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REGULAR MEETING- MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL 
August27,2012 

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

L ROLL CALL 
Present: Freud mann, Keane, Kochenburger (arrived 8:45p.m.), Moran, Paterson, 
Paulhus, Ryan, Schaefer, Shapiro 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Mr. Paulhus moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to approve the minutes of the July 23, 2012 
meeting as amended. The motion passed unanimously. 

IlL PUBLIC HEARING 
1. Amendment to Nuisance Ordinance 
Town Attorney Dennis O'Brien reviewed the issues which initiated the proposed change 
to the definition of nuisance in the ordinance. 

Cynara Stites, Sycamore Drive, spoke in support of the proposed changes noting the 
success of the ordinance and the need to close this loophole. 

John Sobanik, Celeron Square, spoke in support of the changes, commenting the 
ordinance is an effective enforceable tool and it is important it remains so. 

Betty Wassmundt, Old Turnpike Road, questioned the wording of the definition of 
nuisance. 

Art Smith, Mulberry Road, questioned whether the language sets a different standard for 
those renting and believes it is difficult to understand how it will be interpreted. Mr. Smith 
also commented there will be a hidden expense if the Town Attorney needs to prepare for 
hearings. 

IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL 
Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, believes the cost of the school building project has been 
underestimated in rnany ways; asked the Council not to narne the green at Wormwood 
Hill in honor of the Atwood family; asked the Council not to authorize additional funding 
for the Four Corners project until the EIE is completed and urged the Council to give Mr. 
Kotula the land he wants. Mr. Hossack also asked the Council what the Town can do to 
keep the fisher cats out of his yard. 

Leslie Minero, Chaffeeville Road, requested the nuisance ordinance be expanded to 
address disturbing noise including that of animals and farm equipment Ms. Minero 
stated she no longer enjoys her home because of the noise in her neighborhood. 

Jim Raynor, Moulton Road, spoke to the timing of the school building project referendum 
vote and urged the Council not to diminish the vote of the permanent voters in Town by 
having the referendum in conjunction with the November Presidential Election. Mr. 
Raynor suggested another date be chosen at which anyone who wants will be able to 
vote. 

Anthony Mingrone, formerly of Mansfield City Road, thanked the Council for their 
attention to the feral cats on his property and offered to provide any needed information. 
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Betty Wassmundt, Old Turnpike Road, commented on the Hearing Citation Officer, the 
Wormwood Hill Green, the feral cats, the trees at the Senior Center, and the school 
referendum. (Statement attached) 

Robin Weiner, Birchwood Heights Road, urged the Council not to schedule the school 
building project referendum on November 6, 2012 and requested the Council implement 
a freeze on taxes for senior citizens who meet certain income criteria. Ms. Weiner also 
questioned why Lawrence Associates is involved in the planning and building stages for 

the school building project. 

Art Smith, Mulberry Road, spoke to .his concerns with the lack of transparency in the 
Freedom of Information process in Town. Mr. Smith outlined his FOI requests and his 

concern with the information he received. 

REPORT OF THE TOWN MANAGER 
In addition to his written report Town Manager Matt Hart offered the following comments: 

• The Hearing Citation Officer hears appeals of violations and it is a volunteer 
position. 

• Fisher cats are a wildlife issue handled through the DEEP. The Town Manager 
will see if there is some information on the DEEP website which can be linked to 
the Town's website. 

• Lawrence Associates was hired by the School Building Committee for the design 
phase in a competitive bidding process. 

• In response to Mr. Smith's comments regarding his Freedom of Information 
requests Mr. Hart noted the Director of Finance does not sign a contract with the 
Town and so the contract to which Mr. Smith referred must be a contract with 
Region 19. The Town Clerk noted she suggested Mr. Smith forward the request 
regarding information on the use of Board of Education money for Storrs Center 
relocation expenses to the Board of Education. He did so and received the 
requested information. 

Ms. Moran noted the confusion regarding concerns that Board of Education money was 
spent for relocation expenses arose because the Board and Town use a single checking 
account and therefore both names appear on the checks. 
Ms. Keane asked if an open bid process will be used for choosing an architect for the 

school building project. Mr. Hart responded that will be a Council decision. 

V. REPORTS AND COMMENTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS 
Mr. Paulhus suggested the 15% rule for the adoption of referenda questions be reviewed 
during the next charter revision process. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 
2. Amendment to Nuisance Ordinance 
Council members discussed the meaning of the proposed language; the authority for the 
ordinance; the "what would a reasonable person do?" test; the goals of the ordinance to 

curb behavior and not to impose criminal penalties in most situations; and the existing 
loophole. 
Mr. Shapiro moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to suspend the Town Council Rules of 
Procedures and to immediately allow for the consideration of the proposed changes to 
the Nuisance Ordinance. 
The motion passed with all in favor except Mr. Freud mann and Ms. Keane who were in 
opposition. 

Mr. Kochenburger joined the meeting at 8:45p.m. 

Mr. Ryan moved and Mr. Schaefer seconded effective August 27, 2012 to accept the 
proposed Amendment to the Definition of Nuisance in Section 135-4 of the Ordinance to 
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Prevent Neighborhood Nuisances, which amendment shall be effective 21 days after 
publication in a newspaper having circulation within the Town of Mansfield. 
The motion passed with all in favor except Mr. Freudmann who was in opposition and Mr. 
Kochenburger who abstained, as he was not present for the discussion. 

3. School Building Project 
Council members discussed their support of and opposition to placing the school building 
referendum on the November 6, 2012 ballot. 
By consensus the Council agreed to hold a special meeting on September 6, 2012 at 
7:00p.m. to discuss the next steps. Mayor Paterson urged members to participate in the 
informational hearings which are being held at each of the schools. 

4. Community/Campus Relations 
Sergeant Cournoyer updated the Council on the activities of the students during the first 
weekend school was back in session. UConn Chief of Police O'Connor and Sergeant 
Cournoyer now have the ability to communicate directly and are working together to 
control crowds. Council members commended the Sergeant and Chief for this effort at 
community policing. Sergeant Cournoyer gave credit to the officers who are making it 
work. 
The Mayor noted the new interim Off Campus Services Director, John Armstrong, is an 
enthusiastic partner. Town and University staff will be meeting with students over the 
next couple of weeks to define expectations. 

5. Community/Wastewater Issues 
Town Manager Matt Hart reported the Town is still awaiting the Environmental impact 
Evaluation which is expected in late September and UConn continues to monitor and 
report on the conditions of the wells. 

6. Naming of Wormwood Hill Green 
Councilor Schaefer made a statement in favor of naming the Wormwood Hill Green in 
honor of the Atwood family. He noted that Isabelle Atwood has been paying for the 
maintenance of the Green for many years even though the Town owns part of the land 
and should mow the Plimpton (Slayton) and Town sections. 
Council members discussed the Town's prescriptive easements on the property for road 
usage only, the Town does not own the property; whether the portion of the land 
controlled by the Town and the owners who are in favor of the dedication be designated; 
and whether the Atwood family has already been sufficiently commemorated in Town. 

Ms. Moran moved to direct the staff to further discuss both the naming and acquisition of 
the private portions of the green with the current owners and report back to the Council at 
a future meeting. Seconded by Mr. Schaefer, the motion was defeated with 
Kochenburger, Paterson, Schaefer and Shapiro in favor and Freudmann, Keane, Moran, 
Paulhus and Ryan opposed. 

Mr. Schaefer moved and Mr. Kochenburger seconded to name the portion of the green 
that is controlled by the Town through the existing right-of way and the owners who favor 
the naming in honor of the Atwood family, postponing any decision on the maintenance of 
the green until the rnatter presents itself. The motion was defeated with Kochenburger, 
Paterson, Schaefer and Shapiro in favor and Freudmann, Keane, Moran, Paulhus and 
Ryan opposed. 

7. Storrs Center Upd<!te 
Town Council members toured the new construction area and the parking garage at a 
special meeting earlier this evening. The Town Manager reported the demolition of 1254 
Storrs Road is imminent and announced, following PZC review and required approval, 
Price Chopper will build a grocery store. At the next Council meeting, Mr. Hart will 
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provide additional information regarding the negotiations as a result of the cost overruns 
for the garage and will provide the Council with information on a Responsible 
Contractor's Ordinance for review. The Town Manager will also provide an allocation 
schedule for the money owed to the Town by EDR. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 
B. Revision to Fund Balance Policy 
Finance Committee Chair Bill Ryan outlined the proposed Fund Balance Policy which 
would set new guidelines and moved the following resolution: 
Resolved, effective August 27,2012, to adopt the proposed revised Fund Balance Policy 
dated August 23, 2012. 
Mayor Paterson offered the following amendment: 
As amended in a memo from Director of Finance Cherie Trahan dated August 24, 2012 
and presented at the August 27, 2012 Town Council meeting. 
Accepted as a friendly amendment, the motion as amended passed unanimously. 

9. Bond Authorization of Four Corners Sewer and Water Project and the South Eagleville 
Walkway Project 
Finance Committee Chair Bill Ryan reported the Committee's recommendation is to not 
include either of these projects on the November ballot. The Public Works Department is 
not in a position to undertake the South Eagleville Walkway Project and the Four Corners 
Sewer and Water Project should be delayed until the results of the EIE are known. 

10. Amendment to the Building and Fire Permit Fee Ordinance 
Building and Housing Director Mike Ninteau and Acting Deputy Fire Marshal Fran Raiola 
explained the difficulties with the current ordinance, commenting the fee structure is 
difficult for staff to administer and for the public to understand. 
Mr. Paulhus left at 10:30 p.m. 
Ms. Moran moved and Ms. Keane seconded that the Town Council authorize the Mayor 
to establish an Ordinance Development and Review Subcommittee comprised of 
members of the Town Council, appointed by the Mayor, to review the proposed 
amendment to the Building and Fire Permit Ordinance. 
The motion passed unanimously. 
Mayor Paterson asked any Council member willing to serve on the Committee to contact 
her. 

VIII. DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS 
No comments offered. 

IX. REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES 
Chair of the Finance Committee Bill Ryan reported the Committee is reviewing the Storrs 
Center relocation cost and a profit of $233,000 was realized by the Town at the end of 
the fiscal year. 
Chair of the Personnel Committee Toni Moran reminded members of the September 7, 
2012 deadline for the Town Manager's evaluation. The Committee will also begin 
reviewing the Town Manager's contract. 

X. PETITIONS REQUESTS AND COMMUNICATONS 
11.H. Bacon re: Sidewalks on either side of Route 195 in Mansfield Center extending 
from Route 89 to Bassetts Bridge Road -the Historic District Commission will be looking 
at acceptable surface options for the walkway. 
12.M. Bradley re: School Building Project 
13.S. Clark re: Wormwood Hill Green 
14.A. Kotula re: Parcel A- a copy of the Town Attorney's opinion has been sent. 
15.A. Mingrone re: Cat Population Control Ordinance- An update on current feral cat 
policies and procedures will be added to a future agenda for discussion. 
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16.J. Raynor re: School Building Project 
17.M. Hart re: Appointment to Eastern Connecticut Resource Conservation & 
Development Area, Inc. Board 
18.M. Hart re: Hearing Citation Officer Appointment 
19.Legal Notice: Zoning Board of Appeals 
20.Mansfield Senior Center Computer Classes 
21.Proclamation in Recognition of September as Leukemia, Lymphoma & Myeloma 
Awareness Month 
22.Preserving Farmland- Preserving Farming 

XI. FUTURE AGENDA 
Mr. Freud mann requested budgetary offsets to the cost of tax abatements for farms be 
discussed at a future meeting. Mr. Fruedmann will initiate this conversation at a Finance 
Committee meeting. 

XII. ADJOURNMENT 
Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to adjourn the meeting at 10:55 p.m. The 
motion passed unanimously. 

Elizabeth Paterson, Mayor Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 
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Aug.27,2012 

To: Town Council 

From: Betty Wassmundt 

About the appointment of Hearing Citation Officer, is this a paid position and what are the duties? 

}./ 
About the Wormwood Hill Green, it seems that this is a much more complicated situation that what was 

initially presented. I urge you to leave the green as it is. Don't needlessly incur any more responsibility 

and expense for the town. 

Regarding No.9, about Four Corners, I don't understand the letter from Hart. It's dated August 27th 

and refers to Aug 23'' as being in the future. 

Nex, I urge you to address the letter from Mr. Mingrone about feral cats. Feral cats should be the 

responsibility of the town and the town should round them up and humanely dispose of them. I 

consider euthanasia to be humane. This town needs a cat ordinance requiring all cats to be "house 

cats". Cats should not be allowed to roam freely. Domestic cats are not native to this continent. Cats 

are predators; they prey on small mammals and birds. They are known to kill millions of mammals and 

birds each year. The people who love their cats and allow them to roam about are feeding the local 

coyotes and fishers. That is not a humane death for the cat. Please deal with this issue. 

Last session I asked you to do something about the trees at the Senior Center being overcome with 

bittersweet. I'm pleased to see that the plea was finally heard b1.1t displeased with the work. The trees 

were cleared of vines by cutting off the branches. All.that had to be do he was to cut the vines and 

remov~ th,e. gi!~~e~..:,o?ts;, tpe vines in the tree~WJZ_ulp d.ry .and fa!~ off and the trees would still have 

branch~~~:allout2o%~ar~e ~6rtio~~s''n'~red of vines. I continue to find 

reason to say: only "public servants" could get away with such performance. 

About the two school referendum, I urge you to vote to send this to referendum at the November 

elections. I'm sure that by doing this you will so infuriate the public that come next council election, you 

will be voted out. Thank you. 
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My name is Jim Raynor. I live on Moulton Road in Mansfield. I'd like to speak to you 
about the upcoming vote on building 2 new schools in town. Specifically, I'd like to 
address the timing of the vote on this proposal. I sent a letter to you a few weeks ago 
eXpressing my feelings on your proposal, so there is no need to repeat what I hope you've 
already read. But I would like to address one specific part of this issue- namely the date 
to be chosen for our vote. I know some of you are concerned about diminishing the 
voting rights ofUconn students who opt to vote in Mansfield in the presidential election, 
and therefore qualify to vote on this issue. I hope you will be equally aware of 
diminishing the value of the votes of the permanent residents of the town- those of us 
residents who elected you to represent us. I am concerned about Ucmm students who 
come from Greenwich, Litchfield, Chicago, or Los Angeles voting on a purely local 
Mansfield issue of which they probably have little or rio knowledge. Their vote on this 
issue is probably not an informed vote, but it counts just as much as your vote and mine. 
That doesn't seem fair to the permanent residents of Mansfield. You were all elected by 
Mansfield residents to serve Mansfield residents. I think we should decide what the 
design our grammar schools will be. 

Even if you don't feel your first responsibility is to the residents of Mansfield, and I 
suspect that most of you do, if you will schedule this referendum vote on a date separate 
from the presidential vote, anyone interested in voting on this issue can do so. No one's 
right to vote is taken away. If a Uconn student wishes to vote in our referendum, he or 
she can. If doing so means coming to the polling place for the sole purpose of voting on 
our schools, chances are he or she will be someone who is informed on the subject and 
who will cast an informed vote, not someone who is there to vote for a president, and oh 
yes, while I'm here, I can vote for, or against, new schools in Mansfield, even though I 
know little about Mansfield, and don't really care all that much. Holding the referendum 
on a different date enables anyone who wishes to vote to do so. 

I think the council owes it to the people who elected you, to not diminish the value of our 
votes. And by the way, as I said in my previous letter, thank you for your service on the 
town council. It is a big commitment on your part. 

Thank you for your time. 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council ,/ 

Matt Hart, Town Manager /lttr.,(/ 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager 

September 10, 2012 

Reapportionment of Regional School District #19 

Subject Matter/Background 
This item has been placed on the agenda in order to provide representatives of 

the Region's reapportionment committee the opportunity to update the Town 

Council concerning the reapportionment process. 

