,(public safety
nHationship by expanding the
orclinance.

They said the new changes
could dissuade those hosting a
party or event from calling for
help if they have to reirnbur;e the
to\YTI for services rendered.

Critics claim an ill or injured
event attendee might. not get the
care they need if fiscal strings are
attached; -

"We don't want to discourage
stu-dents from calling the police-if
there is a need for it," said Seamus
Keatinl!. UConn's underl!radu
ate student government e~ternal "
affairs chairman. "1 understand
you have a dury to the pennanent
residents. But consider the impact
011 the student body." "

Keating said council members
need to consider ·'the costs to the
students" and thev must remem
ber students are ~lso part of the
community.

Jackman said the ordinatice is
m"eant to change the behavior of
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those causing a nuisance, not dis
courage people from receiving
help. .

"(The original ordinance was)
enacted in 1995 to address issues
o.trequests for services that go
above and beyond" said Jackman,
adding '''above and beyond" meant
making multiple visits to one
location to remedy a complaint.

He said revisions tQ the ordi
nance give the organizer the
chance to "remedy the problem."

"'If (event organizers) consume
(emergency medical, police or
~re) services more than normal,
ItaUows them to pay for it:' said
Jackman.

Mansfield Resident State
Trooper Sgt. James Kodzis said I

the ordinance is designed to cre
ate a more pleasant living envi
ronment for Mansfield residents.

"I believe the basic premise
is to bluntly affect behavior and
encourage people -to be good t

neighbors," said Kodzis.
He said the revised ordinance I

would be "one more tool in the I
toolbelt" and Mansfield could
recoup expenses incurred from
high medical, police and fire.ser
vice demands.

Council. members said they
know the town usually sees an in
crease in service demands during
DConn's Spring Weekend. -

"Obviously, Spring Weekend is
when we have the most issues,"
said council member Gene Nes
bitt, referring to the university's
alcohol-driven, party weekend
before final exams.

While Jackman agreed Spring
Weekend does utilize a lot of
town services, he said the town
should err on the side of caution
when enforcing the ordinance.

"All public salety has a duty,"
said Jackman. "Part of that duty is
knowing you have an event com
ing and preparing for that duty."

Jaclanan said he was confident
ordinance revisions would only
reinforce the current ordinance
and would not be utilized fre
quently.



TO: MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL Item #\8

FROM: MANSFIELD CONSERVATION COMMISSION

SUBJECT: NEEWS/CL&P JANUARY 16, 2009, RESPONSE TO TOWN COUNCIL QUESTIONS

CC: GREG PADICK

DATE: JANUARY 22,2009 (revised January 29, 2009)

Dear Town Council Members:

The rvllmsfield Conservation Commission would like to express its ti-ustration, not only with the
NEEWS/CL&P January 16,2009 response to the questions presented to them by the Town COtl11ciI, but
with the entire process as welL The Town Council kindly included some of our comments and questions
in its December I, 2008 letter to NEEWS/CL&P. We would appreciate your reviewing our October letter
to you (reprinted at the end of this cOtTespondence) and noting NEEWS/CL&P's non-responsiveness to
many of the questions you posed to them.

Starting with the process used by NEEWS/CL&P: It is clear that the route "Option A" through
Mansfield was chosen by the utilities in 2006, or earlier, without appropriate consultation with the towns
through which their existing right-of-way passes. Instead. they chose to buttress their first choice with
hundreds of thousands, if not millions of dollars of in-house and consultant documentation. They
followed this with amazingly well-maImed "infOlmation sessions" rather than true public hearings. At
these sessions Option A was the focal point. At the Mansfield session when one of our CC members
asked about options C1 and C2, he was met with a blank stare because the CL&P presenter was
apparently unaware of the Options Analysis in the NEEWS/CL&P 25 th document SD.25 in Volume 4
(Supplemental Documents by Other Agencies) of their own municipal filing. This is understandable
because of the overwhelming nature of their Municipal Consultation Filing - only after a careful reading
of their Options Analysis does one see tllat Option C2 is a close competitor to their chosen Option A. The
Conservation Commission feels that had they given appropriate consideration to the unique and relatively
unspoiled nature of the farms, forests aIld open space in Connecticut's "quiet comer," they would not have
rated the "potential for impacting protected lands aIld resources" as "relatively low." Or is tllis actually a
statement that since much of the "quiet comer" is relatively unprotected, there is little the residents can do
in the way of protest?

With regard to their non-responsiveness to questions posed in your letter:

You asked if they had solicited comments or concerns from local organizations that have a primary
mission of protecting the natural environment. such as The Nature Conservancy, The Green Valley
Institute, The Naubesatuck Watershed CounciL Joshua's Land Trust and municipal Conservation
Commissions. You would have to read their response carefully to understand that they directed most of
their briefing to State-wide orglmizations rather thaIl to conservation groups with local interests aIld
knowledge. It is also not clear what they mean when they say they have "briefed" the envirorunental
organizations they did contact. One of our Mansfield Conservation Commission members is on the Board
of Trustees ol'the Nature Conservancy. Connecticut Chapter, and he is unaware of such a "bliefing."

With regard to om statement 1 (in the attached CC to TC letter of October, 2008): "The project appears to
hold little benetit for Manstield or NE Connecticut as much of Manslield's power originates ti-om the
Millstone Point plants to the south of Mansfield. A second line might increase the reliability of the
service in northeast (NE) CT; however. the additional capacity the proposed new lines will provide is
mostly destined for areas west of IvIansfield, including Fairtield County." Their response does not deny
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that Mansfield is primarily a pass-through town as far as the electricity goes. The CC finds it curious how
little reference is made to the Millstone Point generating plant in either this letter or their municipal fIling;
more reference is given to more distant generating plants whose product will pass through Northeastern
COIl11ecticut on the proposed lines.

With regard to our statement 4A: "The estimated initial costs of Options A, C-1 and C-2, respectively,
are $400M, MOO1vI, and $450M (Fig. 2-1 in the solutions Report) .... " The NEEWS/CL&P response
repeatedly refers to the lower cost of Option A being a signitlcant factor. In their filing report the $400M,
$400M, and $450M figures are all plus or minus 25%. In other words, the $400M tlgure should be read
as $300M to $500M, and the $450M should be understood as $338M to $563M. The CC argues that with
this overlap in the estimated costs oJ the two projects, this cost difference is not as signitlcant as is being
portrayed. Our item 4F points out other instances in which the Options Analysis seems slanted to justify
the 2006 choice of Option A.

With regard to our statement 4C: "Certain 'Statutory Facilities' are of special regulatory concern. These
include daycare facilities (Mount I-lope Montessori School), residential areas (Highland Road?), and
public playgrounds. CL&P claims that the CT ROW has no public playgrounds adjacent to it. It is not
clear whether the Mansfield Hollow Park and picnic area should not h'we been considered a statutory
t~lcility under their guidelines; however, at their 1vhl11stleld presentation CL&P's Derrick Bradstreet stated.
clearly that ball tlelds would fall into the 'statutory facility' category. The CC feels that the cleared
recreation areas and the balllieid in the MansfIeld Hollow Dam Recreation area were overlooked by the
report." Project Manager Mele takes our reference to "statutory facilities" as reference to Connecticut's
2004 Public Act 04-246 while their own llIing refers to CGSI6-50(p)(i). Our question about CL&P's
claim that their CT ROW has no public playgrounds adjacent to it remains unanswered.

The Manstleld Conservation Commission remains convinced that Option C2 is roughly equivalent, if not
a better choice of a route for this increased service. The NEEWS/CL&P early choice of Option A through
Mansfield and farms, forests and open spaces of Northeastern Connecticut, without appropriate local
consultations is inexcusable. Their subsequent justitlcation (slanting?) of Option A in their municipal
fIling and in their answers to the Town Council's questions calls the entire process into question.

We further note that the NEEWS/CL&P response to your letter was copied to five significant politicians
and councils. The Mansfield Conservation Commission hopes that you will forward either this
communique to them or incorporate it into a letter of your own to be sent to them so that they may
appreciate that the NEEWS/CL&P letter and their other documents do not necessarily present a balanced
view of their chosen route thrOLlgh Northeastern Connecticut.
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

CC:

DATE:

MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL

MANSFIELD CONSERVATION COMMISSION

NEEWS/CL&P MUNICIPAL (:ONSULTATION FILING

GREG PADICK

OCTOBER 16, 2008, REVISED OCTOBER 23,2008

Item #19

The Mansfield Conservation Commission has reviewed the NEE\;VS/CL&P Municipal Consultation
Filing Concerning the Connecticut Portion of the Interstate Reliability Project, Volumes 1-5, dated
August, 2008. We recommend that the Town of Manstield support either Option C-l or C-2, as opposed
to the Option A. which would pass through the Town ofManstield. If appropriate, we suggest that the
Town of Mansfield apply for intervener status on this CL&P application. Our reasons are as follows:

1. The project appears to hold little benefit for Manstield or NE ConnecticuL much of Mansfield's power
originates from the Millstone Point plants to the south of Manstield. A second line might increase the
reliability oCthe service in northeast (NE) CT; however, the additional capacity the proposed new lines
will provide is mostly destined for areas west of Manstield, including Fairfield County.

2. The CL&P presentations for NE CT show in great and extensive detail the route chosen by the utilities
in 2006. As the title of the document suggests, the "Connecticut Portion" is heavily emphasized. It is only
whcn you get to the 25'h document in Volume 4 (Supplemental Documents by Other Agencies), SD.25,
"Solution Report for the Interstate Reliability Project," that Option A, passing through Mansfield, had
signiticant competition. One, apparently paralleling the Mass. Pike before heading in the southerly
direction (Option C-2) is equivalent, or better, in many respects. One has to sort through approximately
18 inches ofpaper to discover this.

3. The two alternate routes, C-l and C-2, would avoid Mansfield and the resulting damage to our
residential and public recreation areas, forests, and farmlands. The initial costs for these C-routes are
comparable to Option A, tlu'ough Mansfield. In the long teml, they might be less expensive tor CL&P:
their proximity to interstate highways might provide for easier, and less damaging access to the lines lor
maintenance after the lines are in place. The report does describe CT and MA DOT policies that
discourage the placement of lines along interstate highways; however, no mention is made of any serious
eHorts the utilities migIlt have made toward the accommodation of the utilities needs with the DOTs. The
CC suspects that it is simply easier tor them to do their construction through the largely unprotected
"Quiet Comer" 0 f Connecticut.

4. Besides the apparent targeting of Option A, the analogous criticism may be made of the overall
presentation: the live NE CT options are considered without describing the full integration of this project
with neighbOling projects. There are broad brush presentations of NY- New England needs, but no
analysis 0 f how the einciencies and costs of these other projects might affect the costs and efficiencies of,
options presented in the report. Specifically, the beneiits and costs ofthe proposed Springtield reliability
project and how it might benetit Ji-om the C-2 Option are not detailed. It would appear that the C-2
option, tentatively rejected by the report, would bling additional power toward central Massachusetts
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before routing it towards Connecticut's Fairfield County. This might significantly inlprove the reliability
and lower the combined costs of both the C-2 Option and the pending Splingfield project.

The Manslleld Conservation ConUllission would like make the following comments on the report. this is
followed by a listing of comments and concerns prescnted during the "Opportunity for Public Comment"
at a recent CC meeting:

A. The estimated initial costs of Options A, C-l and C-2, respectively, are $400M, $400M, and $450M
(Fig. 2-1 in the solutions Report). These costs don't appear to reflect future maintenance costs, which may
be higher in remote sections ofNE Connecticut. Nor do the costs reHect the savings and benellts that
might be realized in conjunction with e1Torts not described in detail in this filing (e.g., the coming
improvements for the Springfield area).

B. Page 2-3 in the Solutions Report states, "Ultimlltely, a comparative analysis of Option A and Option
C-2 showed thrrt, although both potential solutions had melit, Option A performed better, cost less, and
had fewer environmental and social impacts." Agllin, we feel this may renect an attitude that the "Quiet
Corner" will be less of a problem for CL&P to deal v-lith!

C. Certain "Statutory Facilities" are of special regulatory concern. These include daycare facilities
(Mount I-lope Montessori School), residential areas (Highland Road?), and public playgrounds. CL&P
claims that the CT ROW has no public playgrounds adjacent to it. It is not clear whether the Mansfield
Hollow Park and picnic area should not hrrve been considered a statutory facility under their guidelines;
however, at their Manstleld presentation CL&P's Denick Bradstreet stated clearly that ballllelds would
fall into the "statutory facility" category. The CC feels that the cleared recreation areas and the ball field
in the Mansfield Hollow Dam Recreation area were overlooked by the report.

D. In the past, CL&P has utilized toxic chemicals to reduce the growth of trees and brush and tlle
protection of poles from rot and insect damage. There me a number of areas where this should not be
pel1llittecl, e.g., near aquifers, on farmland, and public recreation areas. We note that the Mansfield
Hollow area bisected by the existing line is a part of a m'\ior aquifer system and sits in the middle of a
public water supply watershed. Not even swinUlling is pemlitted in the water impounded behind the dam.

E. In the event the AlTllY Core of Engineers refuses the increased ROW requested by CL&P, CL&P will
have to use the more expensive Willimantic bypass route. This would avoid the Mansfield Hollow area.
If after all considerations are taken into account, and Option A significantly exceeds Option C-2 in Cost,
CL&P might even be convinced to go with Option C-2 and avoid NE CT.

E. Page V-2, Lmder Avoidance or Minimization ofImpacts to Environmental Resources, states "In
accordance with federaL state, and municipal environmental protection policies, the avoidance or
minimization of new or expanded conidors tlu-ough sensitive environmental resource meas such as pmks,
wildlife areas. and wetlands is desired." The Mansfield Conservation Conunission feels strongly that not
enough weight was given to this guideline with regard to the pristine nature ofNE Connecticut, otherwise
they ,vould not be consideting a route requiring an expanded ROW tlu-ough Manstleld Hollow Park and
the numerous wildlife areas in NE Connecticut. Instead, the report makes vague claims about the
comparative acreage that would be afTected in a comparison of Options A and C-2. Just as not all
wetlands are of equivalent importance, the same may be said of open space (including forests) and
la1111Jand. Northeastem Connecticut is a unique mea, remaining surprisingly unspoiled in the
Washington, D.C. - Boston corridor. This should be taken into account, not taken advantage of.

F. Portions of the report's "Options Analysis" seem slanted to justifY the 2006 choice of Option A. One
example of this may be found in Table 2-4 in the Solutions Report Tins table provides a comparison of
the various options. Under the category of CT import N-l-I (MW) Option A is ranked 1Sl (2,783 MW)
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when Option C is nearly equivalent (2,727 MW) approximately a 2% difference. Further down the table
when Option A ranks 3'd, approximately 4% lower than Option C, the difference is remarked upon as "not
significant." In another category Option C is nearly 20% better than A, but this is not remarked upon.
These points, by themselves, do not seem significant; however, they give weight to our conclusion that
this document was written more to confinn the choice made by the utilities in 2006 than to provide a
balanced and unbiased comparison of the options.

IN CONCLUSION, THE lvLANSFIELD CONSERVATION COMMISSION RECOMMENDS
THAT THE TOWN OF lvLANSFIELD TAKE A STAND AGAINST OPTION A AND REQUEST
THAT TI-IE NEEWS GROUP MAKE A SIMILAR, IN DEPTH STUDY OF OPTION C-2 BEFORE
CONCLUDING THAT THEIR PROPOSED ROUTE THROUGH THE FORESTS, FARMS,AND
PARK.S OF NE CONNECTICUT IS THE BEST OPTION. WE FURTHER RECOMMEND THAT TI-IE
OFFICES OF DENISE MERRILL BE ENLISTED IN THIS EFFORT.

At the September, 2008 Conservation Commission meeting a number of concerns were presented dLlfing
OLlf "Opportunity for Public Comment," should Option A prove to be the best option and the CUlTent ROW
become more fully utilized. The Conservation Commission recommends the Town Council address these
concerns. They include:

1. At the Chaplin CL&P infol111ational session, one of the CL&P representatives apparently stated that an
important purpose of the proposed line tlu'oLlgh NE CT was to provide Fairfield Count with additional
power.

2. The dIect of the project (tree cutting, additional poles, etc.) on Mansfield's residential areas, for
example, in the Highland Road area.

3. Will lights be required on poles in the vicinity of the Windham Airport? How will these poles ~U1d

additional tree cutting affect the Mansfield Hollow Park area?

4. In the past. ATVs have utilized the ROWs to the detriment of stability of some soils and the neighbor's
peace-ot:mind. Baniers to ATV's must be placed where necessary.

5. Reports of earlier construction by CL&P indicate that the spreading of subsoils on the surface
sometimes resulted in dead areas - they should be required to dispose of subsoils properly.

6. Agricultural lands should be restored and there should be compensation for any lost crops.

7. It was pointed out that the 1956 easement to CL&P includes the right of access through adjoining
properties. Access roads tlu'ough such properties should be minimized and the areas should be rest~red

after the construction is completed.
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The Daily CampLls - Ofticials discuss N. H.illside extension
Item #20

< Back II-lome

Offi,cials discuss N. Hillside extension
By: Megan Krugar

Posted: 2/3/09

A public hearing at the Merlin D. Bishop Center on Jan. 29 discussed plans for extending North Hillside
Road in order to facilitate development of the North Campus as well as provide an alternate entrance to
campus. The Federal Highway Administration, Connecticut Department of Transportation and UConn
are in the final stages of this project and are seeking tinal approval of construction plans in the spring.

The road, which will be extended approximately 3,400 feet to Route 44, will create a new intersection to
alleviate traftlc from existing roads and intersections as well as provide direct access to Charter Oak
Apartments and Charter Oak Suites.

"I think this is a great idea. It will save me a lot of time to not have to drive through campus," said Brian
Sullivan, an 8th-semester accounting major and resident of Charter Oak Apartments. Relieving traftlc
and increasing safety are both short term goals of extending North Hillside Road.

According to Rich Miller, director of the Ofiice of Environmental Policy at UConn, one of the biggest
concerns during the development of this project was its impact on the environnlent. "It is important to
UConn and the town of Manstield that we minimize the environmental impact and make the best. use out
of the property," he said.

The plan, which was first proposed back in the late 1980s, was redesigned several times to avoid
damaging wetlands, t~lrmlands, and other natmaJ habitats. Other obstacles included time and funding.
"The proposal for this project took a long time, and we needed arOlmd $6 million in federal funding,"
Miller said. "We were starting to become skeptical and began wondering if this would ever happen."

Miller called this project a "huge oppOltunity for the university" and looks forward to passing through
the tinaI stages of development.

The current plan also includes the development of a "Research Park" which, according to a press release
11'om the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will include the "development ofa university science and
technology campus."

Eric Boss, project manager with the group Fuss & O'Neill, said, "The Research Park is one of the long
tenn goals of tllis project. It will really benefit students, t~lculty and statI."

Altemative locations for the Research Park. including Depot Campus. were considered and ultimately
rejected as they were deemed "environnlentally unacceptable." In addition, no other site was available
that would provide a direct route to the campus ancl allow direct access to residential areas.

Construction on the road. which is set to cost between $10 and $15 million, funded by both the Highway
Department and university funds, should begin in the spring of 20 II and should be completed by the fall
01'2012.

"It is really great to see this tinally happening," Boss said.
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Item #::![

LEGAL NOTICE
TOWN OF MANSFIELD

In accordance with Section 7-349 of the Connecticut General Statutes, notice is hereby
given that the Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports for the Town of Mansfield and
the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Regional School District 19 for the
Fiscal Year July 1,2007 to June 30, 2008, which were prepared under the Director of
Finance and audited by Kostin, Ruffkess and Company LLC, Pond View Corporate
Center, 76 Batterson Park Road, Farmington, CT 06032, are on file and open for public
inspection in the Otllce of the Town Clerk, 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield,
Connecticut.

Dated at Mansfield, Connecticut, this 30 th day of January 2009.

Mary Stanton
Town Clerk, Manstleld
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Item #22

4 South Eagleville Road' Mansfield CT 06268 • Tel: (860) 429-3325 • Fax: (860) 429-3321 • Web: 1V1V1V.EHHD.org

January 22, 2009

Matt Hart, Town Manager
4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield CT. 06268

Dear Mr:'Rart:

Subsequent to a legally warned public hearing, the Board of Directors of the Eastern Highlands Health
District adopted the District budget for the 2009-2010 fiscal y",ar at their January 2009 regular rneeting.
Incorporated into the fiscal year 2009-2010 budget is a per capita assessment to the member Towns of
$4.51. With a population of 24,884, as estimated by the Connecticut Department of Public Health, the
Town of Mansfield total assessment:5 $112,226.84. Please incorporate this expenditure into your FY
2009-2010 budget. Please note that the assessment rate did not change from the current fiscal year.

With the completion of the Eastern Highlands Health District budget, the Board of Directors would like
to maintain that the Board and myself are available, now or at any time, should you or your elected
officials have any questions or concerns.

If you have any immediate questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 429-3325.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Miller, MPH, RS
Director of Heaith

Preventing Illness & Promoting Wellness for Communities In Ellstern Connecticut
Andover' Ashford· Bolton' Chaplin' Columbia' Coventry· Mansfield· Seolland· Tolland' Willington
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Item #'23

Memo to:
From:
Date:
Re:

Mansfield Town Council
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning
January 28,2009
Regulations Regarding Drive-Thru's

At the Town Councils December 8, 2008 meeting, Council member Clouette asked staff to produce
information regarding current Town regulations regarding drive-thru's. The following information on this
issue is based on current Manstleld Zoning Regulations. Any potential Zoning Regulation revision is
subject to a Planning and Zoning Commission legislative action and associated public hearing process.
Reasons fOI' any regulation revision must be documented.and be within the Commission's statutory
authority.

Mansfield's Zoning Regulations do not authorize drive-tlml restaurants but do allow, subject to Planning
and Zoning Commission review and approval, drive-tool lanes for other uses such as banks and retail
stores. The McDonalds restaurant with drive-tlml on Storrs Road was approved prior to a revision of the
regulation that specifically prohibited drive-thm service for restaurants. It is impo11ant to note that the
drive-tool prohibition for restaurants (as defined in the Zoning Regulations) only applies to food service
uses where there is seating for on-site consllmption. As an example, the PZC has authorized a drive-tool
for a Dunkin Donuts at the corner of StOITS and Stafford Roads. This use is considered under the Zoning
Regulations to be a retail use and not a restaurant. Any proposed drive-thm use is reviewed with respect
to the length ofthe drive-thru lanes and potential impacts on vehicular and pedestrian safety and potential
neighborhood impacts.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Item #24

Memo to:
From:
Date:
Re:

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning
2/4/09
UConn Compost Facility: Summary/Update:

For many years UConn has been planning to construct a facility to compost the University's leaves and
agricultural waste. In order to prevent any stormwater runolI or groundwater infiltration from this
composting operation, the facility will be constructed as a 10,000 square foot covered "hoop barn" with a
concrete floor. Finished compost will be temporarily stored on an adjacent concrete pad. Composting is
a natural foml of recycling and is considered ::tn environment::tl best practice for managing agricultural and
other organic wastes. UConn will use a windrow style composting process to promote oerobic
decomposition, which, in turn, will reduce odors that are caused by ol7ael'Obic decomposition from the
alternative practice of stockpiling or spreading raw manure. The process will result in a relatively
odorless, earthy compost material, which UConn will use as an alternative to chemical fertilizers or
manure on our agriculturallields. Composting not only prevents the anaerobic emissions of methane, a
greenhouse gas 20 times more potent than C02, but also returns or recycles carbon, along with nutrients,
to the soil as finished compost. Thus, the compost facility will also help UConn meet its climate change
action goals and commitments.

During the spring 01'2008, UConn officials decided to revisit potential compost lacility sites. A nine
person Advisory Committee was formed, site evaluation criteria were developed and potential sites on
UConn owned land throughout Mansfield were considered. Gregory Padick, Mansfield's Director of
Planning, Conservation Commission Chairman, Quentin Kessel (representing the Naubesatuck Watershed
Council) and residentMeg Reich (representing The Willimantic River Alliance) were designated as non
UConn representatives on this committee. Background information and recommended sites were
presented at a November 2008 Open House. Residents proximate to two recommended s'ites were invited
to the Open House. Following the Open House, the committee confirmed the two sites east of Route 32
and north of Route 44 as the most appropriate alternates. Subsequently, UConn ot1icials responded to
letters of concern received from neighbors of these recommended sites. These letters, which have been
distributed to the Town Council, indicate that the subject sites remain acceptable to the university.

It is understood that UCorm ofticials are proceeding with tinal designs aIld cost estimates for the two
recommended sites. No special state or local pernlits are required and construction of a new composting
facility at one of the recommended sites is expected to begin by early slimmer with an anticipated
completion this fall.
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Municipal Aid Item #25

PAYMENTS TO OR ON BEHALF OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
Z007·Z008 Z008·Z009 Z009·Z010 Z010·Z0011

Actual Estimated Recommended Recommended

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

STATE SOURCES .

OFFICE OF POLICY AND MA'IAGEMENT

Reimb Property Tax·Oisability Exempt $ 37Z,884 $ 576,14Z $ 400,000 5 400,000

Distressed Municipalities 6,858,Z36 7,309,000 7,800,000 7,800,000

Prop Tax Relief Elder·Circuit Breaker ZO,505,899 ZO,505,B99 ZO,505,899 ZD,505,899

Prop Tax Relief Elderly Freeze Program 839,365 900,000 610,000 560,000

Property Tax Relief for Veterans Z,970,099 Z,970,099 Z,970,099 Z,970,099

P.I.L.O.T. New Mfg Machine 6: Equip 53,379,556 103,080,000 57,348,Z15 57,348,Z15

Capital City Economic Development 8,Z50,000 7,900,000 6,400,000 6,400,000

Property Tax Exemption for Hybrid Vehicles 0 0 0 0

Heating Assist. Schools 0 6,500,000 0 0

TOTAL· STATE SOURCES $ 93,176,039 $ 149,741,140 $ 96,034,Z13 S 95, 9.84,Z 13

FEDERAL SOURCES

OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT

BYRHE Formula Grant ZOO3 $ 747,658 $ 559,568 $ 0 5 0

TOTAL· FEDERAL SOURCES $ 747,658 $ 559,568 $ 0 $ 0

TOTAL· GE,IERAL GOVERNMENT $ 93,9Z3,697 $ 150,300,708 $ 96,03'I,Z13 $ 95,984,213

REGULATION AND PROTECTION

STATE SOURCES

DEPARTME,IT OF PUBLIC SAFm

S~lTF Local Officer Incentive Program $ Z38,800 $ Z38,800 $ 0 $ 0

TOTAL· STATE SOURCES $ Z38,800 5 Z38,800 $ 0 $ 0

TOTAL· REGULATIOfI MID PROTECTIOfI $ Z38,800 $ Z38,800 $ 0 5 0

CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

STATE SOURCES

DEPARTMEfIT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Lobster Restoration $ 909,660 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

COMMISSIO,I 01'1 CULTURE MID TOURISM

Greater Hartford Arts Council 1Z5,000 118,750 0 0

Stamford Center for the Arts 500,000 500,000 0 0

Stepping Stones Museum far Children 50,000 47,500 0 0

Maritime Center Authority 675,000 641,Z50 0 0

Basic Cultural Resources Grant Z,399,707 Z,Z80,000 0 0

Tourism Districts 4,500,000 4,Z75,000 0 0

Connecticut Humanities Council Z,500,000 Z,375,000 0 0

Amistad Committee for the Freedom Trail 45,000 4Z,750 0 0

Amistad Vessel 500,000 475,000 0 0

New Haven Festival of Arts and Ideas 1,000,000 950,000 0 0
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Municipal Aid

PAYMENTS TO OR ON BEHALF OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
2007·2008 2008·2009 2009·2010 2010·20011

Actual Estimated Recommended Recommended

New Haven Arts Council 125,000 118,750 0 0

Palace Theater 500,000 475,000 0 0

Beardsley Zoo 400,000 380,000 0 0

Mystic Aquarium 750,000 712,500 0 0

QUinebaug Tourism 100,000 95,000 0 0

Northwestern Tourism 100,000 95,000 0 0

Eastern Tourism 100,000 95,000 0 0

Central Tourism 100,000 95,000 0 0

Twain/Stowe Homes 120,000 120,000 0 0

OEPARTMEfiT OF ECmlOMIC AfiO COMMU~IITY DEVELOPME~IT

Tax Abatement 1,704,890 0 0 0

Payment in Lieu of Taxes 2,204,000 0 0 0

TOTAL· STATE SOURCES $ 19,408,257 $ 13,891,500 S . 0 $ 0

TOTAL· Cml5ERVATIOfi AfiD DEVELOPMEfiT S 19,408,257 S 13,891,500 S 0 S 0

HEALTH AND HOSPITALS

STATE SOURCES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

Local Et District Departments of Health S 5,429,694 S 5,352,419 S 3,000,000 S 3,000,000

Venereal Disease Contral 216,900 216,900 195,210 195,210

School Based Health Clinics 9,190,762 10,440,646 8,970,646 8,970,646

TOTAL· STATE SOURCES S 14,837,356 S 16,009,965 S 12,165,856 S 12,165,856

TOTAL· HEALTH AfiD HOSPITALS S 14,837,356 S 16,009,965 S 12,165,856 S 12,165,856

TRANSPORTATION

STATE SOURCES

DEPARTMEIH OF TRANSPORTATlml

Town Aid Road Grants S 30,000,000 S 22,000,000 S 22,000,000 S 22,000,000

Elderly and Disabled Demand 2,290,000 0 0 0

TOTAL· STATE SOURCES S 32,290,000 S 22,000,000 S 22,000,000 $ 22,000,000

TOTAL· TRANSPORTATION S 32,290,000 S 22,000,000 S 22,000,000 S 22,000,000

HUMAN SERVICES

STATE SOURCES

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Child Day Care S 5,263,706 $ 5,263,706 S 5,263,706 S 5,263,706

Human Resource Development 31,034 31,034 0 0

Human Resource Dev·Hispanic pgms 5,900 5,900 0 0

Teen Pregnancy Prevention 331,596 870,326 0 0

Services to the Elderly 43,118 44,405 0 0

Housing/Homeless Services 60B,470 686,592 686,592 686,592
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Municipal Aid

PAYMENTS TO OR ON BEHALF OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-20011

Actual Estimated Recommended Recommended

Community Services 184,357 191,358 0 0

TOTAL - STATE SOURCES 5 6,468,181 5 7,093,321 5 5,950,298 5 5,950,298

TOTAL - HUMA~I SERVICES 5 6,468,181 5 7,093,321 5 5,950,298 5 5,950,298

EDUCATION

STATE SOURCES

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Vocational Agriculture 5 4,485,985 5 4,560,565 5 4,560,565 5 4,560,565

Transportation of School Children 47,964,217 47,964,000 47,964,000 47,964,000

Adult Education 19,619,967 20,596,400 20,594,371 20,594,371

Health Serv for Pupils Private Schools 4,775,000 4,775,000 4,775,000 4,775,000

Education Equalization Grants 1,808,802,300 1,889,182,288 1,889,182,288 1,889,182,288

Bilingual Education 2,116,771 2,129,033 2,129,033 2,129,033

Priority School Districts 127,061,405 124,139,970 116,721,188 116,721,188

Young Parents Program 229,330 229,330 229,330 229,330

lnterdistrict Cooperation 13,980,504 14,127,369 14,127,369 14,127,369

School Breal,fast Program 1,588,548 1,634,103 1,634,103 1,634,103

Excess Cost - Student Based 129,834,799 133,891,451 133,891,451 133,891,451

!,lon-Public School Transportation 3,995,000 3,995,000 3,995,000 3,995,000

School to Work Opportunities 213,750 213,750 213,750 213,750

Youth Service Bureaus 2,885,706 2,944,598 2,903,413 2,904,263

OPEN Choice Program 13,272,156 14,115,002 14,115,002 14,115,002

Early Reading Success 2,049,998 2,403,646 2,314,380 2,314,380

Magnet Schools 109,750,149 121,509,285 134,980,742 145,622,629

After School Program 5,088,000 5,500,000 500,000 500,000

Young Adult Learners 500,000 500,000 0 0

School Safety 5,000,000 0 0 0

Fuel Cell Projects 800,000 0 0 0

STATE L18RARY

Grants to Public Libraries 347,109 347,109 347,109 347,109

Connecticard Payments 1,226,028 1,226,028 1,226,028 1,226,028

TEACHERS' RETIREMENT BOARD

Retirement Contributions 518,560,263 329,302,674 559,224,245 581,593,215

Debt Service· Teachers' Ret. Pension Bonds 0 0 58,451,142 65,349,255

Retirees Health Service Cost 12,909,315 15,681,169 20,039,000 22,295,000

Municipal Retiree Health Insurance Costs 7,860,352 8,671,733 8,885,800 9,043,320

TOTAL - STATE SOURCES 5 2,844,916,652 S 2,749,639,503 S 3,043,004,309 5 3,085,327,649

FEDERAL SOURCES

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Drug Free Schools and Communities S 11,496 S 11,496 S 0 S 0

Child Nutrition' Administration Fund 1,198,661 1,198,661 1,198,661 1,198,661
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Municipal Aid

PAYMENTS TO OR ON BEHALF OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-20011

Actual Estimated Recommended Recommended

Transition Services for Youth with Disabilities 2,156 2,156 ° °Chapter I Asst Ed -Disadvantaged Children 1,300,420 1,300,420 1,300,420 1,300,420
Chapter 1 -- Even Start 656,164 656,164 656,164 656,164

Vocational Education Basic Grant 10,400,172 10,400,172 10,400,172 10,400,172
Byrd Scholarship Program 466,SOO 466,500 466,SOO 466,500
Foreign Language Assistance Program 151,610 ° ° °Education of Homeless Children 8: Youth 472,703 472,703 472,703 472,703

Adult Basic Education 5,215,486 5,215,486 5,215,486 5,215,486

Technology Literacy Challenge Fund 1,836,186 1,836,186 1,836,186 1,836,186

Tech-Prep Program 735,462 735,462 735,462 735,462

Learn and Serve America 1(·12 197,170 197,170 197,170 197,170

Title VI Innovative Program Strategies 1,118,749 ° ° °State Improvement <:;irant Special Education 1,075,971 1,075,971 1,075,971 1,075,971

Children of Migrant Workers 119,944 119,944 119,944 119,944

Handicapped Pre·School Incentive Grant S,3S7,113 5,357,113 5,357,113 5,357,113

State/Local Comprehensive School Hlth 275,273 275,273 275,273 275,273

TOTAL - FEDERAL SOURCES S 30,591,236 S 29,320,877 S 29,307,225 S 29,307,225

TOTAL - EDUCATION S 2,875,507,888 S 2,778,960,380 S 3,072,311,534 S 3,114,634,874

COMPTROLLER MISCELLANEOUS - NON FRINGE

STATE SOURCES

LOSS OF TAXES ON STATE PROPERTY

Loss of Taxes on State Property S 80,019,144 S 73,019,215 S 73,019,215 S 73,019,215

MA5HANTUCKET PEQUOT AND MOHEGAN FUND

Grants to Towns 92,998,519 86,250,000 86,250,000 86,250,000

LOSS TAXES PRIVATE TAX-EXEMPT PROPERTY

Loss Taxes Private Tax-Exempt Property 122,430,256 115,431,737 115,431,737 115,431,737

TOTAL - STATE SOURCES S 173,017,663 S 159,269,215 S 159,269,215 S 159,269,215

TOTAL - COMPTROLLER MISC - NON FRlflGE S 173,017,663 S 159,269,2'15 S 159,269,215 S 159,269,215

SUMMARY

TOTAL - STATE SOURCES S 3,184,352,948 S 3,117,883,444 S 3,338,423,891 S 3,380,697,231

TOTAL - FEDERAL SOURCES S 31,338,894 S 29,880,445 S 29,307,225 S 29,307,225

TOTAL - PAYMENTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMEHTS 5 3,215,691,842 S 3,147,763,889 S 3,367,731,116 S 3,410,004,456
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Municipal Aid

BONDS AUTHORIZED FOR PAYMENT TO OR ON BEHALF OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

GENERAL GOV~RNMENT

Grants for Urban Development Projects

Local Capital Improvement Program

Grants to municipalities for preparation and revision of municipal plans

of conservation and development

Grants to municipalities for the Regionalized Incentive Grant Program

Grants to municipalities for the necessary equpment to regionalize services

TOTAL - General Government

RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED

FY 2010 FY 2011

5 30,000,000 5 30,000,000

30,000,000 30,000,000

500,000 500,000

40,000,000

10,000,000

5 110,500,000 5 60,500,000

CO~ISERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Grants and low interest revolving loans under the Clean Water Fund,

including Long Island Sound clean-up and Safe Drinking Water Program

Grants to municipalities for open space land acquisition

for conservation or recreation purposes

Containment, removal or mitigation of identjfied hazardous waste disposal sites

Grants for containment, removal or mitigation of hazardous wast disposal sites

Grants to municipalities for improvements to incinerators and landfills including

but not limited to bulky waste landfills

TOTAL - Conservation and Development

S

5

265,000,000 5

2,100,000

267,100,000 5

265,000,000

5,000,000

2,000,000

4,000,000

1,500,000

277,500,000

TRANSPORTATION

Development and Improvement of general aviation airport facilities

including grants to municipal airports (Excluding Bradley International Airport)

TOTAL - Transportation

S 2,000,000 S 2,000,000

5
-------,"=-=--=75 ---=-~:..,..,.,.

2,000,000 2,000,000

EDUCATION

Grants to municipalities, regional school districts, and regional

education services centers for local school construction,

rehabilitation and improvement projects· Principal and current payments only

Grants to municipalities, regional school districts, and regional

education services centers for local school construction,

rehabilitation and improvement projects - Interest payments

Grants to municipalities, regional school districts, and regional

education service centers for wiring of school buildings

TOTAL - Education

5

5

675,700,0005

11,600,00Q

687,300,000 S

630,400,000

11,200,000

5,000,000

646,600,000

986,600,0001,066,900,000 5
=====

5GRAND TOTAL

Note: Expenditures from bond authorizations may occur in years other than the year of authorization.
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Statutory Formula Grants

Introduction

Pursuant to 14-71a of the Connecticut General Statutes (CGS), the Office of Policy and Management compiles
data for certain ongoing state grant programs under which payments to municipalities are determined by
statutory formulas. Though not all·inclusive, information for the biennium beginning July 1, 2009 should help
provide a general gUide to proposed overall grant funding levels for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11. Estimates for
grants payable in the current fiscal year, based on approved appropriations, are also included.

Text appearing in boldface type indicates proposed legislation that COUld, if enacted, significantly change
the referenced program. Italicized type reflects text with added emphasis.

The Governor's Recommended Budget for the biennium beginning July 1, 2009, which the General Assembly
may amend, Is the basis for the FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 grant estimates.

Grantees include municipalities (a category that encompasses cities, towns, boroughs and the unconsolidated
City of Groton) and regional school districts that receive education program funding directly from the State of
Connecticut. For some programs, data from a prior year is the basis of grant estimates because current data
are not available; program summaries identify these grants. Due to rounding and the exclusion of data for
certain lesser taxing districts, the totals for some columns do not precisely reflect approved or recommended
funding.