Attachments 
1) Legal Notice, Plan of Representation for Submitted by Regional School 

Reapportionment Committee 
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Legal Notice 

Notice is hereby given that at a meeting held on August 9, 2012, the State Board of Education, pursuant 

to the provisions of Section 10-63m(a) and (c) of the Connecticut General Statutes, approved the plan of 

representation submitted by the Regional School Reapportionment Committee of Regional School 

District 19, and directed the Commissioner to take the necessary action. 

The plan of representation provides that the Regional School District 19 Board ofEducation: 

• Shall be comprised of twelve members- four members from Ashford, four members from 

Mansfield, and four members from Willington. 

• Each member town will continue to choose its four members of the Board. 

• The voting power of members from each town shall be weighted as follows: Ashford 1.60 votes 

per town (0.40 votes per member); Mansfield 8.12 votes per town (2.03 votes per member) and 

Willington 2.28 votes per town (.057 votes per member). 

Dated this 30'h day of August, 2012. 

Barbara B. Metsack, Ashford Town Clerk 

Mary Stanton, Mansfield Town Clerk 

Donna J. Hardie, Willington Town Clerk 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council , I 
Matt Hart, Town Manager ;1/4n 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Lon Hultgren, Director of 
Public Works; Cynthia van Zelm, Executive Director, Mansfield 
Downtown Partnership, Inc. 
September 10, 2012 
Responsible Contracting Provisions in Municipal Construction 
Contracts 

Subject Matter/Background 
At the Mansfield Downtown Partnership's update on the Storrs Center project in 
January of this year, , I offered to meet with representatives of the Connecticut 
Laborers District Council and the New England Region Council of Carpenters to 
listen to their concerns regarding labor conditions at Storrs Center. Later in the 
spring the Downtown Partnership staff and I were also approached by a group of 
UConn faculty members who were concerned about similar matters. 

In the ensuing months, Storrs Center master developer Howard Kaufman and I 
have held separate meetings with the members of the trades unions and the 
group of UConn faculty to discuss items of mutual concern and to educate one 
another regarding the issues. Mansfield Downtown Partnership Executive 
Director Cynthia van Zelm and board members Toni Moran and Bill Simpson 
have attended some of these meetings. While the immediate focus of the 
meetings was on Storrs Center, the discussion was comprehensive in nature. 

In these meetings, the trades unions and the faculty have advocated that the 
Town of Mansfield include what is commonly known as "responsible contracting" 
provisions in its larger public works contracts. The main concern expressed by 
the unions and the faculty is the importance of having contractual language in 
place to ensure that workers are treated fairly and equitably. Generally, the 
concerns revolve around employee compensation, training and benefits. 

Connecticut communities that have adopted responsible contracting ordinances 
or resolutions include Danbury, Killingly, Middletown, New Britain, New Haven, 
Stamford and West Haven. During our discussions and through a review of the 
ordinances that other communities have adopted, we have learned that 
responsible contracting ordinances typically contain provisions regarding 
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apprentice training programs; prevailing wage rates; local hiring preferences; 
hiring of minorities and women; employee benefits including unemployment 
compensation, workers compensation and health insurance; employee 
classification procedures; and contractor reporting requirements. 

Many of the ordinances also place parameters and definitions on contracting 
provisions, such as defining an employee vs. an independent contractor, 
stipulating whether provisions should apply to all employees, and capping or 
placing a minimum on the amount of a contract that is subject to responsible 
contracting provisions. 

Some responsible contracting ordinances also include penalties such as 
withholding of payment, damages if the contractor violates contractual provisions 
and barring the contractor from working for the municipality immediately or in the 
future if contractual requirements are not satisfied. In addition, these regulations 
typically provide an administration structure to enforce the provisions of the 
responsible contracting ordinance. 

Under current state statutes, the Town of Mansfield is required to include 
language in its larger public works contracts that is similar to responsible 
contracting provisions, including prevailing wage rates, non-discrimination, OSHA 
training, anti-collusion, etc. If a project is funded by a state or federal grant, the 
Town is obligated to comply with whatever contracting provisions are required by 
the particular state or federal funding agency as well as general state and federal 
labor requirements that are incorporated by reference in the contracts. 

Financial Impact and Related Issues 
The adoption of a responsible contracting ordinance would be a significant policy 
decision for Town Council and there are several key issues that the Council 
would want to examine closely, including impacts to the cost of construction and 
resources needed to properly administer contractual provisions. 

Another issue I would highlight is that responsible contracting ordinances are 
sometimes critiqued as favoring contractors who employ unionized workers over 
firms that hire primarily nonunion employees, because unionized contractors are 
more likely to pay prevailing wage and to offer a competitive employee benefits 
package. In the Mansfield region we are fortunate to have well-qualified 
nonunion contractors as well as many union tradespeople. With some thought 
and careful drafting, I am optimistic that the Town could craft legislation that 
would appropriately address this issue and promote the hiring of local 
tradespeople and contractors, both union and nonunion. 
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Recommendation 
Attached please find a packet of information related to responsible contracting, 
including sample ordinances in place in other Connecticut municipalities and 
articles concerning the topic. 

From my perspective, I see merit in the Council taking a close look at this topic to 
determine whether a responsible contracting ordinance or similar legislation 
would make sense for Mansfield. Among other potential benefits, such an 
ordinance could be used to promote the hiring of local workers and contractors, 
to support apprenticeship programs and to help ensure fair employment 
practices. Advocates also argue that responsible contractors typically produce a 
higher quality work product, to the benefit of the municipality and its taxpayers. 

If the Town Council does wish to review this topic in some detail, I would 
recommend a referral to an existing subcommittee or the establishment of an ad 
hoc committee. As a reminder, we are in the process of establishing a separate 
ad hoc committee to review proposed amendments to the building construction 
and fire prevention fee schedule ordinances, and the Council will need to 
manage its workload accordingly. 

Staff will be available at Monday's meeting to assist with questions regarding this 
topic. 

Attachments 
1) Fiscal Policy Institute, "Prequalification of Contractors: The Importance of 

Responsible Contracting on Public Works Projects" 
2) National Employment Law Project, "The Road to Responsible Contracting" 
3) Excerpts from various municipal codes of ordinances (Danbury, Middletown, 

New Britain, Stamford) 
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Prequalification of Contractors: The 
Importance of Responsible Contracting on 

Public Works Projects 

By 

Moshe Adler 
Senior Economist 

Fiscal Policy Institute 
275 Seventh Ave. 6th floor 

New York, NY 10001 
212-414-9001 

May 5, 2003 
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Introduction 

The construction of high quality public works projects is an essential component of an 

attractive quality of life and a competitive New York City economy. It is also imperative 

given the need for careful fiscal planning that the City take every step to ensure that all 

publicly-funded construction work is carried out by reputable and responsible 
contractors. Responsible contracting practices benefit not only the City and its taxpayers 

but contractors and workers as well. All responsible public works contractors need a 

level playing field. Through anti-competitive means, irresponsible contractors undercut 

sound business practices and artificially restrict opportunities for small, locally-based 

enterprises. All construction workers depend on the maintenance of good labor standards 

-compliance with prevailing wage and health and safety Jaws- that are jeopardized by 

irresponsible contractors. 

While the importance of successful contracting to the City cannot be over-emphasized, as 

the New York State Organized Crime Task Force explains, a gov~rnment enters the 

process of contracting with several crippling handicaps. 1 First, unlike a private entity 

that hires a contactor, the government must choose the lowest bidder among eligible 

contractors. Second, unlike a private entity, the govemment cannot simply say that it 

"does not like the job" a contractor did. The government must evaluate the quality of the 

work a contractor did objectively. But because in construction no two projects are the 

same, objective standards cannot be easily be defined. Wary of protracted battles with 

contractors, agencies often avoid them by giving contractors passing grades. In a 1998 

report the Massachusetts Inspector General issued a report in which he stated: 
"Awarding authorities ... are reportedly reluctant to provide unfavorable evaluations of 

contractors' perfonnance on public contracts."2 The result has been that unscrupulous 

contractors who plan to ask for change orders later on and to provide shoddy work 

through the use of unskilled workers often submit the lowest bids and impose great losses 

on the public. 

Recognizing these handicaps, both the New York Organized Crime Task Force and the 

State ofMassachusets have concluded that the best solution is to prequalify contractors. 

According to the Organized Crime Task Force, 

"the first step in combating fraud in public construction is to reform the contract 

Jetting system so that the City has greater control in selecting contractors for its 

multibillion dollar public works program. To accomplish this, the City needs 1) 
the authority to prequalify bidders; 2) a strategy tor increasing the size of the 

prequalified pool of contractors; 3) the ability and willingness to declare an 

1 Ronald Goldstock, "Corruption and Racketeering in the New York City Construction 

Inudstry," Final report to Govemor Mario M Cuomo from the New York State Organized 

Crime Task Force," New York University Press: New York, 1991, Chapter 10. 
2 Massachusetts Office of the Inspector General Report, "Qualifying Contractors for Public Building 

Projects~'' August 1998. www.state.ma.us/ig/publ/ancx.htm. 
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unacceptable low bidder "not responsible;" 4) the authority to debar an 
incompetent, defaulting, or corrupt contractor from public contracting; and 5) the 
option to use letting procedures other than pure bidding."3 (Emphasis added.) 

In Massachusets, according to its Inspector General, prequalification is mandatory 
because the state wants to assure the success of its public works programs: 

"All contractors bidding on public building projects valued at more than $25,000 
must first be certified by the Division of Capital Asset Management (DCAM). 
Thousands of state and local agencies and governments across Massachusetts rely 
on DCAM to prequalify their contractors for public building contracts. The 
success of building construction projects to provide essential public facilities 
such as public safety buildings, schools, libraries, and prisons depends 
heavily on DCAM's ability to screen out unqualified contractors and to 
certify qualified contractors in a timely manner."4 

Perhaps the best example of what prequalification can do for New York City comes from 
the cleanup of the World Trade Center site. That cleanup ended well ahead of schedule
-estimates vary from 3 months to 1 year,-and $1 billion or more under budget5 The 
process of selecting the contractors in this case involved what in effect was 
prequalification: because of the emergency the Department of Design and Construction 
was free to select contractors that it knew had a good track record. 

An example of how expensive projects can get when prequalification does not take place 
comes from the renovation of the new MT A headquarters currently underway at 2 
Broadway. Removal of hazardous material was contracted for $1.3 million but reached 
$7.8 million in January 2003, even before the work was complete. Demolition was 
budgeted at $720,000, but ended up costing $4.8 million. The installation of drywall was 
budgeted at $411 ,000; but ended up costing $9.5 million.6 

As the Organized Crime Task Force concluded, the process of selecting contractors by 
city agencies would produce the best results when these agencies can choose from a list 
of contractors with good track records. Prequalification simply means the creation of 
such a list. · 

This report evaluates the state of responsible contracting practices in public works 
construction in New York City. As part of this evaluation the report examines the 
relationship between a contractor's compliance with labor laws and the quality of its 
work, the quality of information about contracting that is provided by the Vendex System 

3 Goldstock, p. 252. 
4 Inspector General of the State of Massachusetts, "The Commonwealth's Contractor Certification System: 
A Status Report", 2000, emphasis added. http://www.state.ma.us/ig/publlcontcerx.htm. 
5 

The Construction Industry Partnership, no date; The American Council of Engineering Companies, 

"Response to Disaster Prominent Among Engineering "Academy Awards~' Finalists," Feb. 10,2003. 

6 Charles V. Bagli, "Sweet Deal for MTA. Home Turns Sour, Beset by Cost Overruns and Indictments," 
The New York Times, 5/19,02. 
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and the effectiveness of the enforcement of labor laws in the city. Based on this 
examination the repot also makes recommendation for improving the process of 
contracting In New York City. 

w'fien.soritracwrs•tr~e lin~ki]1~d ~g!ile~perjei)ceg•·workers ihe.res\Iltislow guality_and 
4igtu;ost}otJ,e goverrui:i.,nt. . .Prev~iiing wa!Se!aws. ~re ci~signed tofprce c9ntractqrs. to 
usew,Jy q1l~l,ifled wor¥~rs,· .. 'J'he_i.rxspec)brCfenenits~tpeU.9,Pepartment ofHqusing 
anct Urban l).ev~loP!Tient(HUJ)}cl\scover:ecla ':direct c0iJelatioilBetweert labor law 
viql~!W)!l§ ~?poor qu<i.lity construd:ioii'1in 17 citesthilthis office investigated. This led 
hirii t<i tonc]ude· 

''Pqor ;!yorkrn8Jlsh.ip ._qtiality, _wouropiriiOI),resplts from th~ use of irtexperiblced 

0~ ~!l~J9ll.ed workers_.ari:l·shdrtcut·_corts.tr\19ti?l1 rnethogs1 __ 1\qofing. shortcuts result 
in leaks fWd <;qsdy roof and ceiling r.epairs. V(pile shortcuts inpaintii)g m.aynot 
bq a~ §erip\ls, it cioe,s.~eguire.Nt\Jre._mahW:!l'W~e expt;!lse by requiring.!epainthig 
soorie~ th@ anticipate<;\. Eleftrical shortcu~ddicie!lcies. are J1qt as readily 
det(OC~~cl b\1( uiay leadtp serious ptoplefl1S S\]Ch a,S fire and shocks ... Poor 
q~illiiy )VOrJ;.led t0 exc~s~ive rnaifit~n~nfe _costs and incr~a~ed riskofdefaults 
~lldforec]O~UICS .•.. this syst~rnatiC ch~atillg ~Osts the pupljc tre~SJ1ry 
huJ1qredsofrnillions 0f(lol!l}r~,redncil1g w.orkers' ·earnings, and driving the 
honest contractoroutofbl)siriess oi uililergr()und!'7 

R,ese3fc::hers a!Jh~ Un}versity of Utah also discoven;,d that bad qmtra.nors hurt .both 
"'p~kers @dtaxpayers. They examined the effectofthe repeal of prevailing wage law in 
Utah and eight other states. 8 They discovered that following repeals: 

Effect on Workers 

Injuries increased by 15%. 
Wages in the construction industry fell by 22%. 
Construction training declined by 40%. (The replacement of skilled with 
unskilled workers is perhaps the most important reason for the increase in 
injuries.) 

7 
HAudit Report on Monitoring and Enforcing Labor Standards," Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, Office of Inspector General. Cited in Dale Belman and Paula Voos, "Prevailing Wage Laws 
in Construction: The Costs of Repeal to Wisconsin," The Institute for Wisconsin's Future, University of 
Wisconsin, January 1996 (revised), p. 5. 

8 Peer Philips, Garth Magnum, Nann Waitzman and Anne Yeagle, "Losing Ground: Lessons from the 
Repeal of Nine "Little Davis-Bacon" Acts," University of Utah, February 1995. 
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After the repeal minority representation in training programs declined by 
36%.9 
Pension and health insurance contributions/coverage declined. 10 

Effect on Budget 

Cost overruns on construction projects increased from 2.0% to 7.3% of 
accepted bids. 
Final project costs as a percentage of the state engineer's original estimate 
increased by 2%.11 Two percent of the $3.5 billion worth of construction 
projects that New York City currently has amounts to $70 million. 
Lost income and sales tax receipts exceeded cost savings to the state 
government by at least 27%. 12 

As a result of such concerns, several Massachusetts cities, including Boston, went further 
than the state law and passed ordinances that decree that a responsible contractor is also a 
an employer v,rho paysprevailing v,rag~s, provides apprenticeships, and pays fo~ workers' 
benefits. l39stql1 passedits ''Respon,sil;le ,Bmplo)ic;f~rdinan,ye~'i~ 199~, and Moy~ar~ 
laterMfiyor 1v1 enin6 reponed tha_t the .<irgip@ct; '~r'eq4ired n9J1fajdr addi tiona) re~o urtes 
and appears to h~:ve had a sticC~ssfu]ly preye1;1tiv~ i~pact,:'(Empha,sis a,ddedJ The 
mayors of Cambridge, Springfield and Worcester issued similar assessments. (Statement 
Attached.) 