Grantee-specific estimates are not available for the programs listed under Additional Grants (descriptions of
which begin on Page E-11). For each of these programs, the total amounts expended or available for
expenditure in FY 2008-09, as well as recommended appropriations for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, appear on
Page E-35.

Please direct questions concerning grant programs to the apprapriate agency. Staff from the Department of
Education's Division of Finance and Internal Operations (860-713-6455) answers questions concerning all
education program grants. Under the Grants Management directory on the agency's website
(www.sde.ct.gov) periodic data updates of education grants are available. Department of Transportation
staff (860-594-2675) answers questions concerning the Town Aid Road Grant. The Department of Public
Health (860-509-7703) is the contact for questions concerning the School-based Health Clinic grant program
and the Department of Social Services (860-424-5842) is responsible for Child Day Care Grants. For questions
regarding any other program in this section, contact the Office of Policy and Management's Intergovernmental
Affairs Unit (860-418-6432).

Note - CGS 112-62 governs real property revaluation requirements for Connecticut towns. A town's
failure to implement a revaluation in accordance with statutory requirements could result in the
imposition of a penalty equal to the forfeiture of 50% of its Mashantucket Pequot and Mohegan Grant and
the loss of the amount otherwise allocable under the Local Capital Improvement Program (LoCIP). The
Secretary of the Office of Policy and Management may waive the penalty for a reason set forth in CGS
112-62(d).

Grant Program Summaries

The grant estimates an Pages E-16 through E-35 are for the programs described below.
Audit adjustments or the receipt of more current data con significontly impact actual payments.

1. STATE-OWNED REAL PROPERTY PAYME~IT-I~I-L1EU OF TAXES (PILOT)

The Office of Policy and Management administers this PILOT program pursuant to CGS §12-19a, 1'IZ-19b, I'IZ
19c, §4b-39 and 132-666. This program provides payments for real property tax losses due to exemptions
applicable to state-owned real property, certain real property that is the subject of a state lease or long
term financing contract, municipally-owned airports and certain land held in trust by the federal government.

Payments in FY 2008-09 relate to exemptions on the 2006 Grand List; FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 payments
are for exemptions on the 2007 and 2008 Grand Lists. Data used to colculate the FY 2009-10 PILOT forms the
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basis of the estimates for FY 2010-11. As a result, a town's actual for FY 2010-11 PILOT may differ from the
amount shawn.

A property's use and the amount of state-owned real property in a town determine PILOT percentages, which
are:

(1) 100% for state prison facilities used for purposes of incarceration in the prior fiscal year, that portion
of the John Dempsey Hospital used as a permanent medical ward for prisoners, the Connecticut
Juvenile Training School, land designated under the 1983 settlement boundary and taken into trust by
the federal government for the Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation on or after June 8, 1999, and all
state-owned property in a town in which the State of Connecticut owns more than 50% of the
property within the town's boundaries;

(2) 65% for the Connecticut Valley Hospital; and

(3) 45% for all other state-owned real property, certain real property leased by the state as described in
§4b-39, and municipally-owned airports.

A grantee's payment in any year may reflect a modification due to an audit of an amount previously paid.
During each fiscal year, there is a transfer of moneys from the Bradley Airport Enterprise Fund in the amount
necessary to pay a portion of the PILOT for certain Bradley International Airport property. There is also a
proportionate reduction of PILOT totals to the amount of the appropriation in any year in which funding is
insufficient.

In FY 2008-09, there was an Increase of nearly $7 million In one-time funding for this progrom, due to a prior
year's surplus. The Governor's recommended budget for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11 provides for the same
General Fund amount as in FY 2008-09, excluding this one-time funding_ As a result, a total of $76
million, including estimated Bradley Airport Enterprise Fund transfers, is available for this PILOT progr.am
in FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11.

Grantees receive payments on or before September 30th.

2. PRIVATE COLLEGES ANO GENERAL AND FREE STMIDING CHRONIC DISEASE HOSPITALS PILOT

The Office of Policy and Management administers this PILOT program pursuant to CGS §12-19b(b), §12-20a
and §12-20b. This program provides payments for real property tax losses due to exemptions applicable to
eligible private colleges and general and free standing chronic disease hospitals. Payments in FY 2008-09
relate to exemptions on the 2006 Grand List; FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 payments are for exemptions on the
2007 and 2008 Grand Lists. Data used to calculate the FY 2009-10 PILOT forms the basis of the estimates for
FY 2010-11. As a result, a town's actual for FY 2010-11 PILOT may differ from the amount shown.

The calculation of the PILOT for towns and certain fire districts reflects 77% of their tax losses for the
appropriate grand list. Exceptions to this calculation include the campuses of the Connecticut Healthcare
Systems located in Newington and West Haven and owned by the United States Department of Veterans'
Affairs, which are eligible for a PILOT for the appropriate grand list year's tax loss calculated at 46.2% in FY
2008-09, 61.6% in FY 2009-10 and 70% beginning in FY 2010-11. Additionally, CGS §12-20b and §12-19b(b)
specify the following payments: $100,000 for the Connecticut Hospice in Branford; $1,000,000 for the United
States Coast Guard Academy in New London; and $60,000 for the state-owned forest in Voluntown.

A grantee's payment in any year may reflect a modification due an audit of an amount previously paid. There
is also a proportionate reduction of PILOT totals to the amount of the appropriation in any year in which
funding is insufficient.

In FY 2008-09, there was an increase of nearly $7 mil/Ion In one-time funding for this progrom, due to a prior
year's surplus. The Governor's recommended budget for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11 provides for the same
General Fund amount as in FY 2008-09, excluding this one-time funding. As a result, the recommended
appropriation for each of these fiscal years is $115.4 million.

Grantees receive payments on or before September 30th.

3. MASHANTUCKET PEQUOT AND MOHEGAN FUND GRANT

The Office of Policy and Management administers this program. Payments from the proceeds of the
Mashantucket Pequot and Mohegan Fund are determined pursuant to CGS §3-55i, §3-55j, and §3-55k, and
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Section 96 of Public Act 06·187, which is not codified but remains in effect. For FY 2008-09, the provisions of
Section 81 of Public Act 07·1 (June Special Session) are also applicable.

In FY 2008-09, there was an increase of nearly $6.7 million In one-time funding for this program, due to a
prior year's surplus. The Governor's recommended budget for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11 provides for the
same appropriation as in FY 2008-09, excluding this one-time funding. As a reSUlt, the recommended
appropriation for each of these fiscal years is $86.25 million.

There is an allocation to the statutory amount cited for each formula, calculations for which are:

(1) $20 million on the basis of the PILOT for State-owned Real Property - the amount for each town is
calculated at one-third of the difference between what the town receives as a PILOT (excluding
prior year adjustments), and what it would have received if the PILOT program had been funded
at $85,205,085. After required minimum payments are reflected, town-specific amounts are
prorated to $20 million;

(2) $20.1 million on the basis of the PILOT for Private Colleges and General and Free Standing
Chronic Disease Hospitals - the percent of each town's PILOT (excluding prior year adjustments)
to the total PILOT for all towns is calculated and the result is multiplied by the $20,123,916
allocated for this portion of the formula;

(3) $35 million on the basis of CGS §3·55j(e) - a modification of the Property Tax Relief Fund formula
in CGS §7·528;

(4) $5.475 million allocated to certain designated municipalities on the basis of said Property Tax
Relief Fund formula; and

(5) An additional $47.5 million for all towns, distributed pro rata on the basis of each town's grant
determined under (1) through (4) above, to the total of all such grants, pursuant to CGS §3-55j(j).

Regardless of the formulas described in (1) through (4) above, the amounts allocated to 28 towns are
specifically set forth in CGS §3-55j(g). In addition, Ledyard, Montville, North Stonington, Norwich and Preston
each receive an additional $750,000, annually.

In FY 2008·09, 21 towns receive a proportionate share of an additional $3.3 million. These towns are
members of the Southeastern Connecticut Council of Governments, or Distressed Municipalities that are
members of either the Northeastern Connecticut Council of Governments or the Windham Region Council of
Governments. As of FY 2010·11, these 21 towns receive a proportionate share of an additional $1.6 million.

A town's grant is its total formula-derived amount reduced proportionately to the program's annual
appropriation, although the additional amounts payable to the towns described in the preceding paragraph
are not subject to this provision. Pursuant to CGS §22a-27j, a town's first grant payment in any year may
reflect a deduction of up to $4,000 if the town has failed to make required payments to the Environmental
Quality Fund. The estimates shown in this section do not reflect these deductions, nor do they separately
reflect that portion of the grant based on the PILOT formulas described above in (1) and (2) that certain
towns must share with an eligible special services district located within their boundaries.

Grantees receive payments in three installments on or before December 30th, March 30th and June
30th.

4. TOWN AID ROAD FUND GRNIT

The Department of Transportation administers the Town Aid Road Fund grant pursuant to CGS §13a-175a
through §13a-175e, inclusive, and §13a-175i. Towns and boroughs use these grants for various purposes,
including the construction and maintenance of public highways, roads and bridges. Grant calculations depend
upon factors that include population data and the number of a municipality's improved and unimproved road
miles. There is an allocation to the amounts the statutes specify for each formula calculation. Additionally.
there is a proportionate reduction of grant totals, as calculated, to the appropriation.

In FY 2008-09, there was an increase of $8 million in one-time funding for this pragram, due to a prior yeor's
surplus. The Governor's recommended budget for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11 provides for the same
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General Fund amount as in FY 2008-09, excluding this one-time funding. As a result, the recommended
appropriation for each of these fiscal years is $22 million.

Data used ta calculate FY 2008·09 grants forms the basis of the estimates for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11 and
actual grants for those years may differ from the amounts shown.

Proposed legislation provides for a 10% Town Aid Road Fund grant bonus, for a three-year period, for any
municipality that meets the eligibility parameters of the new Regionalization Incentive Grant (RIG)
program the Governor recommends creating. The 10% bonus would be available to a municipality that
enters into an interlocal agreement with other municipalities for a required governmental function or
service. The interlocal agreement would have to include four municipalities if the population that·
benefits from the joint function or service is less than 50,000. If the population that benefits is 50,000
or greater, a total of three municipalities would have to participate jointly in providing the function or
service.

Municipalities receive 50% of this grant in July and the balance in January.

5. LOCAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (LoCIP)

LoCIP grants are administered pursuant to CGs §7-535 through §7-538. The Office of Policy and Management
must approve LoCiP projects; eligibility parameters are described in CGs ,7-536. The Governor is
recommending a funding level of $30 million for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11, which is the same amount as
the program's funding for FY 2008-09.

Towns and boroughs must request reimbursement far an approved project within 7 years of its approval date,
although there may be a waiver af this prOVision under appropriate terms and conditions. Reimbursement
cannot exceed the tatal of a grantee's unused entitlement. This includes the formula-generated amount for
the current fiscal year (which is available on March 1) and the unused portion of all preVious entitlements.

Data fram FY 2008-09 form the basis of the estimates for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 and actual entitlements
for those fiscal years may differ from the amounts shown in this section.

Proposed legislation provides for a 10% LoCIP entitlement bonus, for a three-year period, for any
municipality that meets the eligibility parameters of the new Regionalization Incentive Grant (RIG)
program the Governor recommends creating. The 10% bonus would be available to a municipality that
enters into an interlocal agreement with other municipalities for a required governmental function or
service. The interlocal agreement would have to include four municipalities if the population that
benefits from the joint function or service is less than 50,000. If the population that benefits is 50,000
or greater, a total of three municipalities would have to participate jointly in providing the function or
service.

Grantees receive payments after they certify the completion of an approved project (or a portion of
an approved project) and following the allotiTIent of funds from state bond proceeds.

6. PUBLIC SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION

The Department of Education administers the Public School Transportation grant pursuant to CGs §1 0-54, §10
66ee, §10-97, §'IO-158a, §10-266m, §10-273a and §10-277. Percentages used to reimburse local districts for
public school transportatian expenditures depend on local wealth, based on the ranking of each district's
Adjusted Equalized Net Grand List Per Capita (AENGLC).

The wealthiest 17 towns are assigned a reimbursement percentage of zero; the remaining districts are each
assigned a reimbursement percentage that is more than zero and equal to or less than 60. Secondary and K-12
regional districts receive a 1°percentage point bonus. ~Io local or regional board of education may receive
an entitlement of less than 51,000. There is a proportionate reduction of grant totals, as calculated, to the
amount of the appropriation.

The Governor is recommending the same funding level for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11, as that for FY 2008
09_ Since projected local expenditure estimates form the basis of the grant calculations for FY 2009-10 and
2010-11, actual revenue may vary significantly fram the estimates shown based an the results of final
expenditures as audited.

Grantees receive payments in April.
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7. NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL TRANSPORTATIOI,

. The Department of Education administers the ~Ion-public School Transportation grant pursuant to CGS §lD
Z66m, §10-Z77 and §1O-Z81. Percentages used to reimburse local districts for non-public school
transportation expenditures are determined in the same manner as are the reimbursement percentages for
the Public School Transportation Grant. Allowable transportation costs for non-public school children are
capped at twice the per pupil public school transportation expenditure for the year prior to the expenditure
year. There is a proportionate reduction of grant totals, as calculated, to the amount of the appropriation.

The Governor is recommending the same funding level for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11, as that for FY 2008
09. Since projected local expenditure estimates form the basis of the grant calculations for Pi 2009-10 and
2010-11, actual revenue may vary significantly fram the estimates shawn based an the results of final
expenditures as audited.

Grantees receive payments in April.

8. ADULT EDUCATION

The Adult Education grant is administered by the Department of Education pursuant to CGS §10-71 and §10
7·1 a. Grants to reimburse adult education expenditures are determined on a sliding scale similar to that used
in determining public and non-public school transportation grants, except that the percentage range is 0% to
65%. Districts identified under CGS §10-Z66p(a) as Priority School Districts (i.e., those with the largest
numbers or highest percentages of poor and remedial students) cannot receive a reimbursement percentage
of less than ZD. There is a proportionate reduction of grant totals, as calculated, to the amount of the
appropriation.

For FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, the Governor is recommending the same amount of funding as the total
appropriation for FY 2008-09 (i.e., $20.6 million). Ninety-five percent of the annual appropriation is
available for grants; 5% is set aside for administrative purposes. Grant amounts for each fiscal year reflect
deductions for the Department of Education's administrative casts.

Since projected local expenditure estimates farm the basis of the grant calculations for FY 2009-10 and
2010-11, actual revenue may vary significantly from the estimates shawn due to the results of final
expenditures as aUdited.

Grantees receive 66% of this grant in August and the balance in May.

9. EDUCATION COST SHARI~IG (ECS)

The Department of Education administers the ECS grant pursuant to CGS §10-Z6Zf, §10-262g, §10-Z6Zh, §10
26Zi and §10-26Zj. Pursuant to Sections 61 through 64 of Public Act 07-3 (June Spedal Session), the
calculation of payments for FY 2008-09 represents a proportionate amount of the full funding of the ECS grant
program. The formulas for calculating ECS grants in FY 2008-09 are:

(1) A base-aid ratio that depends on town wealth, the calculation of which is determined 50% by
Equalized ~Iet Grand List Per Weighted Student and 50% by Equalized Net Grand List Per Capita,
adjusted to reflect each town's per capita and median household incomes. The minimum aid ratio is
9%, except for the 20 towns with the highest concentration of poverty, for which the minimum aid
rat,io is '13%;

(Z) AState Guaranteed Wealth Level (SGWL) set at 1.75 times the median town wealth;

(3) A foundation amount set at $9,687 per need student; and
(4) Each town's need student count is composed of its resident students, plus 33% of its students eligible

for federal Title I aid as of each October 1, plus 15% of its count of Limited English Proficient (LEP)
students not funded pursuant to §1 0-17.

In FY 2008-09, each town must receive 22.02% of the difference between the grant it was eligible to receive
in FY 2006-07 and its fully funded grant. Furthermore, a town's grant increase in FY 2008-09 must be at least
4.4% above the amount of its entitlement for the prior year.
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The Governor is recommending providing towns with the same ECS entitlement in FY 2009-10 and FY
2010-11, as their FY 2008-09 entitlements. Accordingly, the Governor is recommending annual funding
for the upcoming biennium off $1,889.2 milliop. -

Pursuant to the Minimum Budget Requirement (MBR), a town must increase its budgeted appropriation for the
current year to equal its prior year appropriation plus between 15% and 65% in FY 2008-09 (and between 50%
and 80% beginning in FY 2009-10) of the town's increased ECS aid. The exact MBR percentage is determined
by calculating the average of the difference between a town and the highest-ranked town relative to
education spending, per capita wealth, and student achievement. The larger the difference, the higher is
the percentage of increased ECS aid that the town must spend on education. ( A town with a reduced number
of students attending school in a regional district serving grades 7 through 12 or 9 through 12, may meet the
MBR by appropriating the statutory minimum percentage of its ECS increase.)

Towns may use a portion of their FY 2008-09 increases in ECS aid for non-educational purposes. If a town
obtained the Department of Education's approval to defer a portion of its aid increase to FY 2008-09 from the
prior fiscal year, the FY 2008-09 MBR reflects the addition of the deferred funds.

Any town thot foils to meet its MBR is subject to 0 penolty equol to twice the omount of the fundin9
shortfoll. A non-compliant town's ECS grant for the next year must reflect the penalty deduction.

The Department of Education must withhold 20% of a town's increased aid if its school district is in at least
the third year of being identified as "In Need of Improvement" under the No Child Left Behind law and has
failed to mal'e adequate yearly progress in mathematics or reading at the whole district level. The October
payment to a town subject to this requirement reflects a reduction of 20% of the entire amount of the town's
ECS increase, and its Superintendent must meet with the Commissioner of the Department of Education to
discuss an acceptable plan to improve district academic achievement through the use of these funds. After
the Commissioner approves the release of the funding Withheld, the town receives these moneys via the
Department of Education's monthly cash drawdown system. The town receives the remaining 80% of its ECS
grant in accordance with the statutory payment schedule described below.

Grantees receive 25% of their payments in October, 25% in January and the balance in April.

Additional Grants

The annual estimates for each of the grant programs described below appear on Page E-35.
Grontee-specific estimotes ore not ovoilable for these programs.

PILOT: EXEMPT MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT AND COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLES

The PILOT the Office of Policy and Management certifies pursuant to CGS §12-94b equals 80% of the tax loss
grantees sustain due to property tax exemptions for certain machinery and equipment used in manufacturing,
biotechnology or recycling, and for certain commercial motor vehicles. The 100% exemption under CGS §12
81 (72) and (74) is available for acquisitions of eligible property that occur during the five-year period
preceding an October 1 assessment date.

The PILOT the Office of Policy and Management certifies under CGS §12-94f equals 100% of the tax loss
municipalities sustain due to property tax exemptions for certain manufacturing and biotechnology machinery
and equipment, the acquisition of which occurs six or more years preceding an assessment date. Pursuant to
CGS §12-94f, the FY 2008-09 PILOT is for the 40% exemption applicable on the 2007 Grand List. The FY 2009
10 PILOT is for tile 60% exemption applicable on the 2008 Grand List, and the FY 2010-1-1 PILOT is for the 80%
exemption on the 2009 Grand List. A municipality's payment in any year may reflect a modification due to an
audit of an amount previously paid.

Proposed legislation provides for a proportionate reduction to the PILOT payable, on and after July 1,
2009 for machinery and equipment exempt under CGS §-12-81 (72) and CGS §12-94f, in any year in which
funding is insufficient. The PILOT for commercial motor vehicles is already subject to such a proportionate
reduction.

Grantees receive payments by the end of December.
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PILOT: VESSELS

The Department of Motor Vehicles certifies the PILOT for Vessels pursuant to CGS §15-155b. Each grantee
receives an amount equal to its property tax receipts for boats on the 1978 Grand List - the last year in which
boats were subject to property taxation. The amount of this PILOT is the same each year.

Grantees receive payments by the end of December.

CHILD DAY CARE.

The Department of Social Services issues Child Day Care grants pursuant to CGS §8-210 in order to fund a
portion of the costs needed to develop and operate licensed day care centers for children disadvantaged by
reasons of economic, social or environmental conditions.

For FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, the Governor is recommending the same funding level as that applicable
in FY 2008-09.

Grantees receive payments at various times, in accordance with contracts entered into with the
Department of Social Services.

SCHOOL-BASED HEALTH CLINICS

The Department of Public Health distributes grants to a town's Local Education Agency (LEA), pursuant to the
powers that CGS §19a-2a provides. Funding supports the planning and operation of school-based health
centers (which provide comprehensive primary health care to enrolled students) in communities that have
large numbers of low income, high risk children and adolescents.

New or expanded service initiatives, for which funding was added to the Department of Public Health's
budget in the current biennium, have not yet begun or been fully implemented. As a result, the
Governor's recommended budget for FY 2009-10 and 2010-11, reflects a funding reduction over the
total grant appropriation for the current fiscal year.

The Commissioner of the Department of Public Health certifies payments at various times.

SPECIAL EDUCATION: EXCESS COSTS-STUDENT BASED

The Department of Education administers the Excess Costs-Student Based grant pursuant to CGS §10-76d, §10
76g and §10-253. Costs in excesS of four and one-half times a town's average cost per pupil for the prior year
are paid for students placed in a special education program by a school district, pursuant to CGS §10-76g(b).

For placements initiated by a state agency, a Superior Court or a federally recognized Native American tribe
(rather than by a local school district), this program provides 100% reimbursement of costs in excess of the
district's prior year Net Current Expenditure Per Pupil (NCEP), pursuant to CGS §10-76d(e)(3) and §10
76g(a)(1). For certain no-nexus students and special education students who reside on state property, 100%
of the current year cost is covered, pursuant to CGS §10-76g(a)(1) and §10-76d(e)(3). There is no payment
cap for students eligible for the 100% reimbursement described in this paragraph.

For FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, the Governor is recommending the same amount of funding for the
Excess Costs-Student Based grant as the program's current year appropriation of $133.9 million.

Grantees receive 75% of their payments in February and the balance in May.
OPEN CHOICE GRANT

The Department of Education administers the OPEN Choice grant pursuant to CG'S §10-266aa to encourage
interdistrict attendance between the cities and suburbs. Both the sending and receiving districts equally
share the credit for these students for those state grants that use resident students or average daily
membership data. For each out-of-district student received under OPEN Choice, there is a grant of $2,500.

The state must provide grants for the reasonable cost of transportation for participating students in an
amount such that the state-wide average of the grants does not exceed $3,250 for each student transported.
In addition, a total of $500,000 is available for bonus grants of up to $1,000 per student when there are at
least 10 OPEN Choice students in the same school.
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OPEN Choice interdistrict school attendance between Hartford and other districts may include preschool
programs in addition to all-day kindergarten. Grants are available for before- and after-school care and
remedial services for preschool students, as well as, for subsidies to receiVing districts.

For FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, the Governor is recommending the same amount of funding for OPEN
Choice as the program's appropriation of $14.1 million for FY 2008-09.

Grantees receive a portion of their grant in September and the balance in April.

MAGNET SCHOOLS

The Department of Education provides grants for the operation of interdistrict magnet schools pursuant to
CGS §10-2641. The Governor's recommended appropriation for the Magnet School program, which
increases in each year of the upcoming biennium over the prior fiscal year, reflects anticipated
enrollment growth.

Supplemental operating grants are available, within available appropriations, to entities that operate an
interdistrict magnet school that assists Connecticut in meeting the goals of the 2008 stipulation and order for
Milo Sheff, et 01. v. William A. ONeill, et 01.

Percentages of student enrollment determine per-student grants under a sliding scale formula. The following
table reflects the maximum per pupil grants for magnet schools run by a Regional Educational Service Center
(RESC) under that formula. The table also reflects the maximum per-pupil grants for host-operated magnet
schools (Le., those run by the towns in which they are located). -

Operator School Enrollment FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY2010-11

RESC < 55% enrollment from a single town $7,060 I $7,060 57,060
RESC < 60% enrollment from Hartford $7,060 $7,060 $7,060
RESC ~Ion-resident of district with enrollment ~ 55%

from a single town $6,016 $6,016 $6,016
RESC Resident of district with enrollment ~ 55%

enrollment from a single town $3,000 $3,000 $3,000
Host ~ 55% enrollment from a single town and not a

resident of town operating school $6,016 $6,016 . $6,016
Host ~ 60% enrollment from Hartford $6,016 I 56,016 $6,016
Host Resident of town operating school $3,000 $3,000 $3,000

The Department of Education's certification of payments varies, depending on the grant's purpose.
Operation portion - grantees receive 50% by September 1st and the balance by January 1st.
Transportation portion - grantees receive 50% in October and the balance in May.

YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

The Youth Service Bureau program that the Department of Education administers pursuant to CGS §10-19m
through §10-19p, assists in the provision of comprehensive services to delinquent and troubled youth,
including prevention and intervention programs, treatment and follow-up services.

For FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, the Governor is recommending an annual appropriation of nearly $3
million, which represents the same appropriation level as in FY 2008-09.

Ninety-eight percent of the Youth Service Bureau program annual appropriation is available for grants; 2% is
set aside for administrative purposes. Youth Service Bureau Grant estimates reflect such deductions, which
change depending an the number of administrative position vacancies.

Grantees receive payments monthly.

SCHOOL-BASED CHILD HEALTH

Pursuant to CGS §10-76d(a), the Department of Social Services remits grants to those local and regional
boards of education that voluntarily determine the Medicaid eligibility of their special education students and
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furnish the information the state agency needs to obtain federal reimbursement for certain services that
eligible students receive (e.g., physical, occupational·and speech therapies, mental health services, nursing
and the provision of medical supplies and specialized transportation).

Eligible boards of education receive 50% of the amount of the federal reimbursement that the state obtains,
based on the federal financial participation plan in effect on January 1, 2003. Estimates are preliminary
projectians that may change, depending on a resolution of issues raised by the Office of the Inspector
GeneraJ. Grantees must reimburse the state if they receive an amount in excess of that to which they are
entitled.

Grantees receive payments at least.quarterly.

PRIORITY SCHOOL DISTRICT PROGRAM

The Department of Education administers grants for Priority School Districts, Early Childhood (or School
Readiness), Extended School Hours and School Year Accountability (or Summer School). These four grants
comprise the Priority School District Program.

Descriptions of each grant appear below the following table, which contains grant appropriations (rather than
estimated expenditure amounts).

For FY 2009-1 D and FY 2Dl 0-11, the Governor is recommending an appropriation amount sufficient to
fund these programs at the estimated FY 2008-09 expenditure level. Moreover, the Governor's budget
recommendation maintains the level of pre-school slots in FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11, for which funding
in FY 2008-09 is provided.

Priority School District Program Grants FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11
In Millions In Millions In Millions

Priority School Districts $ 41.41 $ 41.41 $ 41.41
Early Childhood (School Readiness) 76.23 68.81 68.81
Extended School Hours 2.99 2.99 2.99
School Year Accountability (Summer School) I 3.50 3.5D 3.50
Total I $124.13 $116.71 $ 116.71

PRIORITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Payments for Priority School Districts are determined pursuant to CGS §10-266. Among the factors used to
determine grant amounts are population, mastery test scores and the number of students receiving
Temporary Family Assistance. Each Priority School District must receive a grant of at least $150 per student.
The town with the 6th highest population in the state also receives an additional $650,000 per year.

There is also a distribution of supplemental funds in each fiscal year in proportion to each town's regular
Priority School District grant. The supplemental grant total is $4, 16D,122, commencing in FY 2008-09.

Grantees receive payments monthly.

EARLY CHILDHOOD (SCHOOL READINESS)

The purpose of the Early Childhood (School Readiness) grant is to initiate and expand pre-kindergarten
programs. This grant is administered in accordance with CGS §10-160 through §10-16r, inclusive, and §10
266p. The grant distribution formula is based on each district's School Readiness program capacity multiplied
by its per child cost (which cannot exceed $8,346 per child). Additionally, the use of available appropriations
may fund grants for progC3ms providing academic student support to assist in meeting the goals of the 2008
stipulation and order for Milo Sheff, et a/. v. William A. O'Neill, et a/.

Certain school districts that serve at least 40% of lunches free or at a reduced price are eligible for a separate
grant. Non-priority school districts that are ranked between one and fifty, in descending order according to
wealth are eligible to compete for this grant. Grantees receive payments monthly for the non-competitive
grants described above.
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EXTENDED SCHOOL HOURS

The Extended School Hours grant, administered pursuant to CGS §10-266p, §10-266t and §10-266u, allows an
expansion of the number of schools in Priority School Districts that can be kept open for academic enrichment
and recreational programs after school hours, on Saturdays and during school vacations. Multiplying the
appropriation by the ratio of each Priority School District's average daily membership to the total average
daily membership of all such districts determines payment amounts.

Grantees receive payments monthly.

SCHOOL YEAR ACCOUNTABILITY (SUMMER SCHOOL)

The School Year Accountability (Summer School) grant is administered in accordance with CGS §10-265m and
§10-266m to assist school children in Priority School Districts by allowing the provision of additional
instruction to those students whose mastery test scores indicate it is needed.

Grantees receive payments monthly.
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Estim~tes of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11

PILOT: State-Owned Real Property PILOT: Colleges &. Hospitals Mashantucket Pequot And

Mohegan Fund Grant

Grantee FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY2010-11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY 2010·11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010·11

Andover 30,711 26,454 26,454 a a a 31,678 20,841 20,841

Ansonia 78,342 108,035 108,035 0 a a 264,942 201,108 201,108

Ashford 7,001 6,107 6,107 a a a 47,666 31,569 31,569

Avon 70·,468 63,695 63,695 10,984 9,317 9,317 34,073 22,076 22,076

Barkhamsted 16,565 13,7.:16 13,746 a 0 a 28,535 17,529 17,529

Beacon Falls 58,454 52,892 52,892 a a a 49,484 37,967 37,967

Berlin 21,016 26,953 26,953 a a a 104,196 74,627 74,627

Bethany 43,160 ]6,70B 36,708 25,145 21,053 21,053 37,933 25,138 25,138

Bethel 29,895 27,094 27,094 24,120 20,453 20,453 87,224 62,203 62,203

Bethlehem 1,46B 1,190 1,190 0 a 0 29,293 18,961 18,961

l3toomfield 105,749 126,016 126,016 194,917 163,682 163,682 243,384 224,905 224,905

Bolton 41,001 34,573 34,573 a a a 41,006 28,095 28,095

Bozrah 5,537 4,988 4,988 a a a ]4,5]4 20,266 20,266

Branford 68,864 59,398 59,398 121,253 118,046 118,046 110,730 83,761 83,761

Bridgeport 2,676,768 2,450,950 2,450,950 11,200,500 10,041,445 10,041,445 9,559,715 8,833,883 8,83l,883

Bridgewater 1,947 1,616 1,616 a a a 18,914 10,031 10,031

Bristol 77 ,777 57,664 57,664 896,804 683,675 683,675 913,570 844,206 844,206

Brookfield 39,718 ]6,717 ]6,717 a a a 43,693 ]1,154 ]1,154

Brooldyn 204,586 171,077 171,077 a a 0 327,467 251,010 251,010

Burlington 54,355 47,538 47,538 a a 0 39,254 28,255 28,255

Canaan 117,314 107,339 107,339 2,392 2,806 2,806 19,501 10,456 10,456

Canterbury 13,639 11,318 11,318 a a a 58,571 45,322 45,322

Canton 13,851 11,690 11,690 0 0 a 47,291 ]0,414 30,414

Chaplin 85,008 73,026 73,026 a 0 a 125,953 119,163 119,163

Cheshire 2,498,408 2,107,07] 2,107,073 185,564 154,060 154,060 ],002,466 2,278,450 2,278,450

Chester 14,411 12,347 12,347 0 0 0 27,008 16,357 16,357

Clinton 42,933 36,823 36,823 0 a a 78,963 53,657 53,657

Colchester 62,554 51,910 51,910 0 a 0 133,703 98,519 98,519

Colebrook 3,504 3,050 3,050 a 0 0 22,721 12,542 12,542

Columbia 10,061 8,708 8,708 a a a 39,595 27,446 27,446

Cornwall 55,223 46,404 46,404 a a a 18,279 9,]~9 9,399

Coventry 59,494 49,094 49,094 a a a 93,666 66,368 66,368

Cromwell 11,641 17,084 17,084 130,458 60,627 60,627 91,771 61,296 61,296

Danbury 2,053,624 2,592,543 2,592,543 1,187,015 1,304,934 1,304,934 1,467,248 1,355,846 1,355,846

Darien 72,561 58,671 58,671 0 a 0 20,192 10,864 10,864

Deep River 12,967 11,006 11,006 a 0 a 30,349 19,974 19,974

Derby 147,163 126,4]2 126,432 1,229,183 1,041,531 1,041,531 393,218 363,362 363,362

Durham 23,395 20,272 20,272 a a 0 44,560 32,394 32,394

Eastford 10,091 7,168 7,168 a 0 a 27,046 17,423 17,423

East Granby 707,881 604,209 604,209 a a a 34,504 21,670 21,670

East Haddam 22,792 23,148 23,148 a a a 53,007 36,930 36,930

East Hampton 142,570 121,583 121,583 a a a 118,922 81,454 81,454

East Hartford 901,090 657,480 657,480 10,694 23,071 23,071 475,34] 439,252 439,252

East Haven 290,775 241,296 241,296 0 a a 279,049 225,586 225,586

East Lyme 959,237 823,302 82l,302 63,141 53,349 53,349 542,233 459,841 459,841

Easton 74,532 63,617 63,6"7 0 0 a 21,395 11,965 11,965

N/E '" Not Eligible -174-
See pages E-6 to E-15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009·10 and 2010·11

Town Aid Road Local Capital Improvement Public School

Fund Grant Program (LoClP) Pupil Transportation

Grantee PI 200B·09 PI 2009·10 PI 2010·11 PI 200B·09 PI 2009·10 PI 2010·11 Pl200B·09 PI 1009·10 FY 2010·11

Andover 94,526 69,319 69,319 27,913 2B,265 28,265 29,539 30,624 30,624

Ansonia 159,119 116,6BB 116,6BB 177,179 176,013 176,013 lBl,036 1B4,404 184,404

Ashford 150,620 110,455 110,455 54,225 52,BB7 52,887 77,371 72,460 72,460

Avon 153,671 112,692 112,692 103,691 104,13B 104,13B 20,175 20,123 20,123

Barkhamsted 98,469 72,211 72,211 36,B35 36,469 36,469 3B,113 40,B57 40,857

Beacon Falls 92,556 67,B75 67,B75 36,665 37,915 37,915 ° ° °Berlin 166,578 122,157 122,157 129,BBI 132,212 132,212 222,060 21',06B 211,068

Bethany 105,949 77,696 77,696 4B,577 4B,571 4B,571 25,B29 25,OBO 25,OBO

Bethel 15B,993 116,595 116,595 l1B,327 l1B,392 l1B,392 166,421 146,363 146,36l

Bethlehem 106,635 7B,199 78,199 34,695 34,224 34,224 ° ° °Bloomfield 171,839 126,015 126,015 137,92B 134,747 134,747 278,893 219,966 219,966

Bolton 102,257 74,988 74,988 40,959 40,B7B 40,B7B 10l,195 97,863 97, B6l

Bozrah 90,321 66,236 66,236 26,263 26,56B 26,56B 36,664 31,794 31,794

Branford 207,754 152,353 152,353 170,313 16B,225 16B,225 19B,876 160,607 160,607

Bridgeport 670,45B 491,669 491,669 2,123,842 2,083,001 2,083,001 2,468,093 2,461 ,726 2,461,726

Bridgewater 90,767 66,563 66,563 24,50B 24,501 24,501 ° ° °
Bristol 341,253 250,252 250,252 50B,904 503,231 503,231 757,195 749,IBO 749,180

Brookfield 152,B06 112,058 112,058 104,397 104,3B3 104,3B3 39,043 38,942 38,942

Brooldyn 123,151 90,311 90,31.1 74,723 71,204 71,204 261,400 246,076 246,076

Burlington 127,524 93,51B 93,51B 73,695 73,994 73,994 ° ° °
Canaan 83,124 60,958 60,95B 18,B64 18,877 lB,B77 4,397 4,090 4,090

Canterbury 112,245 B2,313 82,313 5B,741 56,211 56,211 293,506 256,995 256,995

Canton 129,773 95,167 95,167 69,054 69,2BB 69,2B8 107,9BO 95,B13 95,B13

Chaplin 98,363 72,133 72,133 31,121 31,000 31,000 66,225 66,563 66,563

Cheshire 203,OB3 14B,927 14B,927 lB5,740 lB5,7B6 lB5,7B6 271,053 237,606 237,606

Chester 97,328 71,374 71,374 27,731 28,005 2B,005 6,B61 7,575 7,575

Clinton 137,949 101,162 101,162 90,417 92,450 92,450 11',B37 115,573 115,573

Colchester 176,42B 129,3Bl 129,381 119,B35 119,879 119,B79 400,lB9 395,216 395,216

Colebrook 99,790 73,179 73,179 i5,574 25,625 25,625 7,622 B,900 8,900

Columbia 102,740 75,342 75,342 40,41B 40,409 40,409 92,344 B7,796 87,796

Cornwall 111,355 81,661 81,661 33,343 ll,326 lJ,326 64B 647 647

Coventry 149,405 109,563 109,563 106,BB4 104,975 104,975 353,201 321,437 321,437

Cromwell 137,385 100,749 100,749 84,114 B4,436 B4,436 114,Oll 108,535 108,535

Danbury 421,755 309,2B7 309,2B7 533,302 528,2B9 52B,289 7B2,B71 718,399 71B,399

Daritin 166,677 122,230 122,230 110,761 110,176 110,176 64B 647 647

Deep River 100,416 73,638 73,638 31,655 32,753 32,753 8,104 12,255 12,155

Derby 132,712 97,322 97,322 98,314 104,164 104,164 135,789 152,194 152,194

Durham 115,437 84,654 84,654 55,569 56,499 56,499 ° ° °
Eastford 87,837 64,414 64,414 24,130 24,509 24,509 46,774 48,344 48,344

East Granby 101,045 74,100 74,100 35,B99 35,851 35,851 50,491 44,270 44,270

East Haddam 167,175 122,595 112,595 90,340 90,575 90,575 129,ll9 118,B37 118,837

East Hampton 156,5B4 114,828 114,B28 96,374 99,540 99,540 234,883 247,432 247,432

East Hartford 2B8,556 211,608 21',60B 427,946 423,956 423,956 791,9ll 795,467 795,467

East Haven 203,745 149,413 149,413 227,296 226,989 226,989 440,760 446,830 446,8]0

East Lyme 158,523 116,250 116,250 120,297 121,732 121,732 106,753 91,559 91,559

Easton 113,635 83,332 B3,ll2 66,790 66,028 66,028 648 647 647

N/E'" Not Etlgible -175-
See pages E-6 to E·15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009·10 and 2010-11

Non-Public School Adult Education Cost

Pupil Transportation Education Sharing Grant

Grantee FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010·11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY2010-11

Andover a a a a a a 2,330,856 2,330,856 2,330,856

Ansonia 16,873 17,318 17,318 98,456 100,394 100,394 15,031,668 15,031,668 15,031,668