Bad Employers Are Costly to New York City Tax Payers 

The clearest indication that contractors who mistreat workers also short change tax payers 
comes from New York City itself. The Fiscal Policy Institute drew a random sample of 
30 contractors who have performed construction work for the city and for whom there is 
an evaluation of the quality of work they have done. Among the 19 contractors with no 
labor law violations 1 contractor's work was rated as unsatisfactory and I was rated as 
marginal. The work of 13 was rated satisfactory, and the work of 4 was rated excellent. 
In contrast, among the II contractors with labor law violations, the work of 2 was rated 
unsatisfactory, the work of 4 was rated as marginal, and the work of 5 was rated as 
satisfactory. No contractor who had labor law violations received an excellent rating. 
See Table 1 below. 

9 Ibid. figure 3.9 
10 Peer Philips, "Kansas And Prevailing Wage Legislation," Prepared for the Kansas Senate, Labor and 
Industry Committee, Feb. 20, !998, p. 49. 
ll p 15 
12 Phili;s et al., page 29 
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tablet QIJ.alitY ·orwo~k&tN~#/x:6!"~~·(;i&•Co#tt~ctt\h . .hY•~ab6r :La.w 
Vioiatio,lS' 

Labor Law Violations* No Labor Law Violations Labor Law Violations 
Quality of Work** Percent Percent 

Unsatisfactory 5.3% 18.0% 

Marginal 5.3% 36.0% 

Satisfactory 21.1% 46.0% 

Excellent 68.4% 0.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: New York Crty Mayor of Contracts, Data for the years 1993-2002. 
* Any labor law violations by the contractor in 1993-2002. 
**Lowest perfonnance evaluation for the contractor in 1993-2002. 

Thil~, a contractor with):J.bor lawviplatjqns is mqte th~n fivetimes aslikdYto ):lave a 
10\y perfqrmance rating (either unsatisfactory or marginal) than a contractor with no labor 
law violations. 

The performance rating, which is done by the city agencies who hire the contractors, is 
determined by six factors: Work quality, cost, keeping to schedule, contract changes, 
record keeping and cooperativeness. T):lys a lqw performance r').tinf\ indicates that a 
contragtor was costly toth~ city. It either ~!;livery~ )VOI]<: of! ow quality, (lid nqtfinish 
V!ork on schedul':', imposedadditional cost~ on the city, or forced the city to allocate 
additional resources to n\onitoi its performai1ce. 

It should be noted that instead of drawing a sample, in theory it is possible to construct 
Table I for the whole population of construction contractors. Unfortunately, the data 
provided by the Mayor Office of Contracts (MOC) makes such analysis prohibitively 
costly. First, the data about performance evaluations and the data about labor law 
violations reside in two ditierent files, and the two files are not compatible with each 
other. Whereas the performance evaluations file contains contract numbers, the caution 
file does not. Second, there are often differences in the spelling of contractor names 
between the two files, a fact that means that merging the files would have to be done by 
hand rather than with the aid of a computer program. Yet there are more than 4,500 
contracts with evaluations and more than 20,000 line entries in the labor law violations 
file (with m.any dnplications). We discuss the issue of how the city manages the 
information about its contractors below, where we make suggestions of how to improve 
the Vendex system. 

2. Demographic Profile of Construction Workers 

When contractors violate labor laws they hurt, tax payers, workers, and workers' 
families. Many of the workers belong to minority groups and the level of their 
educational attainment is only moderate. 
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As their ages indicate (Table 2), construction workers support families. Seventy-five 
percent of construction trade workers are over 30. 

Table 3: Age Breakdown ofNew York City's 
Construction Industry Workforce 

Age Cohort Percen 
18-30 Years 25.2 
31-40 Years 35.2 
41-50 Years 25.6 
51+ 14.1 
Total 100.0 

!Note: Non-trade related occupations, e.g., 
support and administrative positions, were 
excluded from analysis. 
Source: Current Population Survey data 
pooled for three years: 2000/2002. 

As Table 3 shows, the construction industry is well integrated racially. Fifty-five percent 
of workers are non-white. 

Table 3: Racial/Ethnic Breakdown ofNew 
York City's Construction Industry 

Workforce 

Racial Cohort 
White Non-Hispanic 
Black Non-Hispanic 
Hispanic (of any race) 
Other 
Total 

Percen 
44.~ 

21.6 
25.5 

8.5 
100.0 

Note: Non-trade related occupations, e.g., 
support and administrative positions, were 
excluded from analysis. 
Source: Current Population Survey data pooled 
for three years: 200012002. 

While the level of traditional school-based education of construction workers is not high 
-fewer than l 0 percent of construction workers have a college degree- those who 
complete apprenticeship programs in the skilled trades generally receive 3-5 years of on
the-job training and extensive classroom instruction. 
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Table 4: Educational Attainment in New York City's 
Construction Industry 

Education Level 
Less Than High School 
High School 
Some College (inc. vocational training) 
College & Higher 
Total 

Percent 
28.3 
40.6 
22.6 

8.4 
100.0 

Note: Non-trade related occupations, e.g., support and 
administrative positions, were excluded from analysis. 

Source: Current Population Survey data pooled for 
three years: 200012002. 

There are currently 145,291 workers in the construction industry who live in New York 
City, according to the Current Population Surveyu The number is lower if one uses 
establishment employment data, which show that there are 115,600 employees who work 
for New York City based firrns. 14 (Some differences between these two data series are to 
be expected. The Current Population Survey covers New York City residents; the 
establishment employment data covers construction employment in New York City. 
Another important difference is that the CPS includes selt~employed; the establishment 
series does not.) 

About 25 percent of all workers in the construction industry are in various non-trades 
occupations such as project managers, and other administrative and office personnel. The 
focus here· is on workers in the construction trades. Table 5 below shows the occupational 
breakdown of workers in the construction trades. Carpenters, electricians, painters, brick 
and stone masons and plumbers are the most numerous among them. 

13 Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey, ORG data, 2002. 
14 NYS Dept. of Labor, annual average, 2002. 
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Table 5: Occupational Breakdown of New York City's 
Construction Industry 

Occuoational Grouo 
Carpenters 
Electricians 
Painters, construction and maintenance 
Brickmasons and stonemasons 
Plumbers, pipefitters, and steamfitters 
Roofers 
Construction trades, n.e.c. 
Insulation workers 
~ile setters, hard and soft 
Glaziers 
Structural metal workers 
Drywall installers 
Plasterers 
Concrete and terrazzo finishers 
Paperhangers 
Carpet installers 

fro tal 

Percent 
28.8 
20.( 
14.4 
9.4 
9.3 
3.4 
2.8 
2.4 
1.7 
1.5 
1.5 
1.4 
1. 1 
1.0 
0.7 
0.5 

100.0 

Note: Non-trade related occupations, e.g., support and administrative 
!positions, were excluded from this analysis. 

Source: Current Population Survey data pooled for three 
lvears: 2000/2002. 

3. Estimating the Number of Construction Workers Employed Under NYC Public 
Works Construction Contracts 

The number of employees that contractors with public work contracts employ is not 
reported anywhere, and it must therefore be estimated. FPI used an input/output model, 
IMP LAN, 15 to translate the dollar amount of contracts to number of workers employed. 
The city currently has $3.5 billion worth of construction contracts of different durations 
underway. (Contracts issued by the School Construction Authority were excluded.) This 

15 The IMPLAN model, originally developed for the Federal government, utilizes 
detailed data on national and local inter-industry economic transactions to model the 
interaction between the different sectors of the economy. The IMP LAN model shows an 
output of$100,412 per employee in the construction industry in New York City. Using 
the Gross State Product series for the statewide construction industry prepared by the 
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, BEA, yields an output per worker of $79,309. Given 
that in New York City, construction of office buildings is more prevalent than in the rest 
of the state, the BEA figures validate the IMP LAN figures. 

-22-



translates into roughly 11,700 workers. 16 Thus, the size of the contractors-with-city
contracts-work-force is 8% of the size of the construction workforce that lives in the city. 
(Altematively, the city-supported construction workforce translates into about 10% of all 
construction establishment employment in NYC. 

4. High Productivity of Construction Workers and Large Economic Impact of NYC 
Public Works Contracts 

Construction workers are productive, and this is why the prevailing wages in this industry 
are relatively high. According to the IMP LAN model, output per worker in this industry 
in NYC is more than $100,400 per worker. 

Expenditures in the construction industry have significant spill-over effects. According 
to the IMPLAN model each $1 billion spent creates 9,959 jobs in New York City in the 
industry itself, 2,326 jobs in New York City in industries that supply the construction 
industry, and an additional 2,285 jobs in New York City in industries that cater to the 
increased demand for goods and services that is generated by the increase in income. 

5. Limitations of the Vend ex System 

The Vendex system is a DOS-based system that is not available online and contains very 
little information. 

Labor Law Violations: While the Vendex system does indicate whether a contractor has 
had violations, it does not contain any information regarding these violations. In the case 
of prevailing wage violations there is no indication of what the underpayment was, or 
how many workers were involved. Similarly, in the case of OSHA violations there is no 
indication of what the fines were, or why the citation was issued. 

An examination of the Vendex rep01i one one conbtractor, Volmar Construction, Inc. 
(attached), demonstrates how severe the problems with Vendex are. Volmar has been a 
repeat and serious violator of safety regulations, as its OSHA citations clearly show. 
Volmar had 4 serious violations in 1991, 10 serious violations and 4 repeat violations in 
1992, 8 serious violations and 3 repeat violations in 1993, 1 serious violation in 1998, 
and 2 serious violations in 2002. The Vendex record ofVolmar shows the existence of 
OSHA violations in only two years, and does not contain any information regarding the 
fact that these were multiple, serious and repeated violations. All Vendex says about the 
8 serious violations and 3 repeat violations of 1993 is: "OSHA CITATION FINE 
UNDER INFORMAL SETTLEMENT." There is a similar cryptic statement regarding 
violations in 1995. There is no indication in Vendex that there were violations in 1991, 
1992, 1998 or 2002. 

16 After adjusting each contract's total cost to cost per year. 
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The lack of information about prevailing wage violations is equally problematic. In May 
of 1995, two employees brought prevailing wage complaints against a sub-contractor of 
Volmar, Hom Maintenance Corp., for work as laborers at Prospect Heights H.S. The 
complaints covered the period from May 1994 through January 1995. Horn subsequently 
received a willful violation in December 1995. This willful violation is not recorded in 
Vendex. In 1998, as a general contractor on an SCAjob at Prospect Heights H.S., a non
willful violation was found of$18,987.47 for five employees listed as asbestos handlers 
who worked for Vo!mar's sub-contractor Continental Env. Corp. The only infonnation 
contained in Vendex is: "NON WILLFUL VIOLATION SETTLEMENT." 

While a researcher may ask the Mayor's Office of Contracts for information regarding 
violations that do appear in Vendex, the response time is from 5 to 10 days, and the data 
is not provided electronically. Information about each contractor costs $25. 

Performance Evaluation: Vendex suffers from the same shortcomings regarding the 
information it contains about the quality of work done. A cost overrun gets a simple 
entry of"yes" without any indication of the sum involved and what percentage the 
overrun is of the initial estimate. A delay is treated in the same way, without indication 
of how long it was. The same applies to quality of work. To be useful, Vendex must 
include all this information and a narrative evaluation of the contractor's performance. 

The lack of enforcement and perfmmance infonnation is an even greater problem. A 
report by the Mayor Office of Contracts, "Agency Procurement Indicators," for Fiscal 
2002, attached, shows that the Department of Corrections performed only 15% of the 
evaluations that it was required to perform. The numbers for the Depmiments of 
Buildings and Sanitation were 36% and 51% respectively. 

One additional problem diminishes greatly the value of the Vend ex system: The smne 
contractors appears in the system with many different names. This problem can be easily 
solved by including a taxpayer id number. 

To be useful, the Vendex system should include: 

A taxpayers lD Number 
The same contractor appears in the system under different names. Including the 
ID number will permit the consolidation of information about each contractors 

Prevailing Wage Violations: What was the prevailing wage, what was the wage 
paid, how many employees were underpaid, whether the violation was willful or 
not, and the basis for this determination. Fines and interest should also be 
recorded. 

OSHA Violations: Severity of violations, whether repeated, whether willful, 
an1ount of settlement, accidents. 
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Tax Liens: All debt for workers' comp payments or tax delinquencies should be 
entered on the system. 

Job Performance: The record should provide an evaluation of perfonnance on 
past contracts. The evaluation should include dollar amounts of cost oven-uns, 
length of time for delays, and a nanative rating of the quality ofthe work. 

6. Prevailing Wage Enforcement 

Under State Labor Law, the City Comptroller is charged with enforcing prevailing wage 
compliance for all New York City contracts. However, the Comptroller's office only 
conducts investigations on a complaint basis. Analysis of data provided by the City 
Comptroller office shows that, for complaint cases, the losses to employees and the gains 
to contractors from prevailing wage violations are substantial. The Comptroller does not 
make available data on the precise nature of prevailing wage violations: What the 
prevailing wage was, how much workers were paid, and how many workers were 
involved. 17 Nevertheless, the Comptroller provides some aggregated data, and these data 
reveal that several employees were underpaid by city contractors as much as $17,500. 
Restitutions by contractors amounted in one case to more than $400,000. In fiscal year 
2002 the City Comptroller assessed underpayments of $3,064,997 and in 2001 the 
assessment was of$3,556,935. The office resolved 150 cases in 2002. It must be bome 
in mind that the Comptroller investigates only when there are complaints. The 
Comptroller does not initiate random investigations. 

7. Need for Public Scrutiny 

Because the Comptroller does not conduct random checks, and because workers may be 
fearful to complain or may not know their rights, public scrutiny is necessary to assure 
compliance with the prevailing wage law. Such scrutiny cannot occur without easy-to
assemble infonnation. 

Although the frequency of prevailing wage violations cannot be detennined with 
accuracy, it appears that it may be pervasive. Our procedure for estimating the frequency 
of violations in the case of one occupation, carpenters (the largest occupation in the 
construction trades) is as follows. The prevailing wage for carpenters in 2002 ranged 
trom $33.48/hour (for heavy construction) to $35.09 (commercial buildings). fn 2002 
there were 27,088 carpenters living in the city and of these, 1,508 eamed more than $33/ 
hour. 18 

17 Unfortunately, the data provided by the Wage and Hours Division of the U.S. Dept. of Labor regarding 
violations of the Federal prevailing wage Jaw (Davis· Bacon) are not any better. 
18 Source: CPS. 
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It is not known how many of the carpenters who earned the higher sums worked for 
contractors-with-city-contracts. But we estimate that contractors-with-city-contracts 
employed 2,176 carpenters19 If we assumed all of the workers repmiing the prevailing 
wage rate or higher worked on city public works contracts, AND that not a single union 
carpenter working on a commercial office building project in NYC was paid the hourly 
union scale, the number of workers earning the prevailing wage would still fall short of 
the estimated number of carpenters employed under city contract. 

There is of course no substitute for random checks to ascertain how frequently the 
prevailing wage law is violated and to enforce the law. Our rough estimate shows how 
important these checks are. 

Public scrutiny of the enforcement of labor laws is also necessary because too often 
contractors who have a record of repeat violations continue to get city contracts. 
According to a City Council staff report, the contractor Rapid Demolition was awarded a 
$4.3 million Department of sanitation contract in 1999 even though at the time Rapid 
already had a history of unsafe demolition practices, and its Site Superintendent, Philip 
Schawab, had been convicted for bribing a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
compliance office, and had been convicted and incarcerated for failure to collect and pay 
payroll taxes 20 

Volmar Construction was awarded a new $4 million DEP contract in December 2000 in 
spite of its long history of violations (listed above) and the fact that in September of 2000 
it was suspended from bidding on or receiving any further work by the School 
Construction Authority. 

Conclusion: The Need for Transperancy and Prequalification in Contracting 

A government is only as good as the vigilance of those it serves. In order for tax payers to 
be able to monitor their government they must have readily available and pertinent 
inforn1ation and the time to process it. A revamped Vendex system that provides easy 
access will improve the transparency ofthe contracting process. An open prequalification 
process will give interested members of the public the opportunity to flag unworthy 
contractors before they are awarded contracts. The result would be savings to taxpayers 
and decent working conditions for workers. 

19 The share of carpenters among all construction workers in the clty is 18.6%. 
20 New York City Council Investigation Division, Broken: A Case Study ofNew York City Contracting 
Gone Bad. New York City Contracts- Rapid Demolition. April2003. 
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The Road to Responsible Contracting: 
lessons from States and Cities for Ensuring That 
Federal Contracting Delivers Good Jobs and Quality Services 

By Paul K. Sonn and Tsedeye Gebreselassie 
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Responsible Contracting Reforms Deliver Good Jobs and Quality Services 
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Proper Employee Classification 
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Executive Summary 

Contracting by federal government agencies to purchase goods and services totals more 

than $500 billion annually and finances millions of jobs across our economy. Following years 

of concern about unaccountable federal contractors wasting taxpayer dollars, President 

Barack Obama has launched a badly needed initiative to modernize the federal procurement 

system. But as the federal government works to improve oversight and performance by 

federal contractors, an equally pressing problem needs attention as well: the fact that federal 

contracting is finandng millions of poverty wage jobs across our economy, and supporting 

employers that are significant or repeat violators of workplace, tax and other laws. 

These employment practices-in addition to hurting families and communities-undermine 

the quality of services that government agencies receive, and impose substantial costs 

on the taxpayers as contractors' employees turn to publicly funded safety net programs 

for support. Despite longstanding requirements that federal agencies contract only with 

"responsible" vendors, and growing awareness of the consequences of failing to do so, the 

past administration put the brakes on efforts to address this problem. 

The Obama Administration's contracting reform initiative provides an important opportunity to 

reverse the role that federal procurement is playing in creating bad jobs, and use it instead to 

address one of the most pressing needs facing the nation: rebuilding a base of middle-class 

jobs across our economy. 

The experiences of cities and states over the past decade with a range of "responsible 

contracting" policies offer a road map for how the administration can ensure that federal 

contracting promotes the creation of good jobs by prioritizing businesses that engage in 

responsible employment practices. This report surveys responsible contracting policies 

developed and tested by states and cities across the country, and recommends the following 

key reforms in the federal contracting system: 

1. Institute more rigorous responsibility screening of prospective bidders to ensure 

that federal contracts are not awarded to employers that are significant or repeat 

violators of workplace, tax or other laws. 

2. Establish a preference for employers that provide good jobs in the contractor 

selection process, prioritizing firms that provide living wages, health benefits and 

paid sick days. 

3. Quickly bring on-line, expand and improve the newly authorized national contractor 

misconduct database mandated by the 2008 National Defense Authorization Act. 

4. Strengthen monitoring and enforcement of contractors' compliance with existing 

and new workplace standards. 

By incorporating these approaches into the federal contracting system, the government can 

ensure that contracting delivers the best value for the taxpayers by rewarding employers that 

invest in their work forces with quality jobs. 
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Background 
Federal Contracting Is Creating Millions of 
Substandard Jobs 

Wages Are Low, Benefits Are Minimal and Violations Are Common in 
Much of the Federally Contracted Workforce 

The federally contracted workforce is large and has been growing rapidly. But while federal 

agency purchasing has become a key source of employment in communities across the 

country, the federally contracted workforce includes millions of substandard jobs with 

employers that pay poverty wages, provide meager benefits and violate workplace, tax and 

other laws. 

The scale of federal contracting more than doubled during the Bush Administration, fueled both 

by the Iraq War and political opposition to growth in the federal workforce. That opposition 

often led to use of contractors for functions that could more accountably and efficiently be 

performed by federal employees. The government should therefore reevaluate the scale of 

past outsourcing and bring back "in house" many functions that today are performed by 

federal contractors. 

r·-
By all indications, a substantial and 
increasing number of jobs with federal 
contractors are substandard, paying low 

However, even once a more appropriate balance 

between federal employment and outsourcing is 

restored, the federally contracted workforce will 

undoubtedly remain large. Federal contracting for 

goods and services today totals more than $500 L wages and providing limited benefits, 

billion.' Because the government does not collect 

data on federal contract workers, estimates of the number of workers employed by federal 

contractors vary widely. The Economic Policy Institute (EPI) has conservatively estimated that 

between 2000 and 2006, the number of federal contract workers increased from 1.4 million to 

2 million, representing 43 percent of all employees who do work for the government.' 

By all indications, a substantial and increasing number of jobs with federal contractors are 

substandard, paying low wages and providing limited benefits. According to the EPI analysis, 

nearly 20 percent of all federal contract workers in 2006 earned less than the federal poverty 

level of $9.91 an hour. And fully 40 percent earned less than a living wage.' Moreover, many of 

these workers do not receive employer-provided health benefits• 

Contributing to this problem is the fact that federal contracting in low-wage industries has 

grown significantly over the past eight years. For example, the Center for American Progress 

found that spending on federal contracts in four major low-wage industries-utilities and 

housekeeping, property maintenance and repair, clothing and apparel, and food preparation

nearly doubled between 2000 and 2007-' 

Similarly, because the federal contracting system does not provide for rigorous responsibility 

screening of potential contractors, federal agencies continue to award contracts to firms 

that are significant or repeat violators of workplace, tax and other laws. As documented by 

the Center for American Progress, during the Bush Administration, firms that had repeated 
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violations of labor, employment and tax laws, and that had overbilled taxpayers for their work, 

were awarded new federal contracts despite long histories of noncompliance' 

Federal Contractors Providing Substandard Jobs Impose Significant 

Public Costs on Taxpayers and Undermine the Quality of Services 
Received by Government Agencies 

Federal contractors providing poverty wages and limited benefits impose significant costs 

on taxpayers because their employees must rely on public safety net programs to make ends 

meet. Conversely, studies of government contracting show that employers that pay good wages 

and comply with workplace, tax and other laws frequently offer quality and reliability advantages 

over those that do not. But the contract pricing and 

evaluation process used by federal agencies currently 

ignores these costs and benefits, thus distorting the 

selection process. 

Recent studies have documented the heavy burden 

on public safety net programs-and resulting costs tor 

the taxpayers-caused by workers whose employers 

pay low wages and do not provide health care and 

other benefits. These studies measure the direct 

Recent studies have documented the 
heavy burden on public safety net 
programs-and resulting costs for the 
taxpayers-caused by workers whose 
employers pay low wages and do not 
provide health care and other benefits. 

cost to taxpayers in Earned Income Tax Credit payments, health benefits under the Medicaid 

program, and other benefits and income supports when workers are paid poverty wages and 

do not receive employer-provided health benefits. 

For example, an analysis by the University of California found that $10.1 billion of the $21.2 

billion that federal and state taxpayers spent in 2002 on public assistance programs in 

California went to families of low-wage workers 7 The $10.1 billion included $3.6 billion in 

Medicaid costs and $2.7 billion for the Earned Income Tax Credit. The $10.1 billion cost would 

have been reduced to $3.2 billion if employees in those families had earned a wage of at least 

$14.00 an hour and had received employer-provided health benefits-' Similar analyses have 

demonstrated corresponding public costs attributable to low-wage employers in New York, 

Wisconsin and Illinois-' 

The bulk of the costs to the taxpayers identified in these analyses are paid by the federal 

government through the Medicaid program and the federal Earned Income Tax Credit.'0 These 

hidden public costs to the federal government partially offset the savings that low-wage 

contractors rnay appear to offer federal agencies. However, the contract pricing and evaluation 

systems currently used by federal agencies do not take into account these indirect costs. 

Furthermore, a growing body of research demonstrates that in many industries, contractors that 

provide good wages and benefits and respect workplace laws deliver higher quality services 

for government agencies and the taxpayers. For example, as discussed in greater detail below, 

studies of local living wage policies have found that better paid workforces typically enjoy 

decreased employee turnover (with corresponding savings in re-staffing costs), increased 

productivity, and improvements in the quality and reliability of the services that they provide." 

In a leading case study, the San Francisco airport saw annual turnover for security screeners 

plummet from 94.7 percent to 18.7 percent after it instituted a living wage policy. As a result, 
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r··· ··1 
In a leading case study, the San 
Francisco airport saw annual turnover 
for security screeners plummet from 
94.7 percent to 18.7 percent after it 
instituted a living wage policy. As a 
result, employers saved about $4,275 
per employee in turnover costs and 
reported improvements in employee 
performance, employee morale, and 
customer service. 

employers saved about $4,275 per employee 

in turnover costs and reported improvements in 

employee performance, employee morale and 

customer service.12 

In construction contracting in particular, research has 

indicated that high road contractors that comply with 

workplace laws and provide quality training, wages 

and benefits typically have better skilled and more 

productive workforces that increase the quality of 

public construction work, with resulting savings for 

the taxpayers. As early as the 1980's, an audit by the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) of seventeen HUD sites found a "direct correlation between labor law violations and 

poor quality construction" on HUD projects, and found that the quality defects on these sites 

contributed to excessive maintenance costs. The HUD Inspector General concluded that 

"[Tihis systematic cheating costs the public treasury hundreds of millions of dollars, reducing 

workers' earnings, and driving the honest contractor out of business or underground."'' 

More recently, a survey of New York City construction contractors by New York's Fiscal Policy 

Institute found that contractors with workplace law violations were more than five times as 

likely to have a low performance rating than contractors with no workplace law violations." 

Other studies have found that construction workers who receive higher wages and quality 

~----

[A]n audit by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
of seventeen HUD sites found a "direct 
correlation between labor law violations 
and poor quality construction" on HUD 
projects, and found that the quality 
defects on these sites contributed to 
excessive maintenance costs. 

training are at least 20 percent more productive than 

less skilled and lower paid workers.15 Conversely, a 

study examining the impact of repealing prevailing 

wage laws in nine states found that the resulting 

drop in construction worker wages correlated with 

significant increases in cost overruns and delays on 

construction projects, and led to a workforce that was 

less skilled and less productive." 

Yet despite the recognized quality advantages 

and offsetting savings generated by better paid 

workforces, the federal contracting system does not currently provide any systematic way 

to factor them in during the contract pricing and evaluation process. As a result, they remain 

largely ignored, skewing the selection process towards low road contractors. 
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The federal Contracting System Does Not Do Enough 
to Promote Responsible Contractors That Offer the 
Best Value for the Government 

The Federal Contracting System Is Intended to Promote Purchasing from 
Responsible Contractors That Offer the Best Value for the Government, 
But It Does Not Do So in Practice 

The federal contracting system currently does little to factor into the contractor selection 

process the advantages for taxpayers and workers alike of employers that provide good jobs. 

However, authority to do so already exists under the federal procurement statutes, which in 

fact are intended to promote purchasing from responsible contractors that offer the best value 

for the government. 

Federal contracting statutes and the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) require that the 

government do business with "responsible" contractors. 17 Only employers with "a satisfactory 

record of integrity and business ethics" (among other things)-a standard that should 

encompass an employer's record of compliance with workplace, tax and other laws-may 

be deemed "responsible."" Contracting agencies have broad authority to take into account a 

range of other factors in defining responsibility." And for some categories of contracts, federal 

agencies are already authorized to use "prequalification"-a key responsible contracting 

approach that, as discussed below, allows agencies to limit competition to a list of approved 

bidders that have shown they meet certain basic eligibility criteria. 20 

In practice, however, the government does a poor 

job of ensuring that it does business only with 

responsible firms. The government has never 

systematically collected information about prospective 

contractors' compliance with workplace, tax and other 

laws. Only very general information about the firms 

that are awarded government contracts is available 

Federal contracting statutes and the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
require that the government do business 
with "responsible" contractors. 

to the public and there has been no central government database with federal contractor 

responsibility information. Moreover, as the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) 

found in 2005, federal agencies do not even have access to accurate listings of previously 

debarred or suspended contractors in order to ensure that they do not award new contracts 

to such firms." As a result, the government continues to award billions of dollars in contracts 

to firms with histories of fraud, workplace violations and criminal misconduct." A 2009 

GAO study reported little improvement, finding that businesses that had been suspended 

or debarred for "egregious offenses ranging from national security violations to tax fraud 

[continued to) improperly receiv[e] federal contracts."" 

The National Defense Authorization Act of 2008, which mandates the creation of a federal 

contractor responsibility database by late 2009, represents an important first step toward 

addressing this problem." The new database will require all contractors awarded federal 

contracts or grants over $500,000 to disclose a wide range of past violations-including 

criminal convictions and findings of liability, as well as past suspensions, debarments, and non

responsibility determinations. 25 

-34-
National Employment Law Project ! Thfl Road to Responsible Contri:lcting 



However, this new database will need significant improvements in order to provide federal 

agencies with all of the information they will need to institute more rigorous contractor 

responsibility review. First, the database should be expanded to include all violations of federal 

statutes, especially those relating to the workplace, and to include pending litigation and 

settlements. Second, the database should be made available to the public, so that taxpayers 

and stakeholders can scrutinize the compliance histories of firms receiving taxpayer funds 

and submit information about violations that contractors have erroneously failed to disclose. 

Third, the database should include information on the performance of contractors on federally

assisted state and local contracts, which the authorizing legislation instructs the government 

to do "to the maximum extent practicable."" As the government task force that recommended 

the creation of the database noted in calling for state and local procurement data to be 

included, contractor fraud, law-breaking and non-responsibility are of equal concern tor state 

and local governments, as "lm]obility permits fraudulent contractors and service providers to 

move between levels of government and across jurisdictions with little fear of detection."" 

Beyond more effective responsibility screening, under the federal procurement system 

contractor selections are supposed to be based on an evaluation of which contractor would 

offer the "best value" for the government and the taxpayers-'8 Under this approach, agencies 

are instructed to balance bid price with other relevant cost and non-cost factors including 

business history, staff reliability and expertise, and cost considerations that may not be 

reflected in the bid. 29 1n fact, a 1994 presidential executive order directs agencies to "place 

more emphasis on past contractor performance, and promote best value rather than simply 

low cost in selecting sources for supplies and services." 30 

As part of their best value assessment, agencies may consider quality and reliability factors, 

such as a bidder's history of complying with workplace laws, or whether it provides wages 

and benefits sufficient to attract and retain a stable, qualified workforce. And agencies may 

similarly take into account the.indirect and hidden costs that result from low wages when they 

assess best value. 

Some agencies have begun to do this-for example, by including prospective contractors' 

compliance with workplace and safety standards as evaluation factors 31 or by recognizing 

that the provision of fringe benefits generally improves staff retention-" However, such 

considerations have not been broadly or systematically included by agencies in the evaluation 

process. Nor have agencies established systems to facilitate efficient gathering and evaluation 

of such information by procurement staff. As a result, many agencies' contracting decisions are 

still made chiefly based on price. And especially in labor intensive, low-wage industries, low 

price correlates closely with low wages and benefits. 

Because the federal contracting process is meant to prioritize purchasing from responsible 

vendors that offer best value for the government and taxpayers, adopting new safeguards to 

promote these goals more effectively-especially for contracting in low-wage industries

does not require new statutory authority. 

Existing Labor Standards Are Not Enough 

While existing federal contracting rules include important labor standards, by themselves they 

are not enough to ensure that the advantages offered by contractors that provide quality jobs 

-35-
National Employment law Project I The Road to Responsible Contracting 



are factored into the contractor selection process. The current system should be supplemented 

with responsible contracting reforms to ensure that high road employers receive priority in the 

federal contracting process. 

The Davis-Bacon Act requires payment of prevailing wages and benefits to employees 

performing construction-related work on federally funded projects. 33 The Service Contract Act 

requires the same for federally contracted service workers such as janitors, security guards and 

cafeteria workers. 34 The purpose of these prevailing 

wage laws is to ensure that federally financed 

purchasing does not drive down wages and benefits 

in the private sector.35 Accordingly, these laws require 

contractors on federally funded projects to provide 

wages and benefits that mirror those paid by other 

employers in their locality and industry, as determined 

by U.S. Department of Labor IDOL) wage surveys. 