Ashford. a a a a a -a 3,896,069 3,896,069 3,896,069

Avon a a a 1,435 1,436 1,436 1,232,688 1,232,688 1,232,688

Barl~hamsted a a a 1,484 1,572 1,572 1,615,872 1,615,872 1,615,872

Beacon Falls a a a a a a 4,044,804 4,044,804 4,044,804

Berlin 11,152 10,663 10,663 13,877 13,355 13,355 6,169,410 6,169,410 6,169,410

Bethany a a a a a a 2,030,845 2,030,845 2,030,845

Bethel 16,533 14,617 14,617 11,076 10,092 10,092 8,157,837 8,157,837 8,157,837

Bethlehem a a a a a a 1,318,171 1,318,171 1,318,171

Btoomfield a a a 34,466 28,466 28,466 5,410,345 5,410,345 5,410,345

Bolton a a a 4,502 4,319 4,319 3,015,660 3,015,660 3,015,660

Bozrah a a a 4,412 3,953 3,953 1,229,255 1,229,255 1,229,255

Branford 13,487 10,851 10,851 24,694 21,248 21,248 1,759,095 1,759,095 1,759,095

Bridgeport 458,297 460,607 460,607 1,391,886 1,]92,861 1,]92,861 164,195,344 164,195,344 164,195,344

Bridgewater a a a a a a 137,292 137,292 137,292

Bristol 182,148 181,542 181,542 294,207 292,317 292,317 41,657,314 41,657,314 41,657,314

Brookfield 4,020 4,040 4,040 3,197 3,199 3,199 1,530,69] 1,530,693 1,530,693

Brooklyn a a a 34,037 32,344 32,344 6,978,295 6,978,295 0,978,295

Burlington a a a a a a 4,295,578 4,195,578 4,295,578

Canaan a a a a a a 207,146 207,146 207,146

Canterbury a a a 13,059 12,178 12,178 4,7]],625 '1,733,625 4,733,625

Canton a a a 2,550 2,340 2,340 3,348,790 3,348,790 ],3'18,790

Chaplin a a a 3,109 3,132 3,132 , ,880,888 1,880,888 1,880,888

Cheshire 29,289 25,762 25,762 32,274 29,317 29,317 9,298,837 9,298,837 9,298,837

Chester a a a a a a 665,733 665,733 665,7]]

Clinton a a a 14,]5] 14,765 14,765 0,465,651 6A65,051 6,465,651

Colchester a a a 21,949 21,776 21,776 13,547,231 13,547,231 13,547,231

Colebrook a a a 311 348 ]48 495,044 495,044 495,044

Columbia a a a 1,971 1,900 ',900 2,550,037 2,550,037 2,550,0]7

Cornwall a a a a a a 85,322 85,]22 85,322

Coventry a a a 12,167 11,248 11,148 8,845,691 8,845,691 8,845,691

Cromwell a a a 14,907 14,378 14,378 4,313,692 4,313,692 4,]13,692

Danbury 191,792 177,259 177,259 208,161 194,278 194,278 21,857,956 22,857,956 22,857,956

Darien a a a 7] 7] 73 1,616,006 1,616,006 1,616,006

Deep River a a a a a a 1,687,351 1,687,351 1,687,351

Derby 16,830 19,032 19,032 83,054 92,138 92,138 6,865,689 6,865,689 6,865,689

Durham a a a a a a 3,954,812 3,954,812 3,954,812

Eastford a a a 2,123 2,199 2,199 1,109,873 1,109,873 1,109,873

East Granby a a a 1,283 1,156 1,156 1,301,142 1,]01,142 1,30',142

East Haddam a a a 5,205 4,884 4,884 3,718,223 3,718,223 3,718,223

East Hampton a a a 22,870 24,002 24,002 7,595,720 7,595,720 7,595,720

East Hartford 64,922 65,717 65,717 148,516 149,593 149,593 41,710,817 41,710,817 41,710,817

East Haven 32,284 32,998 32,998 398,634 404,838 404,838 18,764,125 18,764,125 18,764,125

East Lyme a a a 14,077 12,545 12,545 7,100,611 7,100,611 7,100,611

Easton a a a 128 141 141 593,868 593,868 593,868

N/E '" Not Eligible See pages E·6 to E·15 for grant program descriptions
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Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008·09, 2009-10 and 2010·11

TOTAL

Statutory Formula Grants

Grantee FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY 2010·11

Andover 2,545,222 2,506,358 2,506,358

Ansonia 16,007,616 15,935,627 15,935,627

Ashford 4,232,952 4,169,547 4,169,547

Avon 1,627,185 1,566,165 1,566,165

Barl~hamsted 1,835,874 1,79a,256 1,798,256

Beacon Falts 4,281,963 4,241,452 4,241,452

Berlin 6,838,170 6,760,445 6,760,445

Bethany 2,317,439 2,265,091 2,265,091

Bethel 8,770,425 8,673,647 8,673,647

Bethlehem 1,490,261 1,450,744 1,450,744

Bloomfield 6,577,521 6,434,142 6,434,142

Bolton 3,348,580 3,296,376 3,296,376

Bozrah 1,426,986 1,383,060 1,383,060

Branford 2,675,067 2,533,583 2,5ll,583

Bridgeport 194,744,903 192,411,487 192,411,487

Bridgewater 273,429 240,003 240,003

Bristol 45,629,172 45,219,381 45,219,381

Brookfield 1,917,567 1,861,186 1,861,186

Brooklyn 8,003,660 7,840,317 7,840,317

Burlington 4,590,406 4,538,883 4,538,883

Canaan 452,738 411,672 411,672

Canterbury 5,283,987 5,197,963 5,197,963

Canton 3,719,289 3,653,501 3,653,501

Chaplin 2,290,668 2,245,905 2,245,905

Cheshire 15,706,713 14,465,819 14,465,819

Chester 839,072 801,391 801,391

Ctinton 6,942,103 6,880,082 6,880,082

Colchester 14,461,889 14,363,911 14,363,911

Colebrook 654,566 618,688 618,688

Columbia 2,837,165 2,791,638 2,791,638

Cornwall 304,170 256,758 256,758

Coventry 9,620,507 9,508,377 9,508,377

Cromwell 4,898,000 4,760,797 4,760,797

Danbury 29,703,725 30,038,791 30,038,791

Darien 1,986,918 1,918,667 1,918,667

Deep River 1,870,843 1,836,977 1,836,977

Derby 9,101,952 8,861,864 8,861,864

Durham 4,193,773 4,148,631 4,148,631

Eastford 1,307,973 1,273,929 1,273,929

East Granby 2,232,245 2,082,398 2,082,398

East Haddam 4,186,080 4,115,192 4,115,192

East Hampton 8,367,923 8,284,559 8,284,559

East Hartford 44,819,817 44,476,960 44,476,960

East Haven 20,636,668 20,492,075 20,492,075

East Lyme 9,064,873 8,779,189 8,779,189

Easton 870,996 819,598 819,598

N/E '" Not Eligible -177-
See pages E-6 to E·15 for grant program de5cn·ptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09,2009-10 and 2010·11

PILOT: State-Owned Real Property PILOT: Colleges Et Hospitals Mashantucket Pequot And

Mohegan Fund Grant

Grantee FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY2010·11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 Pi 2010-11

East Windsor 104,463 88,966 88,966 0 0 0 83,708 59,489 59,489

Ellington 7,739 6,428 6,428 0 a 0 103,965 68,941 68,941

Enfield 1,387,558 1,151,446 1,151,446 53,075 42,324 42,324 2,009,682 1,549,632 1,549,632

Essex 8,416 7,156 7,156 14,139 12,029 12,029 26,866 16,066 16,066

Fairfield 40,649 35,998 35,998 2,914,146 2,540,566 2,540,566 509,561 426,848 426,848

Farmington 3,161,355 3,016,415 3,016,415 36,161 36,066 36,066 63,858 211,459 211,459

Franklin 18,690 15,509 15,509 0 0 0 32,608 lB,585 18,585

Glastonbury 66,509 61,350 61,]50 a 0 0 76,375 53,657 53,657

Goshen 19,445 30,034 30,034 a 0 0 21,762 13,127 13,127

Granby 18,902 18,637 lB,637 0 0 0 53,452 37,689 37,689

Greenwich 32,985 28,331 28,lJl 973,267 827,446 827,446 170,946 136,348 136,348

Griswold 53,631 44,851 44,851 0 0 0 164,770 127,420 127,420

Groton (Town of) 1,478,223 1,153,178 1,153,178 63,728 54,592 54,592 2,21Z,156 1,919,770 1,919,770

Guilford 17,316 20,135 20,135 25,140 22,942 22,942 60,085 42,372 42,372

Haddam 162,783 147,'160 147,460 0 0 0 45,478 28,244 28,244

Hamden 614,638 515,659 515,659 2,20B,782 2,051,879 2,051,879 1,444,783 1,lJ8,783 1,338,78]

Hampton 4],108 35,270 35,270 0 0 0 32,999 21,]55 21,355

Hartford 10,798,423 11,488,639 11,488,639 23,719,199 23,'181,481 23,481,481 9,843,069 12,452,357 12,452,357

Hartland 151,582 131,441 131,441 a 0 0 25,]]] 17,315 17,315

HarNinton 8,111 6,862 6,862 0 0 0 35,844 22,955 22,955

Hebron 16,474 14,077 14,077 0 a 0 53,446 39,756 39,756

Kent 123,835 102,762 102,762 0 0 0 20,483 11,073 11,073

Killingly 325,881 266,511 266,511 0 0 0 280,lJO 202,365 202,365

Killingworth 150,627 12],817 123,817 a 0 0 34,881 23,587 23,587

Lebanon 42,9]0 35,992 35,992 a 0 0 62,128 43,276 43,276

Ledyard 75,262 64,389 64,389 0 0 0 1,144,154 993,561 993,561

Lisbon 8,866 7,357 7,357 0 0 0 57,415 40,549 40,549

Litchfield 127,668 106,245 106,245 0 0 0 41,160 28,826 28,826

Lyme 22,811 19,605 19,605 254 215 215 18,672 9,748 9,748

Madison 589,000 556,210 556,210 0 0 0 41,524 27,523 27,523

Manchester 951,602 820,176 820,176 977,216 856,619 856,619 922,846 852,778 852,778

Mansfield 8,396,689 7,642,422 7,642,422 0 0 0 349,407 668,]91 668,391

Marlborough 25,632 23,255 23,255 2,729 2,287 2,287 35,819 23,326 23,326

Meriden 515,418 429,322 429,322 1;050,833 847,656 847,656 1,]96,313 1,19],068 1,29],068

Middlebury 12,227 10,753 10,753 a 0 0 30,906 21,701 21,701

Middlefield 12,477 11,131 11,131 a 0 0 37,823 26,441 26,441

Middletown ],133,874 2,749,071 2,749,071 6,028,515 5,047,125 5,047,125 1,933,470 1,786,669 1,786,669

Milford 592,660 549,728 549,728 519,362 455,560 455,560 615,569 568,831 568,831

Monroe 11,454 10,970 10,970 0 0 0 62,311 44,432 44,432

Montville 1,065,309 884,OlJ 884,OlJ 0 0 0 2,675,084 2,059,021 2,059,021

Morn's 25,800 21,337 21,lJ7 0 0 0 23,476 12,764 12,764

Naugatuc!{ 73,250 62,756 62,756 0 0 0 352,853 266,001 266,001

New Britam 4,255,399 3,407,080 3,407,080 3,561,936 2,793,464 2,793,464 ],544,218 3,276,967 3,276,967

New Canaan 5],178 45,893 45,893 0 a 0 19,753 10,488 10,488

New Fairfield 19,881 17,059 17,059 0 0 0 47,053 33,039 33,039

New Hartford 20,161 17,680 17,680 0 0 0 41,668 28,'197 28,197

N/E"' Not Eligible
-178-
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Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009:.10 and 2010-11

Town Aid Road Local Capital Improvement Public School

Fund Grant Program (LoCIP) Pupil Transportation

Grantee FY 200B-09 FY 2009-10 FY2010-11 FY 2008-09 PI 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 200B-09 FY 2009-10 FY2010-11

East Windsor 129,808 95,192 95,192 77,173 7B,224 7B,224 1B7,437 1Bl ,02B 1Bl ,028

Ellington 16B,837 123,B14 123,814 102,B99 106,065 106,065 315,447 344,703 344,703

Enfield 276,709 202,920 202,920 352,2B6 346,6BO 346,6BO 656,195 654,501 654,501

Essex 109,012 79,942 79,942 41,636 41,B75 41,B75 1,976 1,970 1,970

Fairfield 353,371, 259,139 259,139 367,511 36B,617 36B,617 7,445 7,426 7,426

Farmington lB6,906 137,065 137,065 140,503 140,997 140,997 84,986 B4,766 84,766

FranMin 62,165 45,5BB 45,5BB 17,579 17,B03 17,B03 35,541 32,52B 32,52B

Glastonbury 231,171 169,526 169,526 201,771 203,6B7 203,6B7 177,2B6 19],791 193,791

Goshen 135,871 99,639 99,639 43,678 43,912 43,912 0 0 0

Granby 134,502 98,635 9B,635 B5,444 86,018 86,01B 139,252 131,754 131,754

Greenwich 376,699 276,246 276,246 328,055 327,338 327,338 64B 647 647

Griswold 98,2]1 72,036 72,036 92,568 92,241 92,241 338,553 337,6BO 337,680

Groton (Town of) 190,664 139,820 139,820 223,678 238,747 238,747 489,332 476,254 476,254

Guilford 182,896 134,124 134,124 140,475 141,320 141,320 66,B24 74,272 74,272

Haddam 124,436 91,253 91,253 72,OBO 72,935 72,935 0 0 0

Hamden 328,095 240,603 240,603 414,541 432,532 432,532 908,746 1,050,804 1,050,804

Hampton 97,7'2.4 71,664 71,664 31,180 30,B95 30,895 40,230 39,090 39,090

Hartford 612,526 449,186 449,lB6 1,929,863 1,935,892 1,935,892 3,199,865 3,170,337 3,170,337

Hartland 71,313 52,296 52,296 20,217 20,4B5 20,4B5 49,650 53,482 53,482

Hart/Inton 113,941 83,556 B3,556 51,640 51,394 51,394 0 0 0

Hebron 120,032 8B,023 BB,023 71,622 72,068 72,06B 78,702 Bl,Bl0 81,810

Kent 132,248 96,9B2 96,982 41,796 41,820 41,B20 64B 647 647

KiUingly lB2,B70 134,105 134,105 149,01B 150,004 150,004 435,610 437,799 437,799

Killingworth 126,B15 92,99B 92,998 55,057 55,654 55,654 0 0 0

Lebanon 156,430 114,715 114,715 74,963 75,OB3 75;OB3 177,523 175,315 175,315

Ledyard 149,063 109,313 109,313 117,416 122,964 122,964 345,749 395,474 395,474

Lisbon B7,928 64,4BO 64,4BO 31,172 30,459 30,459 141,235 129,697 129,697

Litchfield 190,066 139,3B2 139,3B2 B6,476 86,353 B6,353 61,614 59,688 59,688

Lyme 88,916 65,205 - 65,205 25,600 25,609 25,609 0 0 0

Madison 160,591 117,767 117,767 115,3Bl 115,802 115,B02 3B,6B9 43,392 43,39Z

Manchester 317,939 233,155 233,155 421,402 420,B54 420,B54 545,4B6 534,2B2 534,2B2

Mansfield 205,3B6 150',616 150,616 lB9,215 lB2,255 1B2,255 246,563 23B,B9B 23B,B9B

Marlborough 107,443 7B,791 78,791 51,603 52,316 52,316 33,452 32,723 32,723

Meriden 335,637 246,134 246,134 533,407 523,230 523,230 B93,729 891,424 B91,424

Middlebury 110,334 80,911 80,911 54,393 55,114 55,114 0 0 0

Middlefield 9B,235 72,039 72,039 33,101 32,833 32,B33 0 0 0

Middletown 304,831 223,543 223,543 332,7BO 333,22B 333,22B 1,106,44B 1,072,9BB 1,072,9B8

Milford 305,545 224,066 224,066 3B6,977 391,602 391,602 171,682 166,625 166,625

Monroe 177,8Bl 130,446 130,446 137,403 137,201 137,201 110,663 122,826 122,826

Montville 165,927 121 ,680 121,680 151,117 149,598 149,598 394,732 387,029 387,029

Morris B7,865 64,434 64,434 22,320 22,412 22,412 0 0 0

Haugatuck 215,860 15B,297 15B,297 254,186 257,414 257,414 506,56B 52B,721 528,721

~lew Britain ]82,290 280,346 2BO,346 937,010 922,234 922,234 2,580,180 2,573,524 2,573,52.4

Hew Canaan 166,121 121,822 12.1,B2Z 116,987 117,075 117,075 64B 647 647

Hew Fairfield 140,644 103,139 103,139 Bl,370 79,959 79,959 6B,6B7 63,4B2 63,482

New Hartford 135,921 99,675 99,675 64,492 64,381 64,3Bl· BO,015 74,303 74,303

~l / E '" Not Eligible -179-
See pages E-6 to E-15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008,09, 2009·10 and 2010-11

Non-Public School Adult Education Cost

Pupil Transportation Education Sharing Grant

Grantee FYI008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11

East Windsor 0 0 0 14,429 14,049 14,049 5,482,135 5,482,135 5,482,135

Ellington 0 0 0 14.297 15,477 15,477 9,504,917 9,504,917 9,504,917

Enfield 115,840 116,424 116,424 95,256 95,323 95,323 28,380,144 28,380,144 28,380,144

Essex 0 0 0 0 0 0 389,697 389,697 389,697

Fairfield 0 0 0 10,640 11,319 11,319 3,590,008 3,590,008 3,590,008

Farmington 0 0 0 4,122 4,125 4,125 1,611,013 1,611,013 1,611,013

Franklin 0 0 0 2,811 2,625 2,625 941,077 941,077 941,077

GlastonbUry 0 0 0 5,737 6,045 6,045 6,201,152 6,201,152 6,201,152

Goshen 0 0 0 0 0 0 218,188 218,188 218,188

Granby 0 0 0 3,052 2,929 2,929 5,394,276 5,394,276 5,394,276

Greenwich 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,418,642 3,418,642 3,418,642

Griswold 3,970 3,990 3,990 52,775 52,811 52,811 10,735,024 10,735,024 10,735,024

Groton (Town of) 32,066 31,417 31,417 108,605 106,429 106,429 25,374,989 25,374,989 25,374,989

Guilford 0 0 0 6,160 b,548 6,548 3,058,981 3,058,981 3,058,981

Haddam 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,728,610 1,728,610 1,728,610

Hamden 168,272 196.461 196,461 189,156 215,396 215,396 23,030,7&1 23,030,761 23,030,761

Hampton 0 0 0 1,659 ·1,623 1,623 1,]]7,582 1,3371582 1,337,582

Hartford 38,030 37,966 37,966 2,880,310 2,865,033 2,865,033 187,974,890 187,974,890 187,974,890

Hartland 0 0 0 1,790 1,918 1,918 1,350,837 1,350,837 1,350,837

Harwinton 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,728,401 2,728,401 21728,401

Hebron 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,872,931 61 872,931 6,872,931

Kent 0 0 0 0 0 0 167,342 167,342 167,342

Killingly 13,349 13,519 13,519 104,377 105,156 105,156 15.245,633 15,245,633 15,245,633

Killingworth 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,227,467 2,227,467 2,227,467

Lebanon 0 0 0 7,602 7,540 7,540 5,467,634 5,467,634 5,467,634

Ledyard 0 0 0 19,858 22,379 22,379 12,030,465 12,030,465 12,030,465

Lisbon 0 0 0 10,792 9,9n 9,977 3,899,238 3,899,238 3,899,238

Litchfield 167 162 162 1,550 1,521 1,521 1,479,851 1,479,851 1,479,851

Lyme 0 0 0 0 0 0 145,556 145,556 145,556

Madison 5,021 5,772 5,772 3,915 4,078 4,078 1,576,061 1,576,061 1,576,061

Manchester 127,868 126,168 126,168 271,943 267,834 267,834 30,619,100 30,619,100 30,619,100

Mansfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,070,677 10,070,677 10,070,677

Marlborough 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,124,421 3,124,421 3,124,421

Meriden 191,313 192,277 192,277 1,077,887 1,078,642 1,078,642 53,783,711 53,783,711 53,783,711

Middlebury 0 0 0 0 0 0 684,186 684,186 684,186

Middlefield 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,100,239 2,100,239 2,100,239

Middletown 132,001 128,987 128,987 1,405,334 1,377,113 1,377,113 16,652,386 16,652,386 16,652,386

Milford 34,802 34,026 34,026 34,026 33,430 33,430 10,728,519 10,728,519 10,728,519

Monroe 7,478 8,424 8,424 11,915 12,773 12,773 6,572,118 6,572,118 6,572,118

MontviUe 14,849 14,669 14,669 29,969 29,548 29,548 12,549,431 12,549,431 12,549,431

Morris 0 0 0 0 0 0 657,975 657,975 657,975

Naugatuck 41,683 43,838 43,838 194,347 202,470 202,470 29,211 ,401 29,211,401 29,211,401

Hew Britain 348,553 350,310 350,310 739,024 739,542 739,542 73.929.296 73,929,296 7~,929,296

New Canaan 0 0 0 22 22 22 1,495,604 1,495,604 1,495,604

New Fairfield 0 0 0 3,319 3,166 3,166 4,414,083 4,414,083 4,414 1083

~lew Hartford 0 0 0 2,340 2,217 2,217 3,143,902 3,143,902 3,143,902

N/E" Not Eligible
-180-

See pages E·6 to E-15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11

TOTAL

Statutory Formula Grants

Grantee PI 2008-09 PI 2009-10 FY 2010-11

East Windsor 6,079,153 5,999,083 5,999,083

Ellington 10,218,101 10,170,345 10,170,345

Enfield )],326,744 32,539,394 32,539,]94

Essex. 591,743 548,735 548,735

Fairfield 7,793,331 7,239,921 7,239,921

Farmington 5,288,904 5,241,906 5,241,906

Franklin 1,110,471 1,073,715 1,073,715

Glastonbury 6,960,002 6,889,208 6,889,208

Goshen 438,944 404,900 404,900

Granby 5,828,880 5,769,937 5,769,937

Greenwich 5,301,242 5,014,998 5,014,998

Griswold 11,539,522 11,466,053 11,466,053

Groton (Town of) 30,233,441 29,495,196 29,495,196

Guilford 3,557,878 3,500,693 3,500,693

Haddam 2,133,387 2,068,502 2,068,502

Hamden 29,307,775 29,072,878 29,072,878

Hampton 1,584,482 1,537,479 1,537,479

Hartford' 240,996,176 243,855,781 243,855,781

Hartland 1,670,722 1,627,775 1,627,775

Harwinton 2,937,937 2,893,168 2,893,168

Hebron 7,213,206 7,168,665 7,168,665

Kent 486,352 420,626 420,626

Killingly 16,737,068 16,555,092 16,555,092

Killingworth 2,594,848 2,523,523 2,523,523

Lebanon 5,989,211 5,919,555 5,919,555

Ledyard 13,881,967 13,738,545 13,738,545

Lisbon 4,236,645 4,181,757 4,181,757

Litchfield 1,988,552 1,902,028 1,902,028

Lyme 301,808 265,938 265,938

Madison 2,530,182 2,446,605 2,446,605

Manchester 35,155,402 34,730,966 34,730,966

Mansfield 19,457,937 18,953,260 18,953,260

Marlborough 3,381,098 3,337,120 3,337,120

Meriden 59,778,248 59,285,464 59,285,464

Middlebury 892,046 852,666 852,666

Middlefield 2,281,874 2,242,684 2,242,684

Middletown 31,029,638 29,371,110 29,371,110

Milford 13,389,143 13,152,388 13,152,338

Monroe 7,091,224 7,039,191 7,039,191

Montville 17,046,419 16,195,009 16,195,009

Morris 817,435 778,922 778,922

~laugatuck 30,850,147 30,730,898 30,730,898

New Bntain 90,2n,906 88,:72,763 88,272,763

t~ew Canaan 1,852,314 1,791,552 1,791,552

New Fairfield 4,775,037 4,713,927 4,713,927

New Hartford 3,488,499 3,430,355 3,430,355

N/E = Not Eligible -181-
See pages E-6 to E-15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11

PILOT: State-Owned Real Property PILOT: Colleges 5: Hospitals Mashantucltet Pequot And

Mohegan Fund Grant

Grantee FY 2008·09 FY 2009-10 P{ 2010-11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY2010·11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY 2010-11

New Haven 4,614,631 4,378,910 4,378,910 37,191,892 36,380,596 36,380,596 9,931,902 10,968,923 10,968,923

Newington 803,109 690,124 690,124 946,274 1,133,286 1,133,286 330,012 297,153 297,153

New London 421,869 358,437 358,437 6,031,697 5,269,486 5,269,486 2,955,010 2,496,776 2,496,776

New Milford 54,128 55,134 55,134 217,831 188,153 188,153 164,777 113,174 113,174

Newtown 1,087,935 967,031 967,031 0 0 0 1,252,314 925,834 925,834

Norfolk 31,235 25,643 25,643 50,617 40,908 40,908 27,739 17,048 17,048

North Branford 6,353 5,550 5,550 1,508 1,297 1,297 89,414 63,196 63,196

North Canaan 27,223 26,630 26,630 0 0 0 48,310 33,143 JJ,H3

North Haven 93,757 98,006 98,006 0 113,782 113,782 243,379 225,824 225,824

North Stonington 28,597 25,390 25,390 0 0 0 969,895 865,494 865,494

Horwalll 376,627 324,415 324,415 1,275,516 1,081,805 1,081,805 1,316,577 1,220,311 1,220,311

~Ior·/'Iich 593,353 517,107 517,107 1,110,815 928,712 928,712 2,771,071 2,399,968 2,399,968

Old Lyme 39,356 34,094 34,094 47,935 40,952 40,952 27,263 19,787 19,787

Old Saybrook 66,759 63,426 63,426 0 0 0 35,646 22,860 22,860

Orange 19,872 16,623 16,623 1,956 80,793 80,793 37,742 47,370 47,370

Oxford 208,349 182,196 182,196 0 0 0 70,220 46,049 46,049

Plainfield 55,817 47,998 47,998 4,858 4,374 4,374 235,794 178,151 178,151

PlainvHte 488 416 416 0 0 0 150,875 124,895 124,895

Plymouth 16,827 13,964 13,964 0 0 0 134,387 107,645 107,645

Pomfret 37,005 31,614 31,614 0 0 0 42,818 27,484 27,484

Portland 28,973 24,036 24,036 0 0 0 67,169 49,529 49,529

Preston '265,210 190,056 190,056 0 0 0 1,433,586 1,2.68,992 1,268,992

Prospect 2,762 2,339 2,339 0 0 0 71,690 48,663 48,663

Putnam 45,840 39,219 39,219 262,839 220,818 220,818 194,187 146,379 146,379

Redding 154,728 191,381 191,381 0 0 0 22,910 13,255 13,255

Ridgefield 189,066 202,398 202,398 0 0 0 30,822 19,792 19,792

Rocky Hilt 699,420 694,724 694,724 0 0 0 430,880 401,861 401,861

Roxbury 5,609 4,424 4,424 0 0 0 18,179 9,297 9,297

Salem 67,681 57,242 57,242 0 0 0 42,152 27,960 27,960

Salisbury 10,618 9,009 9,009 0 0 0 16,777 11,150 11,150

Scotland 24,066 20,696 20,696 0 0 0 30,018 20,644 20,644

Seymour 29,746 24,771 24,771 0 0 0 144,695 98,898 98,898

Sharon 20,673 17,948 17,948 0 0 0 19,681 10,282 10,282

Shelton 19,809 17,764 17,764 0 0 0 133,575 115,407 115,407

Sherman 25 22 22 0 0 0 22,330 12,766 12,766

Simsbury 86,586 124,388 124,388 0 0 0 64,149 46,137 46,137

Somers 1,766,165 1,489,422 1,489,422 0 0 0 2,178,099 1,645,342 1,645,342

Southbury ]95,815 335,702 JJ5,702 0 0 0 66,627 50,409 50,409

Southington 45,368 28,608 28,608 185,023 157,779 157,779 289,268 209,778 209,778

South Windsor 12,150 11,523 11,523 0 0 0 113,128 81,265 81,265

Sprague 16,762 13,776 13,776 0 0 0 59,980 40,196 40,196

Stafford 33,379 31,440 31,440 301,724 256,487 256,487 197,493 139,282 139,282

Stamford 1,761,020 1,380,804 1,380,804 2,647,240 2,068,803 2,068,803 1,429,218 1,320,703 1,320,703

Sterling 6,712 7,230 7,230 0 a a 59,370 40,920 40,920

Stonington 25,927 22,679 22,679 0 0 0 74,569 48,349 48,349

Stratford 315,235 269,585 269,585 0 0 0 245,445 197,987 197,987

NIE::: Not Eligible
-182-

See pages E-6 to E'"lS for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09,2009-10 and 2010-11

Town Aid Road Local.Capitallmprovement Public School

Fund Grant Program (LoClP) Pupil Transportation

Grantee FY 2008·09 FY 2009:10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FYlOl0·11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY 2010-11

New Haven 610,478 447,684 447,684 1,692,992 1,673,106 1,673,106 3,890,306 3,880,270 3,880,270

NeWington 206,837 151,680 151,680 210,268 219,829 219,829 400,710 479,611 479,611

New London 190,400 139,627 139,627 281,979 272,684 272,684 429,275 416,352 416,352

New MiLford 278,772 204,433 204/433 200,897 207,805 207,805 343,361 441,649 441,649

Newtown 233,777 171,436 171,436 201,689 204,067 204,067 155,006 163,008 163,008

tlorfolk 123,192 90,341 90/341 33,690 33,708 33,708 5,005 3,832 3,832

~lorth Branford 143,480 105,219 105,219 92,856 96,843 96,843 252,269 305,130 305,130

North Canaan 94,872 69,573 69,573 31,431 31,212 31,212 64,314 61,816 61,816

~Iorth Haven 182,586 133,896 133,896 157,084 168,655 168,655 119,875 260,716 260,716

~lorth Stonington 121,473 89,080 89,080 49,739 50,318 50,318 112,688 128,333 128,333

Norwalk 440,287 322,877 322,877 646,549 631,013 631,013 242,457 216,851 216,851

Nor-,yich 236,963 173,773 173,773 300,331 299,390 299,390 1,007,651 1,012,036 1,012,036

Old Lyme 115,530 84,722 84,722 49,697 49,129 49,129 0 0 0

Old Saybrook 125,881 92,313 92,313 70,943 71,267 71,267 9,930 13,153 13,153

Orange 138,685 101,703 101,703 100,505 101,169 101,169 19,011 24,125 24,125

Oxford 137,029 100,488 100,488 95,489 99,683 99,683 135,391 171,877 171,877

Plainfield 147,334 108,045 108,045 134,803 131,959 131,959 550,710 541,610 541,610

Plainville 153,340 112,450 112,450 129,836 128,828 128,828 405,287 390,036 390,036

Plymouth 133,296 97,750 97,750 102,467 102,212 102,212 409,049 420,509 420,509

Pomfret 119,735 87,806 87,806 49,536 48,709 48,709 102,951 97,543 97,543

Portland 122,137 89,567 89,567 68,576 69,588 69,588 127,150 119,746 119,746

Preston 100,965 74,041 74,041 47,301 46,663 46,663 146,683 136,442 136,442

Prospect 119,467 87,609 87,609 65,655 69,462 69,462 0 0 0

Putnam 119,448 87,596 87,596 79,989 78,292 78,292 261,223 247,233 247,233

Redding 130,535 95,726 95,726 69,016 69,093 69,093 648 647 647

Ridgefield 189,486 138,956 138,956 154,'205 153,612 153,612 3,689 3,680 3,680

Rocky Hill 168,710 123,721 123,721 114,253 114,421 114,421 109,976 97,125 97,125

Roxbury 163,784 120,108 120,108 36,535 36,488 36,488 0 0 0

Salem 96,846 71,020 71,020 34,306 34,101 34,101 103,799 93,267 93,267

Salisbury 144,407 105,899 105,899 45,223 45,170 45,170 2,659 2,652 2,652

Scotland 77,193 56,608 56,608 21,961 22,312 22,312 44,304 46,050 46,050

Seymour 149,113 109,350 109,350 116,785 122,868 122,868 198,149 228,248 228,248

Sharon 172,597 126,571 126,571 50,577 50,550 50,550 648 647 647

Shelton 251,485 184,422 184,422 270,951 270,087 270,087 216,285 209,547 209,547

Sherman 104,424 76,577 76,577 28,115 28,205 28,205 8,367 8,345 8,345

Simsbury 183,060 134,244 134,244 160,957 161,341 161,341 1'10,469 118,100 118,100

Somers 136,002 99,735 99,735 94,065 91,964 91,964 183,952 180,453 180,453

Southbury 194,877 142,910 142,910 131,342 130,686 130,686 0 0 0

Southington 261,939 192,089 192,089 288,954 296,227 296,227 311,630 337,118 337,118

South Windsor 193,368 141,803 141,803 173,135 172,960 172,960 342,828 ]08,954 308,954

Sprague 76,492 56,094 56,094 27,404 26,640 26,640 139,573 126,888 126,888

Stafford 197,382 144,747 144,747 113,887 117,489 117,489 433,114 471,847 471,847

Stamford 590,21] 432,830 432,830 795,039 786,289 786,289 155,759 121,287 121,287

Sterling 97,499 71,499 71,499 40,959 41,186 41,186 138,434 147,006 147,006

Stonington 148,727 109,067 109,067 112,385 112,955 112,955 77,017 66,817 66,817

Stratford 292,968 214,843 214,843 388,592 374,171 374,171 643,612 470,600 470,600 '

NI E '" Not Eligible
-183-

See pages E-6 to E-15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY ZOOB L09, 2009,10 and 2010·11

~!on·Public School Adult Education Cost

Pupil Transportation Education Sharing Grant

Grantee Pi 200B-09 Pi 2009-10 Pi 2010-11 Pi 200B-09 Pi 2009-10 Pi 2010-11 Pi 200B-09 FY 2009-10 Pi 2010-11

Hew Haven 250,902 252,167 252,167 2,605,821 2,607,646 2,607,646 142,509,525 142,509,525 142,509,525

Newington 9,150 11 ,035 11,035 24,6B5 2B,726 2B,726 12,632,615 12,632,615 12,632,615

New London 49,326 4B,207 48,207 1,038,797 1,013,B1B 1,013,818 22,940,565 22,940,565 22,940,565

New Milford 3,596 4,6B3 4,6B3 36,9B6 44,901 44,901 l',939,5B7 11 ,939,5B7 11,939,587

Newtown 17,096 18,ZOl lB,201 3,372 3,474 3,474 4,309,646 4,309,646 4,309,646

Norfolk 0 0 0 246 222 222 3Bl,414 3Bl,414 3Bl,414

~!orth Branford 0 0 0 19,341 22,690 22,690 B, 117,122 B,l17,l22 8,117,122

North Canaan 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,064,592 2,064,592 2,064,592

North Haven 0 0 0 12,Bl0 23,067 23,067 3,174,940 3,174,940 3,174,940

North Stonington 0 0 0 7,042 7,871 7,871 2,B92,440 2,892,440 2,B92,440

Norwalk 24,505 22,084 22,OB4 B3,B55 83,914 B3,914 10,095,131 10,095,131 10,095,131

Norwich B6,447 B7,513 B7,513 416,376 416,668 416,66B 32,316,543 32,316,543 32,316,543

Old Lyme 0 0 0 0 0 0 605,5B6 605,5B6 605,5B6

Old Saybrool< 133 201 201 5,341 6,042 6,042 652,677 652,677 652,677

Orange 3B 49 49 0 0 0 1,055,910 1,055,910 1,055,910

Oxford 0 0 0 1,320 1,596 1,596 4,606,B61 4,606,861 4,606,861

Plainfield 51,603 51,13B 51,138 109,257 107,9B2 107,9B2 15,353,204 15,353,204 15,353,204

Plainville 0 0 0 Bl,604 79,145 79,145 lo,161,B53 10,161,853 10,161,B53

Plymouth 0 0 0 11,231 11,553 11,553 9,743,272 9,743,272 9,743,272

Pomfret 0 0 0 5,911 5,662 5,662 3,092,B17 3,092,817 3,092,B17

Portland 0 0 0 13,015 12,412 12,412 4,272,257 4,272,257 4,272,257

Preston 0 0 0 19,007 17,910 17,910 3,057,025 3,057,025 3,057,025

Prospect 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,319,201 5,319,201 5,319,201

Putnam 12,121 11 ,555 11,555 63,247 60,394 60,]94 8,071,851 8,071,851 8,071,851

Redding 0 0 0 297 397 397 6B7,733 687,733 6B7,733

Ridgefield 0 0 0 530 662 662 2,063,814 2,063,B14 2,063,814

Rocky.Hill 0 0 0 11,142 10,124 10,124 3,355,227 3,355,227 3,355,227

Roxbury 0 0 0 0 0 0 15B,114 15B,114 15B,114

Salem 0 0 0 3,736 3,409 3,409 3,099,694 3,099,694 3,099,694

Salisbury 0 0 0 0 0 0 lB7,266 lB7,266 187,266

Scotland 0 0 0 1,655 1,717 1,717 1,466,292 1,466,292 1,466,292

Seymour 0 0 0 56,757 64,331 64,331 9,836,508 9,836,508 9,B36,50B

Sharon 0 0 0 0 0 0 145,798 145,798 145,798

Shelton 26,034 25,391 25,391 32,314 31,714 31,714 4,975,852 4,975,852 4,975,852

Sherman 0 0 0 273 273 273 244,327 244,327 244,327

Simsbury 15,281 16,489 16,489 B,146 B,525 B,525 5,367,517 5,367,517 5,367,517

Somers 0 0 0 10,699 10,549 10,549 5,918,636 5,918,636 5,91B,636

Southbury 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,422,233 2,422,233 2,422,233

Southington 47,997 52,405 52,405 16,652 17,854 17,854 19,839,108 19,839,108 19,839,108

South Windsor 0 0 0 1',m 10,879 10,879 12,858,826 12,858,826 12,858,826

Sprague 7,215 6,601 6,601 14,417 13,281 13,281 2,600,651 2,600,651 2,600,651

Stafford 29,644 32,610 32,610 24,820 26,910 26,910 9,809,424 9,809,424 9,809,424

Stamford 42,481 31,953 31,953 2B5,772 285,972 285,972 7,552, lOB 7,552,108 7,552,108

Sterling 0 0 0 10,007 lo,5B6 10,586 3,166,394 3,166,394 3,166,394

Stonington 3,878 3,390 3,390 17,262 15,980 15,980 2,061,204 2,061,204 2,061,204

Stratford 83,907 61,531 61,531 103,708 80,400 80,400 20,495,602 20,495,602 20,495,602

N/E = Nat Eligible
-184-
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Estimates of Statutory Formuia Grants for F( 2008·09, 2009-10 and 2010·11