As a result, the wages and benefits guaranteed 

under these prevailing wage laws vary widely. In 

industries that are largely low-wage and in regions of 

Reforming DOL's methodology for 
determining construction industry 
prevailing wages-which was 
weakened substantially by the Reagan 
Administration in the early 1980's-can 
help ensure more adequate wages on 
federally funded construction projects. 

the country where there is little union presence, the prevailing wage can be barely above the 

minimum wage-for example, $6.55 an hour for a laborer or carpenter in Orlando, Florida, or 

$8.96 an hour for a laundry worker in Dallas, Texas. 36 

Reforming DOL's methodology for determining construction industry prevailing wages

which was weakened substantially by the Reagan Administration in the early 1980's-can 

help ensure more adequate wages on federally funded construction projects. But even with 

such improvements, the prevailing wage laws are just one tool for promoting responsible 

employment practices on federally funded projects. Because prevailing wages mirror local 

industry standards, they will never consistently guarantee living wages and adequate benefits 

in all regions and occupations. Moreover, they do not address contractors' records of violating 

workplace, tax and other laws. They should therefore be supplemented with responsible 

contracting reforms to ensure that federal spending creates good jobs for communities and 

provides quality services for the taxpayers. 

Past Initiatives to Promote Responsible Contracting Were Halted 
by the Bush Administration 

The federal contracting system's failure to promote purchasing from responsible contractors 

has been recognized for many years. During the Clinton Administration, the Federal Acquisition 

Regulation Council explored options for more effectively promoting responsible employers in 

the federal contracting process. Regulations to begin that process by requiring more rigorous 

responsibility review were published in December 2000.37 However, the Bush Administration 

halted those reforms when it took office in 2001, and took no action in the following years 

to address the problem. This retreat from reform together with the unprecedented growth 

in federal contracting during the Bush years has exacerbated the extent to which federal 

spending today supports low road employers that deliver poor value for the taxpayers and 

substandard jobs for their workforces. 
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Lessons from the States 
and Cities: 
Responsible Contracting Reforms Deliver Good Jobs 
and Quality Services 

As the Obama Administration undertakes reform of the federal contracting process to improve 

accountability and results, the experiences of states and cities with responsible contracting 

policies offer key lessons. Over the past decade or more, state and local governments have 

developed a range of new responsible contracting policies to promote public purchasing from 

Over the past decade or more, state 
and local governments have developed 
a range of new responsible contracting 
policies to promote public purchasing 
from employers that create quality 
jobs, minimize hidden public costs, 
and deliver more reliable services to 

employers that create quality jobs, minimize hidden 

public costs, and deliver more reliable services to the 

taxpayers. These successful experiences point the 

way for federal reform. 

This section highlights some of the key responsible 

contracting strategies that cities and states are 

Lthe taxpayers. 

fihding effective in reorienting their public contracting 

programs to promote high road employment practices 

and deliver better services for the taxpayers. 

1. Responsibility Standards and Review 

The most basic contracting reform that has been instituted by states and cities has been more 

rigorous responsibility review of prospective contractors to ensure that public contracts are 

not awarded to employers with records of significant or repeated violations of workplace, tax 

and other laws. Like the federal system, most state and local public contracting laws instruct 

government agencies to purchase only from responsible contractors. But until recently, most 

public bodies did not have systems for ensuring thorough review, nor did they examine in 

particular potential contractors' records of compliance with workplace, tax and other laws. The 

cities and states that have adopted more rigorous systems of responsibility review have found 

that they offer key advantages for the government, workers and contractors alike. 

The move towards more rigorous responsibility screening has reflected a growing recognition 

that employers with poor compliance records are generally bad business risks that provide 

unreliable services and present hazards for both workers and taxpayers. Illustrative was the 

picture revealed by an investigation into the construction program of Florida's Miami-Dade 

County Public School District. Seventy-seven recently built schools in the county were found to 

have water leaks, and nearly forty had developed mold and mildew. In at least fourteen cases, 

county engineers determined that shoddy construction was directly at fault. 38 The district also 

had to pay more than $7.8 million to finish abandoned projects even after contractors had been 

paid in full. 39 An audit found that a key practice contributing to these results was the district's 

failure to adequately evaluate contractors before they were retained, giving "more than $228 

million in repeat business to at least twenty-one contractors who had delayed jobs, turned in 

bad work, or failed to finish projects."40 
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' Key State and local Responsible Contracting Strategies 
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Similar experiences can be found in jurisdictions across the country. As noted earlier, a 

past HUD audit found a direct correlation between workplace law violations and poor 

quality construction. And a survey in New York City found that contractors with workplace 

law violations were more than five times as likely to have a low performance rating than 

contractors with clean records of workplace law compliance.'' 

In response to these problems, state and local agencies have adopted more rigorous systems 

for assessing contractor responsibility and screening out firms with poor compliance records. 

The key components of these reforms have included: 

• Making responsibility review the first step in the bidder evaluation process, not the last, 

often by establishing a preliminary "prequalification" phase 

• Using a model_questionnaire and quantified point system for weighing 

responsibility factors 

• Requiring disclosure of firms seeking to bid or prequalify to bid, in order to allow the 

public to provide information relevant to their record of responsibility 

In the past, many public agencies conducted responsibility reviews only as the last step in 

the contractor selection process after proposals had been submitted and evaluated and a 

presumptive finalist had been chosen. Conducting the review at the end is widely recognized 

as discouraging rigorous scrutiny. Often by that point the agency has decided that the finalist 

firm is the best candidate and accordingly is reluctant to deem it ineligible. Moreover, the 

finalist firm will frequently have invested substantial resources in preparing its bid, making it 

more likely to contest or litigate a finding that it is not responsible. These factors and the reality 

that a finding of non-responsibility at the end of the process can result in substantial delay all 

serve to discourage rigorous review. 

Making the responsibility evaluation the first step in the process, rather than the last, removes 

these disincentives to thorough screening. The most common approach that states and cities 

have used to do this has been establishing a preliminary "prequalification" phase through 

which firms apply for eligibility to bid on contracts with a public agency. During prequalification, 

firms are evaluated to determine whether they meet the agency's responsibility standards so 

that they may be placed on its approved bidders list. Typically, the names of firms applying for 

prequalification are published in order to allow the public the opportunity to provide relevant 

information for consideration during the prequalification process. 

Responsibility review is generally based on a variety of factors-including the company's 

record of legal compliance, financial stability, experience and references-that are weighed 

together in order to evaluate the candidate firm. The best responsible contracting systems use 

model questionnaires and publicly announced weighting formulas, developed with input from 

all relevant stakeholders, to put prospective bidders on notice of the process and provide a fair 

means of evaluating individual firms' information. 

Dne of the first states to adopt this type of responsible contracting reform was California, 

which in 1999 began promoting improved responsibility review and prequalification for 

public works projects contracted by state agencies." The California Department of Industrial 

Relations (DIR) has developed a model questionnaire that is used by many of the state's 

agencies. The questionnaire inquires into applicant firms' violations of laws and regulations, 
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history of suspensions and debarments, past contract performance, financial history and 

capitalization." Although questionnaire responses and financial statements submitted 

by contractors are not open to public inspection, the names of contractors applying for 

prequalification are public records, allowing the public to supplement the process by providing 
relevant information that applicants may have failed to volunteer. 

In addition to the questionnaire, California agencies electing to use prequalification are instructed 

to use a uniform and objective system for rating bidders, typically based on a composite 
numerical score derrved from the cand"1date's answers on the questionnaire and its financial 

disclosure statements. The DIR provides agencies with a model scoring system, which evaluates 
potential bidders on a point system and recommends a "passing score."44 For example, a 

passing score on a bidder's "compliance with occupational safety and health laws, workers' 
compensation and other labor legislation" is 38 points, out of a possible maximum score of 53 
points. Participation in a state-approved apprenticeship program yields five points, while bidders 

that do not maintain apprenticeship programs receive zero points. A bidder with four or more 
Davis-Bacon violations receives zero points, one with three violations receives three points, and 

one with two or fewer violations receives five points45 Thus, the better a bidder's history of 
workplace law compliance, the better its prequalification score. 

Enhanced contractor responsibility review using a quantified point system and prequalification 

has become an increasingly common best practice in recent years. In 2004, Massachusetts 

adopted a similar system (mandatory for public works projects over $10 million, optional 

for those between $100,000 and $10 million) that requires firms to achieve a threshold 

prequalification score before they are eligible to bid on public works projects." Points are 

allocated based upon an evaluation of the following prequalification criteria: management 
experience (50 points); references (30 points); and capacity to complete (20 points). 47 

Management experience includes consideration of the firm's safety record, past legal 

proceedings, including compliance with workplace, tax and other laws, past terminations, and 

compliance with equal employment opportunity goals. To prequalify, contractors must satisfy 
certain mandatory requirements, and then receive a score of at least half of the available points 

in each category, and of at least 70 points overall. 48 

Connecticut also adopted improved responsibility review and a prequalification system in 

2004 for bidders on public works projects larger than $500,000.49 It evaluates prospective 

bidders based on their integrity, work history, experience, financial condition, and record 
of legal compliance-'0 The Illinois Department of Transportation uses a similar system to 

evaluate prospective bidders' capacity to perform public contracts based on a range of factors 

that includes past compliance with labor and equal employment opportunity laws. 51 And the 
Ohio School Facilities. Commission has adopted model responsibility criteria that local school 

boards are encouraged to use for school construction contracting. The policy includes required 

certifications by contractors that they meet certain minimum workplace standards and have 

not been penalized or debarred for minimum wage or prevailing wage law violations. 52 

The same approach has increasingly been used at the municipal level. The city of Oregon, Ohio, 

for example; requires potential bidders to disclose past legal violations or litigation, especially 
concerning workplace laws, as part of prequalifying to bid on municipal public works projects.53 

Los Angeles adopted a comprehensive "responsible contractor policy" in 2000. Like the 

state policies discussed, it directs city agencies to review potential bidders' history of labor, 
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"[Front end responsibility screening] is 

more effective and more beneficial to 
the public than a reactionary system. 
When you get a bad contractor on 

employment, environmental and workplace safety 

violations," and uses a detailed questionnaire asking 

bidders to disclose and explain past and pending 

litigation, past contract suspensions, and outstanding 

judgments. 55 Full transparency is a key feature of the 

Los Angeles policy, which makes bidders' responses 

to the questionnaire subject to public review. 56 This 

allows the public to assist the agency in its review 

process by providing relevant information that the 

applicants may not have volunteered. A catalog of 

responsible contractor and prequalification laws from 

across the nation is available from the National Alliance 

for Fair Contracting. 57 

I 

the back end, they've already done 
the damage, and then it's a costly 
process of kicking them out. On the 
other hand, if you have a very strong 
prequaiification system that can be 
vigorously enforced and a uniform 
system of rating bidders that is 
published-so everyone knows where 
they stand before they compete-then 
you get a level playing field and a pool 
of good contractors." 

-Russel! Strazze!la, City of los Angeles 

As Russell Strazzella, a chief construction 

inspector for the Los Angeles Bureau of Contract 

Administration explained, "[front end responsibility 

screening] is more effective and more beneficial 

to the public than a reactionary system. When you 

get a bad contractor on the back end, they've already done the damage, and then it's a costly 

process of kicking them out. On the other hand, if you have a very strong prequalification 

system that can be vigorously enforced and a uniform system of rating bidders that is 

published-so everyone knows where they stand before they compete-then you get a level 

playing field and a pool of good contractors."" 

As a result of these reforms, the combination of improved responsibility screening and 

prequalification have come to be viewed in the public contracting field as a best practice 

and a key management strategy. As Daniel McMillan and Erich Luschei wrote recently in 

the Construction Lawyer, "Public owners in numerous states now view prequalification as 

a useful, if not essential, element to ensure successful completion of construction projects. 

"Public owners in numerous states now 
view prequalification as a useful, if not 
essential, element to ensure successful 
completion of construction projects." 

Public officials today often point to newly adopted 

prequalification programs to assure the public that 

problems encountered on prior projects will not be 

repeated, including problems of poor workmanship, 

delays, and cost overruns." 59 

I __ 
-Daniel McMillan and Erich Luschei, 

The Construction Lawyer 
In fact, many contractors prefer prequalification, and 

procurement professionals have found that it can 

improve competition by encouraging more qualified 

bidders to submit proposals. According to Carollsen, Director of Labor Relations for the San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission's Infrastructure Division, enacting a prequalification 

requirement for that agency was partly a response to concerns voiced by the construction 

industry. "In order to encourage bidders possessing the requisite experience to spend the 

resources necessary to prepare bids for a large public works construction project," she 

explained, "it is paramount to eliminate the prospect of low bids from contractors whose 

qualifications to perform the work have not been examined by the owner." 50 
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Recommendation for Federal Reform: 

To ensure that the government does not contract with significant or repeat violators of 

workplace, tax and other key laws, the federal contracting system should incorporate more 

rigorous responsibility review at the front end of the selection process and should 

encour;;~ge expanded use of prequalification where appropriate. 

2. living Wages 

"Before the passage of the living wage 
law, we effectively had a policy of 
subsidizing low road employers. This 
distorted the state's contracting and 
budgeting processes. Now under the 
living wage system, contract bids and 
prices more accurately reflect the true 
price to taxpayers of the services 
being purchased." 

-I Another major focus of local and state responsible 

contracting policies has been promoting public 

purchasing from firms that pay their employees a 

living wage. The recognition driving these policies is 

that high road employers that pay living wages not 

only create the types of good jobs that communities 

need, but also have more stable workforces that 

deliver better services for the taxpayers and minimize 

the hidden public costs of low wages. Studies of the 

effects of local living wage policies have confirmed 

these results, finding that higher wages have led 

to decreased employee turnover and increased 

productivity, improving the quality and reliability of 

contracted services. 61 

-Maryland Delegate Tom Hucke:J 

More than 140 cities and one state, Maryland, have adopted living wage laws for their 

contracting programs over the past fifteen years. 62 They generally mandate a wage floor above 

the state or federal minimum wage for businesses that receive contracts-and in some cases, 

economic development subsidies-from state or local governments. 

Typically the wage floor is based on the hourly wage that a full-time worker would need to 

support her family at some multiple of the federal poverty guidelines. Representative of this 

approach is St. Louis, which defines its living wage as 130 percent of the federal poverty 

guidelines for a family of three, 63 translating to $14.57 per hour as of 2009.64 

A central policy goal for cities and states in adopting living wage standards for procurement 

has been ensuring that taxpayer dollars create better quality jobs for communities. But 

governments have equally found that living wage benchmarks have improved the contracting 

process both by reducing the hidden public costs of the procurement system, and by shifting 

purchasing towards more reliable, high road contractors. 

For example, when Maryland became the first state to enact a living wage law for service 

contractors in 2007, it did so in part to respond to the rising costs for taxpayers of low-wage 

jobs in the state and the distorting effect those costs were having on the state's procurement 

system. "Before the passage of the living wage law, we effectively had a policy of subsidizing 

low road employers. This distorted the state's contracting and budgeting processes," explained 

Maryland Delegate Tom Hucker, the measure's sponsor. "Now under the living wage system, 

contract bids and prices more accurately reflect the true price to taxpayers of the services 

being purchased."" 
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In addition to reducing the hidden costs of low-wage employment, municipalities have found 

that shifting their purchasing to living wage contractors has often improved the quality and 

reliability of contracted services. A substantial body of research demonstrates that higher wages 

substantially reduce employee turnover, yielding a more stable workforce and reducing new 

employee recruitment and training costs. 