TOTAL

Statutory Formula Grants

Grantee FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY2010-11

New Haven 203,298,449 203,098,827 203,098,827

Newington 15,563,660 15,644,059 15,644,059

~lew London 34,338,919 32,955,952 32,955,952

New Milford 13,239,935 13,199,519 13,199,519

Hewtown 7,260,835 6,762,697 6,762,697

~jorfolk 653,138 593,116 593,116

North Branford 8,722,343 8,717,047 8,717,047

t40rth Canaan 2,330,742 2,286,966 2,286,966

~lorth Haven 3,984,431 4,198,886 4,198,886

North Stonington 4,181,874 4,058,927 4,058,927

Norwalk 14,501,505 13,998,401 13,998,401

Horwich 38,839,550 38,151,710 38,151,710

Old Lyme 885,367 834,270 834,270

Old Saybrook 967,310 921,938 921,933

Orange 1,373,719 1,427,741 1,427,741

Oxford 5,254,659 5,208,750 5,208,750

Plainfield 16,643,380 16,524,460 16,524,460

Plainville 11,083,283 10,997,623 10,997,623

Plymouth 10,550,528 10,496,905 10,496,905

Pomfret 3,450,774 3,391,635 3,391,635

Portland 4,699,276 4,637,135 4,637,135

Preston 5,069,776 4,791,129 4,791,129

Prospect 5,578,775 5,527,274 5,527,274

Putnam 9,110,745 8,963,336 8,963,336

Redding 1,065,867 1,058,232 1,058,232

Ridgefield 2,631,612 2,582,915 2,582,915

Roc!{y Hill 4,889,608 4,797,202 4,797,202

Roxbury 382,221 328,431 328,431

Salem 3,448,214 3,386,694 3,386,694

Salisbury 406,950 361,146 361,146

Scotland 1,665,489 1,634,319 1,634,319

Seymour 10,531,753 10,484,973 10,484,973

Sharon 409,974 351,797 351,797

Shelton 5,926,304 5,830,184 5,830,184

Sherman 407,861 370,515 370,515

Simsbury 5,996,166 5,976,741 5,976,741

Somers 10,287,618 9,436,100 9,436,100

Southbury 3,210,894 3,081,939 3,081,939

Southington 21,285,939 21,130,965 21,130,965

South Windsor 13,705,212 13,586,211 13,586,211

Sprague 2,942,495 2,884,128 2,884,128

Stafford 11,140,866 11,030,236 11,030,236

Stamford 15,258,859 13,980,748 13,980,748

Sterling 3,519,375 3,484,821 3,484,821

Stonington 2,520,968 2,440,440 2,440,440

Stratford 21,569,068 22,164,719 22,164,719

NIE", Not Eligible See pages E-6 to E·15 for grant program descriptions

-185-



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008,09, 2009-10 and 2010,11

PILOT: State-Owned Real Property PILOT: Colleges Ii: Hospitals Mashantucket Pequot And

Mohegan Fund Grant

Grantee FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 PI 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 Pi 2010-11

Suffield 2,918,668 2,504,586 2,504,586 0 0 0 2,743,634 2,183,180 2,183,180

Thomaston 36,495 31,849 31,849 0 0 0 70,257 56,523 56,523

Thompson 11,379 9,999 9,999 887 1,755 1,755 112,824 84,576 84,576

Tolland 65,563 56,553 56,553 0 0 0 84,054 59,539 59,539

Torrington 258,244 223,802 223,802 428,794 365,816 365,816 496,453 391,221 391,221

Trumbull 102,595 92,605 92,605 0 0 0 91,411 65,335 65,335

Union 36,239 32,942 32,9'12 0 0 0 31,668 32,035 32,035

Vernon 298,467 227,992 227,992 479,447 357,528 357,528 345,724 350,394 350,394

Voluntown 146,997 125,111 125,111 60,000 60,000 60,000 175,008 147,866 147,866

Wallingford 59,555 51,325 51,325 430,610 376,195 376,195 342,374 241,259 241,259

Warren 29,874 14,459 14,459 0 0 0 18,845 9,793 9,793

Washington 14,409 12,4]6 12,436 0 0 0 19,12] 10.969 10,969

Waterbury 4,347,661 4,262,509 4,262,509 8,160,622 7,502,361 7,502,361 4,710,892 4,355,060 4,]55,060

Waterford 419.692 391,316 391,316 50,129 57,528 57,528 92,587 67,651 67,651

Watertown 23,448 19,458 19,458 0 0 0 141,719 104,073 104,073

Westbrook 46,630 41,192 41,192 0 0 0 29,082 20,4]] 20,433

West Hartford 393,689 334,660 334,660 1,745,962 953,453 953,453 466,200 363,797 363,797

West Haven 10,407 8,636 8,636 2,023, ,77 3,306,999 3,306,999 1,068,794 1,011,827 1,011.827

Weston 4,463 3,807 3,807 0 0 0 16,629 10,424 10,424

Westport 794,774 692,197 692,197 0 0 0 21,930 12,969 12,969

Wethersfield 236,086 206,440 206,440 0 0 0 338,140 312,466 312,466

Willington 48,073 41,348 41,348 0 0 0 56,029 38,532 38,532

Wilton 94,209 101,993 101,993 0 0 0 22,51] 12,784 12,784

Winchester 131,024 91,625 91,625 121,234 51,205 51,205 138,732 97,573 97,573

Windham 3,072,712 2,847,853 2,847,853 991,357 829,552 829,552 1,458,902 1,232,646 1,232,646

Windsor 77,808 64,568 64,568 0 0 0 289,559 150,902 150,902

Windsor Locks ],713,049 3,174,147 3,174,147 0 0 0 685,811 634,665 634,665

Wolcott 2,739 2,350 2,350 0 0 0 119,501 100,625 100,625

Woodbridge 23,524 20,867 20,867 4,207 3,537 3,537 35,526 16,324 16,]24

Woodbury 303 255 255 0 0 0 34,456 23,921 23,921

Woodstock 18,333 15,615 15,615 0 0 0 70,090 45,985 45,985

Bantam (Bar.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/E N/E HIE

Danielson (Bor.) 13,424 13,591 13,591 0 0 0 N/E HIE HIE

Fenwick (Bar.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~IIE HIE HIE

Groton (City of) 0 0 0 0 0 0 HIE N/E N/E

Groton Long Point 451 468 468 0 0 0 N/E N/E N/E

Jewett City (Bor.) 1,0]4 837 837 0 0 0 HIE N/E N/E

litchfield (Bar.) 180 154 154 0 0 0 !'lIE HIE !'lIE

~lewtown (Bar.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/E N/E !'lIE

Stonington (Bar.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 HIE HIE HIE

Woodmont (Bar.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 WE HIE N/E

District Ho. HIE N/E ~IIE N/E !'lIE N/E N/E N/E N/E

District No. 4 t~1 E N/E N/E N/E N/E HIE WE HIE HIE

District No. 5 N/E !'lIE N/E HIE N/E N/E N/E N/E N/E

NIE = Not Eligible
-186-
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Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 1008-09,2009·10 and 1010·11

Town Aid Road Local Capital Improvement Public ·School

Fund Grant Program (LoClP) Pupil Transportation

~ FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY2010·11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY2010-11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY2010·11

Suffield 144,084 105,662 105,662 94,259 94,905 94,905 198,127 186,467 186,467

Thomaston 113,189 83,005 83,005 56,117 54,387 54,387 118,711 106,924 106,924

Thompson 126,189 92,539 92,539 94,534 91,437 91,437 248,791 225,966 225,966

Tolland 167,783 123,041 123,041 122,485 121 ;582 121,582 333,804 289,504 289,504

Torrington 238,570 174,952 174,952 280,455 278,227 278,227 664,926 672,953 672,953

Trumbull 229,238 168,108 168,108 244,643 246,162 246,162 115,717 151,802 151,802

Union 62,111 45,548 45,548 14,427 14,461 14,461 27,910 29,660 29,660

Vernon 206,336 151,313 151,313 231,266 231,274 231,274 348,752 350,638 350,638

Voluntown 86,226 63,232 63,232 25,764 26,246 26,246 119,404 122,325 122,325

Wallingford 277,238 203,308 203,308 302,909 ]14,655 314,655 486,638 579,711 579,711

Warren 90,360 66,264 66,264 22,024 22,046 22,046 0 0 0

Washington 162,276 119,002 119,002 54,020 53,994 53,994 0 0 0

WaterbUry 539,601 395,708 395,708 1,268,890 1,114,156 1,114,156 2,075,500 2,070,146 2,070,146

Waterford 160,523 117,717 117,717 121,675 120,801 120,801 102,568 91,024 91,024

Watertown 179,298 1]1,486 131,486 161,176 160,121 160,121 251,392 226,031 226,031

Westbrook 107,956 79,168 79,168 42,758 4],176 43,176 11,553 9,667 9,667

West Hartford 339,269 248,797 248,797 442,135 442,235 442,235 283,596 259,764 259,764

West Haven 305,346 223,920 223,920 557,315 583,924 583,924 1,045,414 1,095,686 1,095,686

Weston 126,239 92,575 92,575 66,255 66,209 66,209 9,575 9,550 9,550

Westport 193,235 141,706 141,706 147,028 146,787 146,787 648 647 647

Wethersfield 201,241 147,577 147,577 189,271 188,247 188,247 190,232 197,643 197,643

Willington 129,871 95,239 95,239 61,430 61,367 61,367 103,261 101,044 101,044

Witton 156,552 114,804 114,804 112,569 111,630 111,630 649 647 647

Winchester 149,906 109,931 109,931 92,680 91,941 91,941 175,048 178,813 178,813

Windham 181,155 132,847 132,847 239,359 261,784 261,784 603,226 605,675 605,675

Windsor 203,003 148,869 148,869 192,593 118,095 118,095 427,919 415,836 415,836

Windsor Locl<;s 132,525 97,185 97,185 83,435 207,422 207,422 131,253 127,849 127,849

Wolcott 150,779 110,571 110,571 119,397 118,946 118,946 226,800 213,692 213,692

Woodbridge 122,261 89,658 .89,658 68,009 67,133 67,133 8,140 6,304 6,]04

Woodbury 144,949 106,296 106,296 76,190 76,596 76,596 0 0 0

Woodstock 185,946 136,360 136,360 87,749 89,163 89,163 179,672 198,195 198,195

Bantam (Bor.) 0 0 0 339 317 317 ~IIE HIE N/E

Danielson (Bar.) 0 0 0 3,525 ],110 ],110 filE N/E N/E

Fenwick (Bar.) 646 474 474 477 553 553 N/E N/E ~lIE

Groton (City of) 58,766 43,095 43,095 17,49] 18,075 18,075 HIE ~l/E ~I!E

Groton Long Point 0 0 0 2,863 3,254 ],254 filE N/E N/E

Jewett City (BOL) 35,240 25,843 25,843 1,363 1,954 1,954 !'liE t·I/E ~I/E

Litchfield (BOL) 0 0 0 704 658 658 N/E HIE filE

Hewtown (Bar.) 0 0 0 433 431 4]1 HIE ~I/E NlE

Stonington {80r.{ 8,936 6,553 6,553 1,647 1,602 1,602 HIE tilE WE

Wood mont (BOL) 10,071 7,385 7,385 221 206 206 HIE N/E WE

District No. filE N/E N/E N/E N/E toll E 3,118 3,022 ],022

District No. 4 HIE filE N/E N/E N/E HIE 24,701 28,106 28, '106

District No. NIE N/E NIE N/E HIE N/E 124,859 128,058 128,058

NIE ~ Not Eligible -187-
See pages E-6 to E·15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11

Non-Public School Adult Education Cost

Pupil Transportation Education Sharing Grant

Grantee FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009·10 FY 2010·11

Suffield a a a 7,787 7,420 7,420 6,082,494 6,082,494 6,082,494

Thomaston a a a 14,287 13,070 13,070 5,630,307 5,630,307 5,630,307

Thompson 6,114 5,590 5,590 49,938 45,969 45,969 7,608,489 7,608,489 7,608,489

Tolland a a a 11,300 10,041 10,041 10,759,283 10,759,283 .10,759,283

Torrington 63,869 65,148 65,148 72,675 73,679 73,679 23,933,343 23,933,343 23,933,343

Trumbull 20,909 27,639 27,639 21,306 24,872 24,872 3,031,988 3,031,988 3,031,988

Union a a a 1,114 1,195 1,195 239,576 239,576 239,576

Vernon 20,587 20,858 20,858 226,716 228,520 228,520 17,645,165 17,645,165 17,645,165

Voluntown a a a 6,806 6,975 6,975 2,536, ,77 2,536,177 2,536,177

Wallingford 20,513 24,623 Z4,623 257,712 298,489 298,489 21,440,233 21,440,233 21,440,233

Warren a a a a a a 99,777 99,777 99,777

Washington a a a a a a 240,147 2'10,147 240,147

Waterbury 494,582 497,075 497,075 2,116,869 2,118,351 2,118,351 113,617,182 113,617,182 113,617,182

Waterford a a a 13,217 12,260 12,260 1,445,404 1,445,404 1,445,404

Watertown 21,763 19,707 19,707 4,547 4,171 4,171 11,749,383 11,749,383 11,749,383

Westbrook a a a 1,539 1,409 1,409 427,677 427,677 427,677

West Hartford 60,284 55,641 55,641 92,938 87,359 87,359 16,076,120 16,076,120 16,076,120

West Haven 71,065 75,058 75,058 192,464 201,302 201,302 41,399,303 41,399,303 41,399,303

Weston a a a 424 425 425 948,564 948,564 948,564

Westport a a a 2,013 2,015 2,015 1,988,255 1,988,255 1,988,255

Wethersfield 16,404 17,213 17,213 23,295 24,133 24,1]] 8,018,422 8,018,422 8,018,422

Willington a a a a a a 3,676,637 3,676,637 3,676,637

Wilton a a a 529 529 529 1,557,195 1,557,195 1,557,195

Winchester 26,499 27,277 27,277 10,679 10,913 10,913 7,823,991 7,823,991 7,823,991

Windham 28,955 29,296 29,296 267,999 269,805 269,805 24,169,717 24,169,717 24,169,717

Windsor 58,765 57,517 57,517 61,487 60,227 60,227 11,547,663 11,547,663 11,547,663

Windsor Loc!(s a a a 15,514 15,216 15,216 4,652,368 4,652,368 4,652,368

Wolcott a a a 4,530 4,308 4,308 13,539,371 13,539,371 13,539,371

Woodbridge 824 643 643 a a 0 721,370 721,370 721,370

Woodbury a a a a a 0 876,018 876,018 876,018

Woodstock 0 0 a 8,312 9,058 9,058 5,390,055 5,390,055 5,390,055

Bantam (Bar.) N/E HIE HIE N/E N/E N/E WE N/E N/E

Danielson (Bar.) N/E N/E ~I IE ~I/E HIE N/E filE fI IE fI IE

Fenwick (Bar.) N/E N/E N/E N/E ~I/E N/E ~I/E N/E N/E

Groton (City of) filE ~l/E N/E filE N/E ~II E NIE N/E N/E

Groton Long Point filE N/E N/E N/E N/E filE N/E N/E N/E

Jewett City (Bar.) filE fli E N/E N/E filE N/E WE N/E filE

litchfield (Bar.) N/E filE N/E N/E N/E t~/E N/E N/E N/E

Newtown {Bar.) N/E NIE !'lIE !'tIE N/E filE ~I/E N/E ~l/E

Stonington (Bor,1 t-l/E HIE N/E filE NIE N/E N/E !'lIE N/E

Waodmant (Bar.) NIE N/E N/E N/E N/E N/E WE N/E N/E

District No. 0 a a 9,516 9,283 9,283 N/E N/E filE

District No. 4 0 a 0 7,516 8,563 8,563 N/E N/E N/E

District No. 5 691 718 718 2,420 2,494 2,494 N/E N/E N/E

NI £ '" Not Eligible -188-
See pages E-6 to £-15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008·09,2009,10 and 2010-11

TOTAL

Statutory Formula Grants

Grantee PI 2008-09 PI 2009-10 FY2010·11

Suffield 12,189,053 11,164,714 11,164,714

Thomaston 6,039,363 5,976,065 5,976,065

Thompson 8,259,145 8,166,319 8,166,319

Tolland 11,544,273 11,419,543 11,419,543

Torrington 26,437,329 26,179,141 26,179,141

Trumbull 3,857,807 3,808,511 3,808,51 '1

Union 413,045 395,417 395,417

Vernon 19,802,461 19,563,682 19,56],682

Voluntown 3,156,382 3,087,933 3,087,9JJ

Wallingford 23,617,782 23,529,799 23,529,799

Warren 260,880 212,338 212,338

Washington 489,976 436,548 436,548

Waterbury 137,331,799 136,032.548 136,032,548

Waterford 2,405,795 2,303,700 2,303,700

Watertown 12,532,726 12,414,430 12,414,430

Westbrool, 667,194 622,722 622,722

West Hartford 19,900,19] 18,821,826 18,821,826

West Haven 46,673,285 47,906,655 47,906,655

Weston 1,172,149 1,131,555 1,131,555

Westport 3,147,883 2,984,576 2,984,576

Wethersfield 9,213,090 9,112,141 9,112,141

Willington 4,075,301 4,014,167 4,014,167

Wilton 1,944,215 1,899,582 1,899,582

Winchester 8,669,792 8,483,269 8,483,269

Windham 31,013,382 30,379,175 ]0,379,175

Windsor 12,858,797 12,563,677 12,563,677

Windsor Locks 9,413,956 8,908,851 8,908,851

Wolcott 14,163,117 14,089,863 14,089,863

Woodbridge 983,862 925,836 925,836

Woodbury 1,131,915 1,083,086 1,083,086

Woodstock 5,940,157 5,884,431 5,884,4]1

Bantam (Bar.) 339 317 317

Danielson (Bar.) 16,949 16,701 16,701

Fenwick (Bar.) 1,123 1,027 1,027

Groton (City of) 76,259 61,170 61,170

Groton Long Point 3,314 3,722 3,722

Jewett City (Bar.) 37,637 28,6JJ 28,633

Litchfield (Bor.) 884 812 812

Newtown (Bar.) 433 431 431

Stonington (Bar.) 10,583 8,155 8,155

Wood mont (Bor.) 10,292 7,591 7,591

District No. 11,634 12,305 12,305

District No. 4 32,217 36,669 36,669

District No. 5 117,970 131,270 131,270

N/E '" Not Eligible
-189-
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Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for Pi 2008·09, 2009-10 and 2010-11

PILOT; State-Owned Real Property PILOT: Colleges Ii. Hospitals Mashantucket Pequot And

Mohegan Fund Grant

Grantee FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11

District No. 6 WE filE filE filE N/E N/E N/E N/E filE
District No. 7 filE N/E N/E N/E N/E N/E filE filE N/E
District No. 8 WE N/E N/E N/E filE filE filE filE filE

District No. 9 filE filE filE N/E N/E filE N/E N/E filE

District No. 10 filE filE filE N/E filE filE N/E filE filE

District No. 11 N/E filE filE filE filE filE N/E filE N/E

Di5trict No. 12 filE N/E filE fli E filE fli E I~/E NIE filE

District No. 13 filE fll E filE !'lIE filE filE , N/E filE N/E
District No, 14 filE fll E filE filE filE fli E filE filE filE

District No, 15 !'lIE fli E filE filE NIE N/E NIE filE HIE
District No, 16 fll E IIIE filE filE filE filE filE I'IIE N/E

District No, 17 WE filE filE filE filE filE filE NIE filE

District No. 18 fll E filE filE filE N/E filE filE NIE !'lIE

District 1'10. 19 filE NIE !'lIE ~l/E filE filE HIE fli E I~/E

CREC filE filE filE filE filE filE filE filE filE

Education Connectio WE fll E filE filE filE fli E filE filE HIE

EASTCOHfI filE filE filE filE N/E filE N/E filE HIE

Grantee subtotals: 82,947,823 76,036,836 76,036,836 122,430,256 115,431,736 115,431,736 92,853,519 86,250,000 86,250,000