For example, a University of California study using statewide data found that among workers 

earning less than $11.00 an hour, a $1.00 increase in wages is associated with a 7 percent 

decrease in turnover." The effect of wage rates on turnover has also been demonstrated by a 

series of studies of living wage policies. The San Francisco airport found that annual turnover 

among security screeners plummeted from 94.7 percent to 18.7 percent when their hourly 

wage rose from $6.45 to $10.00 an hour under a living wage policy." The reduced turnover 

saved employers about $4,275 per employee per year in restaffing costs-a savings that 

offset a substantial portion of the higher wages." Similarly, a study of home care workers in 

San Francisco found that turnover fell by 57 percent following implementation of a living wage 

policy69 And a study of the Los Angeles living wage law found that staff turnover rates at firms 

affected by the law averaged 17 percent lower than those at firms that were not,70 and that the 

decrease in turnover offset 16 percent of the cost of the higher wages-" 

Research on the effects of living wage policies has also found that they generally improve 

worker performance, productivity and morale. In a survey of San Francisco airport employers 

affected by the agency's living wage policy, 35 percent reported improvements in work 

performance, 47 percent reported better employee morale, 44 percent reported fewer 

disciplinary issues, and 45 percent reported that customer service had improved-" In each 

case, only a very small percentage reported any worsening of these factors-" In Boston, firms 

affected by the city's living wage policy also reported improved morale and increased work 

effort among their employees." 

Studies of living wage policies have generally shown only a modest impact on costs, if any. In 

Baltimore-which passed the first living wage ordinance in the country in 1994-researchers 

compared pre and post-living wage contracts and found that contract costs for the city rose 

just 1.2 percent, which was lower than the rate of inflation.75 And a survey of 20 cities that had 

passed living wage ordinances found that in most municipalities, contract costs increased by 

less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the overall city operating budget76 

,--
Maryland found that the average 
number of bidders for state service 
contracts increased once its living wage 
policy took effect-from an average of 
3.7 bidders to 4.7 bidders. 

Finally, by increasing the ability of firms that pay their 

workers more than the minimum wage to compete 

for public service contracts, Irving wage laws can 

increase the competitiveness of the procurement 

process as a whole. In a 2008 assessment of 

Maryland's living wage law after its first year in 

operation, almost half of bidders interviewed reported L .. 
that the living wage requirement encouraged them to bid on state contracts because it meant 

that contractors that paid very low wages would not automatically be able to underbid them. 

Maryland found that the average number of bidders for state service contracts increased 

once its living wage policy took effect-from an average of 3.7 bidders to 4.7 bidders. As one 

current contractor explained, "I would rather our employees work with a good wage. If a living 

wage is not mandated, the bids are a race to the bottom. That's not the relationship that we 

want to have with our employees. [The living wage[ puts all bidders on the same footing." 77 
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Recommendation for Federal Reform: 

In order to take into account the quality advantages of contractors that pay living wages 

and the hidden public costs generated by those that do not, the federal contractor selection 

process should establish a preference for employers that pay a living wage. 

3. Health Benefits 

City and state responsible contracting reforms have also responded to the impact on their 

governments of employers that do not provide health benefits. Many have found that 

contractors that do not provide quality, affordable health benefits to their work forces impose 

a substantial burden on the public health care system, as their uninsured workers turn to 

emergency rooms and the Medicaid program for care. To address this problem, growing 

numbers of cities and states have reformed their contracting systems to ensure that these 

public costs are taken into account during the contract pricing and award process. 

These reforms have taken a variety of approaches. El Paso, Texas gives contractors that 

provide their employees health benefits a preference in the contracting process by making 

provision of health benefits a positive evaluation 

factor-along with price, reputation, technical 

qualifications, and past performance-that is weighed 

by city agencies in making their contract award 

decisions. The health benefits that bidders provide 

are rated on a scale of 0 to 10, and the resulting score 

then represents 10 percent of the overall best value 

score for the bid. Price remains the most significant 

factor accounting for between 40 and 70 percent. 

Forriler El Paso Mayor Raymond Caballero, who 

instituted the policy, reports that while the bids 

that the city receives from contractors that provide 

health benefits may tend to be a little higher, the net 

impact on the taxpayer is about the same because of 

offsetting public health care system savings.78 As El 

Paso city representative Suzy Byrd explains, "[F]or [EI 

Paso]. with our high rate of uninsured, it costs much 

"For [EI Paso!. with our high rate of 
uninsured, it costs much more money to 
have people not insured than it does to 
have people insured. It is a huge drain 
on our economy and on our tax base. 
It is important to factor those costs 
into the contracting process. Where an 
employer is providing health benefits 
and saving our health system money, 
those savings should be weighed when 
evaluating the bids. Our philosophy is 
that for these types of things we have 
to pay a little bit up front or a whole lot 
at the back end." 

-Suzy Byrd, E! Paso City Representativ~_j 

more money to have people not insured than it does to have people insured. It is a huge drain 

on our economy and on our tax base. It is important to factor those costs into the contracting 

process. Where an employer is providing health benefits and saving our health system money, 

those savings should be weighed when evaluating the bids. Our philosophy is that for these 

types of things we have to pay a little bit up front or a whole lot at the back end." 79 

Houston and San Francisco have used a related approach for addressing the indirect public 

costs of contractors' health benefits practices. They require contractors to either provide health 

benefits to their employees, or pay into a fund to offset the cost of services for uninsured 

workers. San Francisco's Health Care Accountability Ordinance (HCAO), which has been 

in effect since 2001, requires city service contractors to either provide health benefits at no 
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cost to covered employees or make payments of $2.00 per employee per hour worked to the 
city Department of Public Health (DPH I in order to partially offset the costs of services for 
uninsured workers 80 As of December 200B, the DPH had collected nearly $2.5 million to offset 
such costs from contractors who did not provide health coverage. 81 

Similarly, under Houston's "Pay or Play" (POP) program, contractors must offer health benefits 
to covered employees ("play") or contribute $1.00 per hour worked by these employees to 
offset the costs of providing health care to uninsured Houston residents ("pay"). A contractor 
that decides to "play" must contr'rbute a minimum of $150 toward the employee's monthly 
health benefits premium, and the employee cannot be required to pay more than half of 
the monthly cost. 82 As explained in Houston Mayor Bill White's executive order and the city 
ordinance establishing the POP program, contractors that did not provide health insurance 
benefits were increasing the ranks of uninsured Houston residents and contributing to 
escalating costs facing public health care programs 83 In response, the POP program aimed to 
level the playing field for responsible bidders that already provided health benefits to 
their employees." 

Orlando requires bidders seeking construction contracts of $100,000 or more to provide their 
workers with health benefits or increase hourly wages by 20 percent. 85 According to Orlando's 
public works director, this policy is especially important at times of high unemployment, when 
employers may be less likely to provide health benefits because the pool of prospective job 
seekers is large.86 

Other states and cities have created incentives for contractors to provide health benefits as 
part of living wage policies. Maryland, for example, under its state living wage law for service 
contractors, provides a credit towards the required living wage for the prorated hourly value 
of contractors' health benefits contributions•' As the law's sponsor, Maryland State Delegate 
Tom Hucker explained, "By factoring health care contributions into its living· wage requirement, 
the Maryland law levels the playing field for contractors that provide health benefits and brings 
the costs of the uninsured into the open during the contracting process."88 

The Maryland law follows the approach used by many of the more than 140 cities that have 
enacted municipal living wage laws. These city ordinances typically require contractors that 
do not provide health benefits to pay their employees an additional hourly wage supplement 
to help them purchase health insurance. The supplement also ensures that contractors that 
provide benefits are not placed at a d·rsadvantage. 

Finally, other states and cities have gone further and simply mandated that all public 
contractors provide health benefits to their employees. New Mexico, for example, under 
a 2008 executive order, has instructed state agencies to include in bidding documents 
a requirement that prospective contractors provide health benefits to their New Mexico 
employees, and requires contractors to maintain a record of the number of employees who 
have accepted coverage. 89 

Health benefits requirements have become especially common for public construction 
contracting-an area where the hidden public costs of contractors that do not provide health 
benefits are believed to be especially significant. Nearly two dozen Massachusetts cities 
and towns have adopted such health benefits requirements as conditions for prequalifying to 
bid on city construction projects 90 
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Recommendation for Federal Reform: 

The federal contractor selection process should establish a preference for employers that 

provide quality, affordable health benefits. 

4. Paid Sick Days 

Local governments have increasingly recognized that employers that provide their employees 

with paid sick days enjoy more stable and productive workforces. In response, they have 

begun to adopt new policies to encourage employers to do so-both within the public 

contracting process and more broadly. 

When employers do not provide paid days off when staff members are ill, employees must 

choose between going to work sick or losing a day of pay-something many low-wage 

workers cannot afford. Many inevitably go to work sick, spreading illness to others and 

hurting productivity. 

The first local sick days requirements were enacted as part of living wage laws, many of which 

require businesses performing city contracts to provide their employees a specified minimum 

number of paid sick days-often together with paid holidays and vacation days'' More 

recently, cities such as San Francisco and Washington, D.C. have gone farther by requiring that 

most or all employers in those cities provide these protections." 

As with other high road employment practices, 

evidence suggests that providing paid sick days 

helps employers retain a motivated and skilled 

workforce and reduces hidden public costs. 

Analyses have found that the modest costs of 

paid sick days are more than compensated for by 

the savings from increased productivity, reduced 

turnover, and reduced public health costs. For 

r Analyses have found that the modest 
costs of paid sick days are more than 
compensated for by the savings from 
increased productivity, reduced turnover, 

L_and reduced public health costs. 

example, a report by the Institute of Women's Policy Research estimating the likely costs and 

savings from the Health Families Act, a proposed federal paid sick leave law, projected a net 

savings of at least $8 billion to employers and taxpayers as a result of reduced turnover, higher 

productivity and cost savings to the public health care system." As Donna Levitt, manager of 

San Francisco's Office of Labor Standards Enforcement explained, "We found that requiring 

city contractors to provide paid time off that employees may use when they are sick results in 

a healthier, more stable and more productive workforce."" 

Recommendation for Federal Reform: 

The federal contractor selection process should establish a preference for employers that 

provide paid sick days to their employees. 
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5. Proper Employee Classification 

A significant workplace abuse that has become a special focus of state and local responsible 
contracting policies involves employers illegally "misclassifying" their workers as independent 

contractors-a problem that has become widespread in construction and low-wage industries. 

While the chief responses to this problem extend far beyond public contracting, protection 
against misclassification can and should be a part of responsible contracting reform, since 
misclassification can distort the public contracting process. 95 

Under employment laws, workers in construction and low-wage industries seldom qualify as 
bona fide "independent contractors"-essentially, a form of entrepreneur who is in business 

for him or herself. Many employers nonetheless attempt to treat their workers as independent 
contractors in order to evade payroll, workers' compensation, and unemployment insurance 

taxes, workplace law obligations, and provision of employer-provided health benefits. 

According to a 2000 study commissioned by the U.S. Department of Labor, as many as 30 

percent of firms illegally misclassify their employees as independent contractors 96 

In addition to harming workers, independent contractor misclassification costs the government 

billions each year in lost tax revenue. For example, the Fiscal Policy Institute estimated that 
independent contractor misclassification in New York State results in an annual loss of $500 

million to $1 billion in evaded workers' compensation premiums. 97 In Illinois, estimates are that 
in 2005, the state lost $53.7 million in unemployment insurance taxes, $149 million to $250 

million in income taxes, and $97.9 million in workers' compensation premiums as a result of 
independent contractor misclassification. 98 

Independent contractor misclassification has serious potential to distort the contracting 

process, since employers that engage in this misclassification enjoy a substantial-and 
illegal-cost advantage over law-abiding employers. To respond to this problem, many 

municipal level responsible contracting laws now require review of contractors' records of 

worker classification, both during the performance .of public contracts and in determining 
a firm's eligibility to bid for such work. Representative of this approach are ordinances in 

Worcester and Somerville, Massachusetts, which require contractors to certify on a weekly 

basis that they are properly classifying their workers as employees and are complying with 
all workers, compensation and unemployment tax laws. Contractors that fail to comply face 

sanctions that include payment of liquidated damages and removal from the project until 

compliance is secured. Contractors with three or more violations are permanently barred from 
receiving municipal contracts. 99 

By screening out employers that engage in misclassification, these responsible contracting 

policies strengthen incentives for complying with the law, minimize the loss of tax revenue as 
a result of misclassification, and prevent law abiding employers from being unfairly undercut in 

the bidding process. 

Recommendation for Federal Reform: 

Improved responsibility review for federal contractors should require employers to certify 
that they have not misclassified employees as independent contractors and have paid 
employment taxes for all of their workers. 
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Conclusion and 
Recommendations 

These experiences of states and cities with a variety of responsible contracting strategies 

provide a road map for how federal procurement should be reformed. States and cities have 

found that rewarding employers that invest in their workforces with quality jobs not only 

benefits communities, but can also reduce hidden public costs and deliver more reliable 

contract services for the taxpayers. 

Drawing on these best practices, the federal government should adopt responsible 

contracting reforms as it modernizes the federal contracting system. Specifically, the 

government should make serious law-breakers ineligible for federal contracts and establish 

a preference for employers that provide good jobs. To do this, the government should: 

1. Institute more rigorous responsibility screening of prospective bidders to ensure that 

federal contracts are not awarded to employers that are significant or repeat violators 

of workplace, tax or other laws. This enhanced screening should incorporate: 

• Front end review of prospective bidders before bids are evaluated-the approach 

that has been found more reliable than review conducted later in the selection 

process. Where appropriate, such front end review should take the form of 

prequalification, which states and cities have found to be especially effective and 

is preferred by many responsible contractors. 

1'1 Disclosure of names of companies undergoing responsibility review in order 

to allow the public the opportunity to provide relevant information about firms' 

compliance records. 

• Review of prospective bidders' records of misclassifying employees as 

independent contractors-a widespread abuse that hurts workers and 

constitutes a form of tax evasion. 

2. Establish a preference for employers that provide good jobs in the contractor 

selection process. A preference provides a way to factor into contractor selection 

the benefits these employers afford not just workers, but also the taxpayers through 

reduced hidden public costs and performance improvements associated with high 

road employment practices. Specifically, preference should be given in the contractor 

selection process to employers that: 

' Pay a living wage to their employees. 

• Provide quality, affordable health benefits to their employees and their families. 

• Provide paid sick days to their employees. 
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3. Quickly bring on-line the newly authorized national contractor misconduct 

database mandated by the 2008 National Defense Authorization Act, and continue 

improving it to make it a more powerful tool for responsible contracting. Specifically, 

the administration should: 

' Expand the database to include all violations of federal statutes, 

especially those relating to the workplace, and to include pending litigation 

and settlements. 

• Expand the database to cover contractor misconduct reported by state and local 

agencies, including misconduct on federally assisted contracts and grants. 

• Make the database transparent by allowing access by the public. 

4. Strengthen monitoring and enforcement of contractors' compliance with existing 

and new workplace standards through: 

• Expanded hiring and training of contracting officers and staff within the U.S. 

Department of Labor's Wage and Hour Division and Office of Federal Contract 

Compliance Programs. 

' Reporting of contractor and subcontractor wages and benefits. 

• Targeted enforcement focusing on industries and regions known for pervasive 

violations of prevailing wage and other laws. 

ll Improved monitoring of existing contracts. 

Greater use of the suspension and debarment process to screen out 

unqualified contractors. 

The vast majority of these reforms would require no new legislation. They can and should be 

implemented under the federal procurement system's mandate that agencies purchase from 

responsible contractors that offer the best value for the government. 

By drawing on these best practices that have proven effective in states and cities, the federal 

government can deliver improved accountability and results for the taxpayers, while promoting 

the quality jobs that our communities need. 
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Danbury, Connecticut, Code of Ordinances» PART II- CODE OF ORDINANCES>> Chapter 2-
ADMINISTRATION» ARTICLE VI.- PURCHASING» 

ARTICLE VI. "PURCHASING illJ 

Sec. 2-144.- Reserved. 

Sec. 2-145. - Competitive purchasing 

Sec. 2-146.- Purchasing and bidding procedure. 

Sec. 2-147.- Purchases under $5 000 00 

Sec. 2-148.- Award by purchasing agent. board of awards. 

Sec. 2-149. - Reauired contract provisions 

Sec. 2-150.- Insurance contracts. 

Sec. 2-151.- Emergencies· sole-source ourchases. 

·-----------·---·--

Sec. 2-152.- Determining award· contract limited to the lowest responsible bidder· delinquency in the payment of taxes. 

Sec. 2-153.- Disposal of surplus property. 

Sec. 2-154. -Regulations. 

Sees. 2-155 2-164.- Reserved 

Sec. 2-144.- Reserved. 

Sec. 2-145. -Competitive purchasing. 

(a) Subject to the further provisions of this article, it shall be the objective of the purchasing 

department to have all purchases and contracts made by competitive bids and it shall be the 

duty of the purchasing agent to obtain three (3) or more price quotations on all purchases 

where practicaL All purchases or contracts shall be awarded to the responsible bidder 
offering the lowest bid price subject to the further provisions of this section and sections.£: 
149(b) and 2-152 

(b) In addition to lowest price, the purchasing agent and the board of awards shall consider the 

following in their determination of who shall be the lowest responsible bidder: 

(1) The quality of the art ides, merchandise or services to be supplied. 

(2) The conformity of the submission to the specifications. 

(3) The suitability of the articles, merchandise or services to the requirements of the city 

department involved. 

(4) The ability, capacity and skill of the bidder to perform the contract or to provide the 

service required. 

(5) The ability of the bidder to perform the contract or provide the service promptly, or 

within the time specified, without delay or excuse. 

(6) The character, integrity, reputation, judgment, experience and efficiency of the bidder 
as measured by, but not limited to, past performance. 

(7} The previous and existing compliance by the bidder with laws, regulations and 
ordinances relating to the contract or service. 

(8) The sufficiency of the financial resources and ability of the bidder to perform the 

contract or provide the service. 
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(9) The ability of the bidder to provide future maintenance and service (if applicable) for 

the subject of the contract. 

(10) Such other relevant factors which may be deemed necessary by the purchasing 
agent, the department involved or the board of awards. 

(Ord. No. 425, 9+91; Ord. No. 454, 2-2-93) 

Sec. 2-146.- Purchasing and bidding procedure. 

(a) If the amount of the expenditure, purchase or contract for purchasing, including a continuing 

order or contract for the purchase of the same commodity over a period of twelve (12) 
months, involves the expenditure of five thousand dollars ($5,000.00) or more for a list of 
related items commonly sold by the same vendors, the purchasing agent shall invite sealed 
bids or proposals, giving at least five (5) days' public notice thereof by publication at least 
once in a newspaper havingdrculation in the city, by invitations mailed to known vendors 

and by posting on a public bulletin board in the office of the purchasing agent. All invitations 
to bid shall include detailed specifications or indicate where they can be obtained, shall 
sp_ecify the time and place where the bids shall be filed, the time and place where bids will be 
opened and the time after opening within which an award will be made or all bids rejected. 
The requirements for public notice and sealed bids concerning a purchase may be waived by 
the common council afier a determination that it is in the best interest to do so. The foregoing 

provisions of this subsection notwithstanding, invitations for sealed bids or proposals, at the 
discretion of the purchasing agent, shall not be required for contracts for services or where 
the proportion of services to materials for a particular job is at least seventy (70) percent 

labor. 

(b) Bids shall be publicly opened by the purchasing agent at the time and place specified and 
the full detail of each bid shall be recorded. The agent may, at his discretion, invite interested 

city personnel to the public opening if, in his judgment, it would be of benefit to the process. 
An abstract of the record of bids shall be posted for public inspection and shall have added 

to it information indicating the basis for awarding the contract or purchase order and the 
name of the successful bidder. Such abstract shall remain posted for five (5) days after the 
award has been made. 

(c) If any prospective bidder fails, neglects or refuses to furnish the purchasing agent with such 

financial statements and other information as may be required to determine his responsibility 
as· a bidder, his bid shall not be considered. If he fails, neglects or refuses to submit bids in 
response to not fewer than three (3) consecutive requests .therefor on commodities of a class· 
furnished by him, his name may be removed from the list of prospective bidders. Bid 
irregularities or informalities may be waived by the purchasing agent with prior approval of 

the office of the corporation counsel. 

(d) In connection with each advertised request for bids, the purchasing agent may require a 
certified check or a bid bond to be submitted with the bid, which checks or bid bonds shall be 
submitted subject to any requirements governing contracts for work to be done on city 
projects. A certified check or bid bond need not be required for the purchase of commercially 
available commodities. In the event any bidder shall refuse to accept, within a time specified 

by the purchasing agent, a contract awarded to him, he shall forfeit his bond to the city, and 
such contract may be awarded to the next lowest responsible qualified bidder, subject to the 

same terms and conditions as set forth herein. 

(Ord. No. 425, 9-4-91; Ord. No. 447, 8-4-92) 

Sec. 2-147.- Purchases under $5,000.00. 
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(a) If the amount of expenditures is estimated to be less than five thousand dollars ($5,000.00), 

the purchase may be made in. the open market without the necessity for formal advertising or 
competitive bidding, except that where the amount is estimated to be between twenty-five 
hundred dollars ($2,500.00) and five thousand dollars ($5,000.00), written quotations from at 

least three (3) bidders are to be obtained whenever possible; where the amount is greater 

than five hundred dollars ($500.00) but less than twenty-five hundred dollars ($2,500.00), at 
least three (3) verbal quotes forpricing shall be obtained. 

(b) Purchases or sales in sums less than five hundred dollars ($500.00) or less may be awarded 

based on a single bid, or competitive bids which may be sought and accepted orally. 

(c) Local purchase orders may be used at the discretion of the city department involved for work 

in progress with authorization by the purchasing agent, provided that such purchase order 
does not involve an amount greater than one hundred dollars ($100.00). 

(Ord. No. 425, 9-4-91; Ord. No. 503, 6-6-95) 

Sec. 2-148.- Award by purchasing agent, board of awards. 

All awards for projects, materials or services, including "piggybacking" on state, federal, 

educational or government awarded projects -or awards for materials or services, shall be made by 
the purchasing agent after consultation with the department involved in the purchase and in 
accordance with the provisions hereof so long as the dollar amount of such projects, materials or 

services does not exceed fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00). All such awards involving 
expenditure of greater than fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00) shall be awarded by the board of 

awards, which board shall be composed of any three (3) of the following individuals: the director of 

finance, the corporation counsel, the department head whose department is involved with the 
purchase or the purchasing agent The duly designated assistant to such individual(s) may act in 

their place in the event of the absence of the board of awards member involved. 

(Ord. No. 425, 9-4-91; Ord. No. 524, 3-4-97) 

Sec. 2-149. -Required contract provisions. 

(a) All contracts entered into by the City of Danbury for the construction, alteration or repair of 

any public building or public work and employing mechanics, laborers and workmen in the 
performance of work under the contract shall incorporate the following provisions: 

(1) Consistent with the requirements of section 8-7 of the Danbury Municipal Charter, 

concerning the employment of mechanics, laborers and workmen, the contractor and 

all lower tiered subcontractors shall give employment preference to citizens of the 
Danbury labor market area as established by the State Labor Commissioner in 

accordance with chapter 557, part Ill, and section 7-112 of the Connecticut General 

Statutes, as.amended. 

(2) The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors may hire mechanics, laborers and 
workmen who reside outside the Danbury labor market area if provisions of existing 
labor agreements prevent compliance with the requirements of this section, or if the 

specifically required skills are not available in the Danbury labor market In either 

event, prior to commencement of performance, the contractor and all lower tiered 
subcontractors shall submit their reasons for such action in writing along with 
supporting documents to the city_ Such documents may consist of, but need not be 
limited to, labor agreements, lists of names and addresses of mechanics, laborers and 
workmen or labor representatives contacted in the Danbury labor market area and 
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lists of required positions for which personnel were not available in the Danbury labor 

market area. The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors shall submit such 

relevant documents and other information as may be requested by the city to 
determine compliance with this section. In order to monitor compliance with this 

section the city may request relevant information and documentation from the 

contractor or from subcontractors at any time during the term of the contract The 

contractor shall comply with or arrange for compliance with all such requests 

promptly, 

(3) Prior to the commencement of performance of contracts governed by this section the 

contractor shall forward a written statement indicating the name, address and 

occupational title of each mechanic, laborer and workman scheduled to perform work 

for the contractor under the contract The contractor shall insure that all lower tiered 

subcontractors provide similar information to the city with respect to their mechanics, 

laborers and workmen. The contractor and all subcontractors shall file written 

amendments to previously filed statements whenever new mechanics, laborers or 

workmen perform work under the contract All such amended statements shall be filed 

before any new mechanic, laborer or workman commences work under the contract 

.(4) Every two weeks during the term of the contract the contractor and all lower tiered 

subcontractors performing work under the contract shall forward payroll records to the 

city covering the preceding two-week contract period. 

(5) The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors performing work under the contract 

must comply with the obligations established under state and federal laws to pay 

lawful prevailing rates to their employees, Pursuant to the provisions of subsection 31-

53(g) of the Connecticut General Statutes, as amended, the prevailing wage 

requirements do not apply to rehabilitation, remodeling, refinishing, refurbishing, 

alteration or repair of any project where the total cost of all work performed by 

contractors and subcontractors is less than one hundred thousand dollars 

($100,000.00) or, with respect to new construction, where the total cost of all work 

performed is less than four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000.00). 

(b) All contracts entered into by the City of Danbury for the construction, alteration or repair of 

any public building or public work shall contain the following provisions providing for equal 

opportunity in employment 

(1) The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors agree and warrant that in the 

performance of work under this contract they shall not discriminate or permit 

discrimination in employment against any person or group of persons on the grounds 

of race, color, religious creed, age, marital status, national origin, sex, or on the basis 

of physical or mental disability, including, but not limited to, blindness, unless it is 

shown by such contractor or subcontractor that such disability prevents performance 

of the work under the contract The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors also 

agree that for purposes of monitoring compliance with the provisions of this section 

they shall provide the city with such information as may be requested concerning their 

employment practices and procedures. For purposes hereof, discrimination in 

employment shall include, but need not be limited to, employment advertising, 

recruitment, layoff, termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensation, 

conditions or privileges of employment and selection for apprenticeship. 

(2) The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors shall post notices in conspicuous 

places on the project site describing the provisions of this subsection. 

(3) 
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Nothing contained herein is intended or shall be construed to relieve any contractor or 
subcontractor from compliance with applicable federal or state law concerning equal 
employment opportunity, affirmative action or non-discrimination. 

(c) All contracts entered into by the City of Danbury contemplating work utilizing trades or 
occupations for which state certified apprenticeship programs exist shall incorporate 
provisions requiring the contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors to be affiliated with 
such programs. The contractor or any lower tiered subcontractor may be relieved from 
compliance with the provisions of this subsection if provisions of existing labor agreements 
prevent compliance with the requirements hereof. In that event, prior to commencement of 
performance, the contractor or subcontractor shall submit their reasons for such action in 
writing along with supporting documents to the city. The contractor and all lower tiered 
subcontractors shall submit such relevant documents and other information as may be 
requested by the city to determine compliance with this section. In order to monitor 
compliance with this section the city may request relevant information and documentation 
from the contractor or from subcontractors at any time during the term of the contract. The 
contractor shall comply with or arrange for compliance with afl such requests promptly. 

(d) All contracts entered into by the City of Danbury for the construction, alteration or repair of 
any public building or public work shall contain the following provisions concerning treatment 
of employees. 

(1) The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors performing work under the contract 
shall properly classify workers as employees rather than as independent contractors 
and treat them accordingly for purposes of workers' compensation, insurance 
coverage, unemployment taxes, social security and income tax withholding. 

(2) The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors must furnish, at their expense, 
hospitalization and medical benefits and coverage for all of their employees employed 
on the work under the contract. 

(3) For purposes of this subsection, any person who meets nine (9) or more of the 
following criteria shall be considered an employee: 
(i) The person is required to comply with company instructions about when, 

where, and how work is done; 
(ii) The person has been trained by the company; 
(iii) The person is integrated into the company's general business operations; 
(iv) The person must render services personally; 
(v) The person uses assistants provided by the company; 
(vi) The person has a continuing relationship with the company; 
(vii) The person is required to work a set number of hours; 
(viii) The person must devote substantially full time work to the company; 
(ix) The person works at the company's premises or job site; 
(x) The person must perform work in a preset sequence; 
(xi) The person must submit regular progress reports; 
(xii) The person is paid by the hour, week, or month; payroll deductions include 

federal and/or state income taxes, FICA insurance; 
(xiii) The person is reimbursed for all business and travel expenses; 
(xiv) ·The person uses company tools and materials; 
(xv) The person has no significant investment in the facilities that are used; 
(xvi) The person has no risk of loss; 
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(xvii) The person works for only one company; 
(xviii) The person does not offer services to the public; 
(xix) The person can be discharged by the company; 
(xx) The person can terminate the relationship without incurring liability. 

(4) The contractor and all lower tiered subcontractors performing work under the contract 
and utilizing the services of mechanics, laborers or workmen who are not classified as 
employees under this subsection shall provide written notice to said mechanics, 
laborers and workmen of their status as independent contractors. Said notice shall 
include a provision advising the mechanics, laborers and workmen that they are not 
eligible for workers' compensation, health insurance, or unemployment compensation 
from the contractor or subcontractor. 

(e) The contractor shall incorporate the requirements· of this section in each subcontract and 
require that each subcontractor incorporate the requirements of this section in all subsequent 
subcontracts such that all lower tiered subcontractors performing work under the contract 
shall be bound by the terms hereof. 

(f) If after review the city determines that the contractor or any lower tiered subcontractor has 
failed to comply with this section, in addition to any other remedy available to it, the city may 
require corrective action to be taken by the contractor or it may terminate the contract. 

(Orr} No. 425, 9-4-91; 01d. No. 454, 2-2-93; Ord. No. 545, 5-2-2000) 

Sec. 2-150.- Insurance contracts. 

Insurance contracts shall be purchased after consideration of informal proposals from at 
least three (3) prospective insurers; provided, that prospective insurers are given an opportunity to 
submit their qualifications and estimates of cost to render the desired service. A board of review 
composed of the risk manager, the director of finance, corporation counsel and the mayor, or 

their respective designees, shall, by majority vote, make all decisions regarding the proposals. In 
the event that the city seeks to purchase insurance contracts insuring the interests of the Danbury 
Board of Education, the board of review for such purposes shall include the superintendent of 
schools, or his or her designee. Such board of review may waive the requirement of obtaining at 
least three (3) informal proposals where necessary due to. unavailability or impracticability. Nothing 
herein shall be construed to prevent the Danbury Board of Education from acquiring insurance 
without regard to the provisions of this section if deemed by the board to be in the best interests of 
the Danbury School District. 
(O,-d. No. 425, 9·4-91} 

Sec. 2-151.- Emergencies; sole-source purchases. 

(a) Whenever an emergency exists by reason of extraordinary conditions or contingencies that 
could not reasonably be foreseen or because of unusual trade or market conditions, the 
pwchasing agent may, with the approval of the director of finance or the corporation counsel, 
if it is deemed in the best interest of the city, waive the requirement that purchases be based 
on the competitive bids as provided in the foregoing sections hereof. A statement of all such 
purchases made under the provisions of this section shall be set forth by the purchasing 
agent and distributed to the department involved in the acquisition, the director of finance 
and the corporation counsel. 

(b) Requisition for items or services deemed a sole source must be accompanied by a memo or 
letter of explanation, signed by thee department head, explaining the reasons for dealing 
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with one (1) vendor only. Subject to the dollar limitations set forth in section 2-148 hereof, the 
purchasing agent or the board of awards shall decide on the merits of the sole-source 
purchase being considered. 