!'lIE: Not Etigible

-190-
See pages E·6 to E·15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009·10 and 2010·11

Town Aid Road Local Capital Improvement Public School

Fund Grant Program (LoClP) Pupil Transportation

Grantee FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY 2010·11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 PI 2010-11 FY 2008·09 FY 2009·10 FY 2010·11

District 1'10. 6 filE HIE N/E HIE HIE HIE 63,969 60,979 60,979

District No. 7 HIE HIE HIE WE HIE HIE 200,884 197,590 197,590

District No. 8 HIE HIE filE N/E N/E filE 188,742 190,527 190,527

District No. 9 N/E filE filE N/E N/E N/E 30,112 30,035 30,035

District No. 10 filE filE filE N/E N/E N/E 325,284 303,092 303,092

District 1'10. 11 NIE N/E HIE HIE filE filE 7B,826 79,113 79,11l

District ~Io. 12 filE HIE filE HIE filE filE 68,047 67,871 67,871

District No. 13 HIE N/E filE HIE N/E filE 269,289 284,389 284,389

District t~o. 14 HIE HIE filE filE filE N/E 148,547 145,429 145,429

District No. 15 N/E N/E filE N/E HIE filE 318,263 317,442 317,442

District No. 16 filE HIE filE N/E NIE NIE 352,286 385,806 385,806

District No. 17 ~11 E HIE filE filE filE HIE 315,755 324,172 324,172

District~lo. 1B NIE NIE filE N/E NIE filE 48,571 48,446 48,446

District No. 19 NIE tllE filE filE N/E filE 317,479 307,517 307,517

CREC NIE HIE filE NIE N/E HIE HIE filE NIE

Education Conne-ctio NIE filE IIIE filE NIE NIE filE filE filE

EASTCOHII NIE HIE filE NIE filE NIE HIE HIE NIE

Grantee subtotals: 30,000,000 22,000,000 22,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000 47,964,000 47,964,000 47,964,000

N/E'" Nat El1gible -191-
See pages E-6 to E·15 far grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11

~lon-Public School Adult Education Cost

Pupil Transportation Education Sharing Grant

Grantee FY 2008-09 Pi 2009-10 PI" 2010-11 PI 2008·09 PI 2009·10 FY2010-11 PI 2008·09 Pi 2009:10 FY 2010-11

District No. 6 0 0 0 459 432 432 filE filE HIE

District No. I 0 0 0 4,686 4,623 4,623 filE HIE HIE

District ~Io. 8 0 0 0 20,562 20,827 20,827 filE filE IIIE

District ~lo. 9 0 0 '0 0 0 0 N/E HIE filE

District No. 10 0 0 0 1,727 1,596 1,596 N/E N/E III E

District No. 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 IIIE filE HIE

District No. 12 8,933 8,978 8,978 97 88 88 N/E N/E N/E

District 1'10. 13 0 0 0 11,289 12,0)) 12,033 HIE ~I/E. HIE

District t,jo. 14 0 0 0 4,571 4,467 4,467 N/E HIE filE

District No. 15 0 0 0 626 627 627 filE IIIE HIE

District No. 16 0 0 0 1,930 2,142 2,142 NIE HIE HIE

District No. 17 0 0 0 10,382 10,740 10,740 filE HIE I·IIE

District ~Io. 18 0 0 0 1,929 1,809 1,809 ~IIE HIE HIE

District No. 19 0 0 0 53,030 51,581 51,581 NIE NIE N/E

CREC filE HIE HIE 374,670 374,9)) 374,9)) IIIE NIE HIE

Education Connectio NIE tilE N/E 147,691 145,908 145,908 NIE NIE HIE

EASTCOHH HIE tilE N/E 30,132 29,696 29,696 N/E NIE NIE

Grantee subtotals: 3,995,000 3,995,000 3,995,000 19,566,580 19,564,652 19,564,652 1,889,202,158 1,889,202,158 1,889,202,158

NIE '" Not Eligible -192-
See pages E-6 to E-15 for grant program descriptions



Estimates of Statutory Formula Grants for FY 2008-09, 2009·10_ and 2010-11

District No. 6

District No. 7

District No. 8

District ~lo. 9

District No.1 0

District No. 11

District No. 12

District No. 13

District No. 14

District No. 15

District r·lo. 16

District No. 17

District No.1 B

District No_ 19

CREC

Education Connectio

EASTCONH

Grantee subtotals:

~lon-grantee specific programs:

PILOT: Machinery/Equipment and Vehicles

PILOT: Vessels

Child Day Care

School-Based Health Clinics

Special Education: Excess Costs·Students Based

OPEN Choice

Magnet Schools

Youth Service Bureaus

School-Based Child Health (LEA)

Priority School Districts

Early Childhood (School Readiness)

Extended School Hours

School Year Accountability

Subtotal non-grantee specific programs:

GRAND TOTAL:

TOTAL

Statutory Formula Grants

FY 2008·09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010·11

64,428 61.411 61,411

205,570 202,213 202,213

209,304 211,354 211,354

30,112 30,035 30,035

327,011 304,688 304,688

78,826 79,113 79,113

77,077 76,937 76,937

280,578 296,422 296,422

153,118 149,896 149,896

318,889 318,069 318,069

354,216 387,948 387,948

326,137 334,912 334,912

50,500 50,255 50,255

370,509 359,098 359,098

374,670 374,933 374,933

147,691 145,908 145,908

30,132 29,696 29,696

2,318,733,884 2,289,616,906 2,289,616,906

57,348,215 57,348,215 57,348,215

2,390,498 2,390,498 2,390,498

5,263,706 5,263,706 5,263,706

10,440,646 8,970,646 8,970,646

133,891,451 133,891,451 133,891,451

14,115,002 14,115,002 14,115,002

120,901,739 134,980,742 145,622,630

2,885,706 2,903,413 2,904,263

11,286,800 11,850,000 n,440,00O

41,413,547 41,413,547 41,413,547

76,231 ,972 68,813,190 68,813,190

2,994,752 2,994,752 2,994,752

3,499,699 3,,199 ,699 3,499,699

482,663,733 488,434,861 499,667,599

2,801,397,617 2,778,051,767 2,789,284,505

NIE '" Not Eligible -193- See pages E-6 to E-15 for grant program descriptions
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WINDHAM L'lVITATIONAL
SPECIAL OLYMPICS

SWIM MEET

\ !
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iNViTATIONAl.
S\VJM MEET

Item #26

RFl)''T1 J 1\ !\I' " Q.... ' ,,~ ,- i' . t:,; 0

P.O. Box 5
South Windham, CT 06266
January 25, 2009

ORGANIZING
COMMITTEE

Eileen Drown

Rocco Cancellam

Jim Cinglo

Mnrg Cinglo

Mllr:r DeMarco

Jeannette Duff

Georginu Hendrick

Greg Knne

EUi LeClaire

Adriunne Levine

Lindll Lewis

Janet McKusick

Jim Mulcahy

Tammy Ortiz

Joun Wntson Palmer

Tom Piotrowski

Ann Marie Poudrier

Phillip Poudrier

Lisn Rasicot

Gary Rauchle

Rich Racf

Ku~n Schenck

Kristin Schrnt..>der

Kevin Slyman

Dean VencfeuiUe

Gen White

Matthew Hart
Town Manager
4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06250

Dear Mr. Hart:

You are cordially invited to attend the 30th Annual Windham
Special Olympics Invitational Swim Meet Opening Ceremonies on
Saturday March 14,2009. The Swim Meet will take place at the
Windham High School Gymnasium in Willimantic Connecticut.

If you are planning to attend, please register at the VIP table by
8:45am in the Windham High School Gymnasium hallway. The Opening
Ceremonies will begin at 9:15am.

Please call me at 860 456-2003 by February 21, 2009 so that your
name can be placed in our printed program. You may also email me at
mademarc0715@yahoo.com.

Thank you!

Sincerely,

IUCL~C:('CGil iCc C·l-v

Mary A-Ue Marco
Organizing Committee

Churles Wynn Created by The Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr. Foundation
_-\.ntborized and Accredited by Special Olympics International for the Benefit oflndividnals with InteUecmai Disabilities
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Item #17

TOWN OF MANSFIELD &
MANSFIELD BOARD OF EDUCATION

Citizen's Budget Guide
BUDGET PROCESS

Each year the Town undergoes its annual budgeting
proce~s. The Town budgets for its anticipated pro
gram revenues and expenditures needed to operate
;ervices such as' Pre K-12 education, tire and police
protection, snow plowing, and a public library. Per
state law, the Town operates on a July l-.June 30
liscal year. Most of the key dates in the budget
proces; occur in late winter and em'ly spring. Elec
tors and citizens are encouraged to actively partici
pate in the budget process by attending budget work
shops. public infol11l:ltion sessions and hearings, and
the annual town meeting.

GENERAL FUND

W7wt is the General FW1LP
The General Fund provides for general pU!1Jose gov
el11ment services. In other words, the General Fund
linances the regular day-to-day operations of the
Town.

Ff7wt types of activities does the General Fund pro
vide/or?
Examples of what the General Fund provides for are
services such as public safety, recreational opportu
nities, streets maintenance, library services, selllor
services and general administration.

Dcccmbcr Statl develops base budgets and pre
pares reVe11Lle projections.

January Town Manager and Finance meet with
departments to discuss and analyze
base budget requests.

Fcbrual'y Town Manager reviews budget re
quests, establishes priorities, and rec
ommends budget allocations.

Where does the money for the general .Iil/1li come
Fom?
The money that funds the General Fund comes from
a wide va~iety of sources. The primary sources of
revenue are: local property taxes and related items
(53.5 %), PILOT funding (19%) ii'om the state, and
the Education Cost Sharing Grant (ECS) (23%) from
the state. Other sources include inspection fees,
tines, grants, licenses, pel111its and other revenUE.

IFltere Does tlte l1Iolley Go?
General Fund Expenditures by Sen'ice Area

FY 2008/2009
April

Town Manager presents a proposed
budget to Council.

Council budget workshops, public in
f0l111atiol1 sessions, and pllblic hearing
held. Council adoption of budget.

Manslield Board of Education

Region 19 Contribution

$20,930,800

$10,117,71J5

May Annual Town Meeting, adoption of
budget by electors.

Public Safety $ 2,759,840

Public Works $ 1,944,280

Community Services $ 1,567,21J0

Government Operations (inc. energy) $ 2,.318,080

$ 3.511.430
$43,698,145

$ 548,810

Other/Town-Wide (benelits, etc.)
TOTAL:

Commnnity Development
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liNDICRSTANDING VallI{ TAX CALCULATION

IFhat is a lnil! rate?
The mill rate is used to calculate the amount of taxes
a propel1y owner pays to the Town. The Town of
Mansfield has established a mill rate of 25.24 mills
for Fiscal Year 2008/2009. One mill produces one
dollar for each $1,000 of property value. In other
words. a proper1y owner will pay $25.24 in proper1y
taxes for every $ LOOO of "assessed" value.

How are my taxes calculated?
In Connecticut. your property ta"es are calculated
based on 70~;J of your home's CLllTent market value,'
or its ··assessed·· value. For example, the median
single family home price in Mansfield is $239,700.
The assessed valuE ofa $239,700 home is $167,790.
Your current fiscal year tax bill is calculated as foi
1011'S:

(Assessed Value x Mill Rate)11000 = Amount Due
in Taxes

Using the example of a home valued at the median
single family homE price in Mansfield, a typical sin
gle family homeowner would pay as follows this
fiscal year:

($167,790 x 25.24)11000 = $4,235

Property taxes are often perceived as a regressive
means of taxation. Due to statutory limitations, the
Town has a nearly impossible task of diversifying its
revenue base in such a way that would create a more
progressive tax structure.

PROPERTY TAX RELIEF

1 need help paying my taxes. FF71ere do J go jiJr
help?
Mansfield otTers some property tax abatement pro
grams. Taxpayers that may be eligible for property
tax reliet' include veterans, seniors, disabled persons,
and farm owners. Information about tax abatement
programs in Mansfield, including eligibility require
ments can be obtained by contacting our Assessor" s
Office at 860--'129-3311. our Human Services De
partment at 860-429-3317 or 011 the web at
\V\Vv-;.mansfie jdc t. 0 rg

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRA~il

FF7lC1t's a capital improvement project?
It is construction, renovation or physical improve-

BUDGET VIEWING LOCATIONS

Mansfield Public Library
Mansfield Community Center

Mansfield Senior Center
Mansfield Town Clerk's Office

www.mansfieldcLorg

Proposed budgt3ts will be available in lale 1"1(/rc1l Clnd lI1ay be
viewed during normal business hOllrs all10ted public !ocmiol1s.

ments, or equipment costing more lhan $5,000.

What's CI capital impr01'C1Tle11l plan?
Anl1lmlly, the Town pl·epares and revises a five year
plan for all capital projects. The plan accounts for
anticipated revenues and expenditures that will be
used to fund capital projects.

Where does the revenue come ji-om to fund capito!
projects?
A variety of revenue sources are used such as mon
ies hom the General Fund, grants, lease-purchase
options, and bond issues.

TFhat's the Capital and Nonrecurring (CNR) Fund?
The CNR Fund is primarily used for conducting
transfers to other funds. It has typically been used to
fund capital projects and one time expenditures.

What {fre some eXCl1nples of our current capital pro
jects?
Examples of some current year capital projects in
clude bridge improvements, street resurfacing, re
placement of a street sweeper and replacement of a
Ere rescue vehicle.

DEBT MANAGEil'JENT

JLISt like citizens often bOiTOW money for large pur
chases such as homes and vehicles, so do towns.
Towns orren bOITOW money fiJI" large purchases with
usettll lives exceeding 15 years. Money is usually
bOITowed by issuing bonds or acquiring equipment
through lease-purchase options. Mansfield has. for
example, issued bonds to pay for renovations to the
Public Library and to the elementary and middle
schools.

MansEeld's debt is significantly less thm1 its legally
allowable limits for debt. In fact, Mansfield has one
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of the lowest debt per capita rates in the state; in
2006 Mansfield ranked ISO out of 169 towns at $626
per person (source: CT 0t11ce of Policy and Manage
ment, Municipallnclicators),

Whal is debl service?
Debt service provides for the payment of debt re
lated expenses.

H71Y is it in the Town's interesr to have a fcl1'orable
bond raring?
Better bond ratings mean that the Town's bonds are
considered to be a good investment. Good bond rat
ings are also evidence that the Town is tinancially
healthy. A bond rating is the primary factor in deter
mining the interest rate that the Town needs to pay
on debt. The better the bond rating, the more likely
it becomes that the Town will pay lower interest
rates on debt.

Does Ihe TOWIJ have a jLlvorable bond raring}
Both Standard and Poor's and i'doody' s have given
Manst1eld very favorable bond ratings.

Town of IVlansneld Bond Rating

and policy makers and leaders are working to llTI

prove the fund balance.

ANNUAL TOWN iV1~ETING

Each year the voters in MansEeld have an opportu
nity to vote to approve or reject the Town Council's
proposed budget for the Town. The rv1anst1eld
Board of Education budget is also included in the
proposed budget presented to the electors.

FVhCl1 is Town AJeeting he ld?
Town IV1eeting will be held on May 12, 2009 at
7:00pm at the l'vIansfield Middle School Auditorium.
For Town Meeting, the Town's I-Iuman Services Of
fice makes childcare, hearing impairment, and trans
portation accommodations (elderly and disabled) for
citizens upon request. jv10re information about these
programs is published in the spring.

rF7UJ may l'oft' at {he TCIlI'17 AJeeting?
Any person who is registered to vote and any citizen
of the United States over the age of 18 who owns
property (motor vehicle or land) in Manstield valued
at $1,000 or more. Citizens call register to vote by
contacting the Registrars of Voters, Andrea Epling
and Bel' Miela at 429-3368.

FUND BALANC~

fFhal 's a fill7d balance?
A fund balance is the excess of revenues over expen
ditures for a fund. A fund balance protects the Town
against catastrophic revenue losses and major emer
gency expenditures. Examples include severe eco
nomic downturns and extreme weather conditions
such as hurricanes and other natural disasters.

How lI/uch nceds 10 be in the generol fill1d bolonce
for the Town {O be consideredjinanciully heulthl'?
A healthy fund balance contributes to the Town's
t~lVorable bond ratings. Bond rating agencies advise
that the General Fund reserve be kept to at least 5 to
10% of the total general fund revenues, Addition
ally, Manst1eld has a fund baLmce policy goal of
maintaining the undesignated fund balance at 5% of
the general fund operating budget. In recent years,
fund balance has slightly dipped below the 5<~'o goal

Moody's Investor's Service Aa3
How do J vole on the budu,,! al Town Meelina:'. . ,::> - C->.

Electors have the ability to vote to accept, increase
or decrease program expenditures. General FLmd
programs are denned as cost centers within flU1C
tions of govemment i.e. Manst1eld Board of Educa
tion, Town Clerlc Road Services, Senior Services.
Capital Fund programs are detined by the m::0or
functions of govenllilent i.e. General Government.
Public Safety. Public Works, Facilities Management
and COlllmunity Services. Capital & NonreculTing
Fund programs are c1et1ned by the recipient of the
fund tr~lI1sfer i.e. debt service fund, prope11y revalua
tion fund. Manst1eld utilizes program based budget
ing so programs are clearly presented in the materi
als for Town Meeting.

M.·\NSF1ELD BnARD OF EDUCATION BI'DGET PROCESS

Mansfield Board of Edllcmion (MBOE) provides for
education of Mansneld students in grades PreK-8.
MBOE has its own elected board of otlicials. In the
fall, the Superintendent begins to prepare his pro
posed budget to the Board. The Superintendent's
budget is submitted to the Board in January. After a
series of meetings in the winter, the Board adopts a
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proposed budget that is then submitted to the Town
Council for its consideration. Council has the ability
to increase or decrease the !vlBOE budget as a
whole; it can not be increased or decreased by pro
gram or line item. The !vIBOE budget is then sub
mitted with Council's proposed budget to the elec
tors at the arumal Town Meeting. Voters have the
legal ability to approve, increase or decrease the
MBOE budget as a whole.

REGION 19 BUDGET PROCESS

Regional School District 19 provides for education
of lVlansfield-Ashford-Willington students in grades
9-12. As a regional school district Region 19 is a
separate entity from the Town of Mansfield. Region
lLJ has its own elected board of officials. The Super-

inlendent submits his proposed budget to the Region
Board d1l11ngthe winter. After a series of budget
workshops, the Region 19 Board adopts a proposed
budget that is then submitted to the voters of its
three member towns. Registered voters in Mans
lleld-Ashford-Willington have an opportunity to
vote on the Region's budget at a referendum held on
May 5, 2009. Once the voters have approved a
budget for the Region, Mansfield then has a legal
obligation to appropriate funds for its proportionate
share of the Region's budget. By state law, Mans
lielel's proportionate share is determined by the
number of Mansfield students enrolled in classes at
the Region. In other words, the Region's budget
process and adopted budget are outside of the
Town's legal control.

. I. '"!l:.' , , 5- h", . , . ..- II

Budget Review
Iv1J30E
Town Council

DATES TO REMEIYIBER

January 22 - February 5
March 26 - April 9

7:30pm
Varies

Region 19 Athletic Field Referendum February 10, 2009 6am-8pm

Public Information Session

Public Hearing

Council Adoption of Budget

Public Information Session

Region 19 Budget Referendum
~ ~

Am1Ual Town Meeting

April 2, 2009

April 13,2009

April 16, 2009

April 23, 2009

May 5, 2009

May 12,2009

7:00pm

7:30pm

7:OOpm

7:00pm

6am-8pm

7:00pm

Dates & Times Subject to Revision
Check Wwvll. mansfieldct. org for locations & other meeting information
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