(Ord. No. 425, 9·4·91) 

Sec. 2-152.- Determining award; contract limited to the lowest responsible bidder; 
delinquency in the payment of taxes. 

(a) Subject to the provisions contained in this article, any contracts for the purchase of materials 
or supplies shall be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder. Any person or organization is 
deemed not to be a responsible bidder if the bidder: 

(1) Is not an equal opportunity employer; 

(2) Has been found by a court or administrative body of competent jurisdiction to be in 
violation of the National Labor Relations Act or Slate of Connecticut Department of 
Labor provisions concerning wage rates or l~eal preference and relevant derivative 
regulations and that such violation continues to exist; 

(3) Is in arrears to the city upon debt or contract or is in default as surety or otherwise 
upon any obligation to the city, including the payment of real or personal property 
taxes or sewer/water charges and other obligations. 

The payment of any such obligation as hereinbefore referenced is to be construed as a condition to 
the receipt of any award of any contract for the performance of any work or the furnishing of any 
services or materials or equipment. The purchasing agent may require, prior to commencement of 
services or provision of materials or equipment, a written certification in a form acceptable to such 
agent indicating that any such obligations due and owing to the city have been fully paid. 

(b) The purchasing agent shall have the power to reject any or all bids for one (1) or more 
commodities or contractual services when the public interest is served thereby, subject to the 
prior approval of the director of finance or the office of the corporation counsel. 

(c) Whenever any contract is not awarded to the lowest bidder, a full and complete statement of 
the reason(s) for placing the order elsewhere shall be prepared by the purchasing agent and 
filed in his records with the other documents pertaining to the award. Any award other than to 
the low bidder shall only be made upon the prior approval of-the board of awards. 

(d) No transaction which is essentially a unit shall be divided for the purpose of evading the 
inlent of this article. 

(Ord. No. 425, 9·4-91) 

Sec. 2-153.- Disposal of surplus property. 

(a) In the event any material, equipment, furnishing or other personal property is no longer 
needed by any agency of the city, it shall be transferred to the custody of the purchasing 

(b) 

. agent. If the purchasing agent shall determine that no other agency has need for such item, 
he shall declare it surplus. Any such item or group of related items of one hundred dollars 
($100.00) or less in value may be sold by the purchasing agent. If the value of any such item 
or group of items exceeds one hundred dollars ($1 00.00) but does not exceed twenty-five 
hundred dollars ($2,500.00). it, or they, may be sold by the purchasing agent with the 
approval or the mayor of the city, and in all other cases upon prior approval of the common 
council of the city. 
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Chapter 26. CONTRACTS 

[HISTORY: Adopted by the Common Council of the City of Middletown as indicated in article histories. 
Amendments noted where applicable.] 

GENERAL REFERENCES 
Financial procedures- See Ch. 44. 
Purchasing- See Ch. 78. 

Article I. Equal Opportunity in Employment 

(Adopted 4-7-1980; amended 3-1-1993] 

§ 26-1. Contract provisions required. 
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Every contract made by or on behalf of the City of Middletown for the construction, lease, alteration or repair of 
any public building or public work, or for the purchase, manufacture, sale or distribution of materials, equipment 
or supplies, shall contain provisions providing for equal opportunity in employment. 

§ 26-2. Enforcement officer. 

The Human Relations Director, who is the City's Affirmative Action Officer, shall have the authority to enforce 
this at1icle. 

§ 26-3. Provisions to be included. 

[Amended 2-3-2003) 

A. Every contract for the construction, ~Iteration or repair of any public building or public work shall contain 
the following provisions approved by the Human Relations Director: 

The contractor agrees and warrants that in the performance of this contract he will not 
discriminate· or permit discrimination against any person or group of persons on the 
grounds of race? color, religious· creed, age, marital status) national origin, ancestry, 
sex, mental retardation or physical disability? including, but not limited to, blindness, 
unless it is shown by such contractor that' such disability prevents performance of the 
work involved, political belief, Vietnam Era Veteran status, union membership, genetic 
history, criminal record (unless the provisions of§ 46a-60, 46a-80(b) or 46a-8l of the 
Connecticut General Statutes are controlling or there is a bona fide occupational 
qualification excluding persons in one of the protected groups), present or past history 
of mental or physical disability' or sexual orientation in any manner prohibited by the 
laws of the United States or of the State of Connecticut or the City of Middletown in 
any manner prohibited by the laws of the United States, the State of Connecticut, or 
the City of Middletown. The contractor also agrees to provide the Affirmative Action 
Officer of the City of Middletown with such information that may be requested 
concerning the employment practices and procedures of the eontractor as related to the 
provisions of this section. 

B. The aforesaid provision shall include, but not be limited to, the following: advertising, recruitment, layoff, 
termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensationj and conditions or privileges of employment 
selection for apprenticeship, selection or retention of subcontractors, or in the procurement of materials, 
equipment or services. 

§ 26-4. Notices to be posted on project site. 

The contractor shall hereinafter post on the project site, in conspicuous places available for employees and 
applicants for employment, notices setting forih its nondiscrimination requirements. 

§ 26-5. Subcontractors and suppliers. 

In all pre-contractual contracts between the contractor and any subcontractor or supplier either for work to be 
performed under a subcontract or for the procurement of materials, equipment or services) each subcontractor or 
supplier shall be notified in writing by the contractor of the contractorrs obligations under this contract relative to 
nondiscrimination, and each subcontractor or supplier, by his contracting agent, shall agree to and be bound by the 
terms of this contract 

§ 26-6. Effect on other Jaws. 

Nothing contained herein is intended to relieve any contractor from compliance with all applicable federal, state 
and municipal legislation or provisions concerning equal employment opportunity, affirmative action, 
nondiscrimination and related subjects during the term of its con1ract on this project. 
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Article II. Tradesworkers and Laborers 

[Adopted 3-1-1982] 

§ 26-7. Provisions to be incorporated. 

[Amended 2-3-2003; 9-4-2007 by Ord. No. 23-07]Ail contracts entered into between the City of Middletown and 
contractors which utilize tradesworkers or laborers by the contractor in the performance of the contract shall 
incorporate the following provisions: 

A. The contractor shall hire residents of the City of Middletown to perform the necessary labor. 

B. In the event the contractor is restricted by labor contracts, or the required specific skills are not available 
in the City of Middletown, the contractor may hire tradesworkers and laborers who reside outside the 
City, provided that prior to commencement of performance the contractor submits its reasons for such 
action in writing, along with supporting documents, to the City. Such documents may consist of, but are 
not limited to, labor contracts; lists of names and addresses of trades workers? laborers or labor 
representatives contacted in the City of Middletown; and lists of required skilled labor positions for which 
personnel were not available in the City of Middletown. The contractor shall submit such relevant 
documents and other relevant information as may be requested by the City to determine compliance with 
this article. lf the Common Council, after review and repo11 by City staff and the Contract Compliance 
Committee, determines that the contractor has failed to comply with this article, it may require corrective 
action to be taken by the contractor to effect compliance or may terminate the contract. If the corrective 
action required is not done by the contractor, the Council may terminate the contract. If the CouncH 
terminates the contract, such termination shall be without any liability of the City of Middletown to the 
contractor, its subcontractors or any other party. 

C. Prior to commencement of performance, and at any time after commencement of performance of the 
contract by the contractor, the Purchasing Agent may require submission of relevant documents and other 
re!evant- information related to the employment of tradeworkers and laborers in perfOrmance of any 
specific ·contract with the City. The contractor shall respond promptly to all inquiries and requests for 
information and documents made by the City. 

D. Prior to commencement of performance of the contract~ the contractor shall forward to the department 
overseeing the contract a written statement which indicates the name of each worker scheduled to perform 
work for the contractor on the contract, the worker's city of residence and occupational title. The same 
shall be provided for all subcontractors working on the contract. The department shall forward copies of 
such statements to the Purchasing Agent, upon receipt The contractor shall provide written amendments 
to these statements in order to provide advance notice to the City of the scheduled employment of other 
workers the contractor chooses to perforrn work on the contract. These amendments shall be on file with 
the City before such other workers report to work. The depa1tment overseeing the project and the office of 
the Purchasing Agent shall keep separate files of each construction project. 

E. The contractor shall forward to the department overseeing the contract biweekly payroll records which 
cover the preceding biweekly contract period, which shall be on fonns approved in advance by the City. 
Copies of these reports shall be forwarded by the City department overseeing the project to the Purchasing 
Agent, upon receipt. 

F. A copy of this article shall be included and be part of the bid and contract documents. Reference to the 
page number of this article shall be made in the index or table of contents of the bid and contract 
documents. 

G. All tradesworkcrs and laborers hired to perform work under contracts that meet the total cost of 
construction amounts set out in Connecticut General Statutes § 31-53, as amended, shall be paid at the 
prevailing rates for the same work in the same trade in the City and shall receive the fringe benefits 
normally offered at that time for the particular trade. "Prevailing rates" as used hereln shall mean the latest 
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rates published by the Connecticut Labor Department unless otherwise required to qualifY for a federal 
grant pertaining to the contract. 

§ 26-8. Definitions. 

As used in this article, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated: 

CONTRACTOR 
Includes the general or prime contractor and all subcontractors performing work under the contractor. The prime 
or general contractor shall be responsible for the compliance of the subcontractors. 

TRADESMEN and LABORERS 
The employees employed by the contractor in positions for which prevailing rates are published by the 
Connecticut Labor Department. Local tradesmen and laborers shall,' not include workers temporarily residing in 
the City during the term of a contract. 

§ 26-9. Inspections and enforcement. 

A. The depariment overseeing the contract shall conduct biweekly on-site inspections in order to verify the 
accuracy of written reports and statements and to assure that fhe intent of this article iS met. 

B. The director of the City department overseeing the project sha!l notify the Purchasing Agent in writing as 
to the correctness of written records furnished by the contractors. 

C. The Purchasing Agent shall inform the Contract Compliance Committee whether or not each contractor 
has forwarded the required written records to the City, hired local laborers and tradesmen to perform the 
necessary work, and paid the prevailing wages and provided the prevailing fringe benefits to employees. 

§ 26-10. Contract Compliance Committee. 

A. There shall be a committee known as the ucontract Compliance Committee_" The Committee shall consist 
of three electors of the City who shall be appointed by the Mayor with the consent of the Common 
Council. Two of the Committee members shall be Common Council members not of the same political 
party who shall serve during their term of office, one of whom shall be designated Chairman by the 
Mayor. The third Committee member shall be a member of an organized trade labor group who shall 
serve a two-year term commencing on the date of appointment. 

B. lf the Committee determines that a contractor is not in compliance) it shall make a report of its findings to 
the Mayor and Common Council with its recommendations as to whether corrective action should be 
required ofthe contractor or whether the contractor should be terminated. 

C. The Purchasing Agent shall provide staff assistance to the Committee. 

Article Ill. Adequate Delivery of Service 

[Adopted 4-1-1991] 

§ 26~11. Provisions to be incorporated_ 

All service contracts entered into for the benefit of the citizens of Middletown between the City of Middletown 
and contractors shall incorporate the fOllowing provisiOns: 

A. A description of the services provided under the contract. 

B. The name, address, and proof of agreement between a second agency which could step in at a moment's 
notice should the contracting agency not be able to fulfill its designated service. · 
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C. The contracted agency will be held responsible both financially and administratively with respect to the 
provision of backup services in the event the agency could not fulfill its contract obligations for 
Middletown citizens in accordance with the contract with the City. 

D. A twenty-day advance notification period is required of each agency to inform. the City of an expected 
interruption of services per its contract. 

Article IV. Apprentices 

[Adopted 12-7-1998] 

§ 26~12. Provisions to be incorporated. 

All contracts entered into between the City of Middletown and contractors which utilize apprenticeable trades or 
occupations by the contractor in the performance ·of the contract shall incorporate the following provisions: The 
contractor shall be affiliated with a state-certified apprenticeship program for each apprenticeab!e trade or 
occupation repreSented in its work force that is not otherwise governed by applicable state statutes and regulations. 

§ 26-13. Exception. 

In the event the contractor is restricted by labor contracts, the contractor may not have to comply with the 
provisions of§ 26-12 provided that pr-ior to commencement of performance the conti-act.or submits its reasons for 
such action in writing along wiih supporting documents to the City. Such documents may consist of, but are not 
limited to, labor contracts. 

§ 26-14. Enforcement. 

The contractor shall submit such relevant documents and other r~levant information as may be requested by the 
City to determine compliance with this article. ff the Common Council, after review and repOJt by City staff and 
the Contract Compliance Committee, determines that the contractor has failed to comply with this article, it may 
require corrective action to be taken by the contractor to effect compliance or may terminate the contract. If the 
corrective action required is not done by the contractor, the Council may terminate the contract. If the Council 
terminates the contract, such termination shall be without any liability of the City of Middletown to the contractor, 
Jts subcontractor_s or any other party. 

Article V. Fair Classification of Tradesmen and Laborers 

[Adopted 9-7-1999] 

§ 26-15. Compliance with state and federal laws required. 

All contractors entering into contracts with the City of Middletown for the construction, alteration or repair of any 
public building or public work shall comply with all applicable state and federal laws governing fair treatment of 
employees, including but not limited to unemployment compensation and workers' compensation. All contractors 

. entering into contracts with the City of Middletown for the construction, alteration or repair of any public building 
or public work shall comply with all applicable state and federal laws governing fair treatment of independent 
contractors, including but not limited to payment of the relevant prevailing wage rates. 

§ 26-16. Determination of status as employee. 

For purposes of this article, any person who meets nine or more of the following criteria shall be considered an 
employee: 

A. The person is required to comply with company instructions about when, where, and how work is done. 

B. The person has been trained by the company. 

C. The person is integrated into the company's general business operations. 
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D. The person must render services personally. 

E. The person uses assistants provided by the· company. 

F. The person has a continuing relationship with the company. 

G. The person is required to work a set number of hours. 

H. The person must devote substantially full-time work to the company. 

I. The person works at the compan/s premises or job site. 

J. The person must perform work in a preset sequence. 

K. The person must submit regular progress reports. 

L. The person is paid by the hour, week, or month; payroll deductions include federal and/or state income 

taxes, FICA insurance. · 

M. The pe:rson is reimbursed for all business and travel expenses. 

N. The person uses company tools and materials. 

0. The person has no significant investment in the facilities that are used. 

P. The person has no risk of loss. 

Q. The person works for only one company. 

R. The person does not offer services to the public. 

S. The person can be discharged by the company. 

T. The person can terminate the relationship without incurring liability. 

§ 26-17. Enforcement. 

Enforcement of this article shall be monitored by the building committee or the director of the City department or 

agency for which the construction is being done. If the construction, alteration or repair is being overseen by a 

building committee, the building committee shall monitor compliance with this article. Nothing in this section 

shall be construed to prevent the Public Works Department, the ContractCompliance Committee, the Purchasing 

Depat1m.ent or the Common Council from conducting independent investigations and/or initiating enforcement 

through appropriate channels, 

§ 26-18. Applicability. 

This article shall only be applicable to contracts signed on or after the date of its passage. 

§ 26-19. NoticeQfstatus. 

Any contractor utilizing the services of tradesmen or laborers who are not classified as employees under this 

article shall 'provide written notice to said tradesmen- or laborers of their status. Said notice shall include a 

provision advising the tradesman or labQ-rer that he or she is not eligible for workers1 compensation~ health 

insurance, or unemployment compensation from the contractor. 
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Sec. 2-555. Reserved. 

Editor's note: Item No. 26768-1, an ordinance adopted on Feb. 13, 2002, deleted§ 2-555. 
Former§ 2-555 pertained to annual reports and derived from the Code of 1970; and an 
ordinance adopted in September of 1993. 

Sees. 2-556-2-565. Reserved. 

DIVISION 3. PROCEDURE FOR FORMAL CONTRACT 

Sec. 2-566. When contract required. 

(a) Purchases over three thousand dollars ($3,000.00). All supplies and contractual 
services, except as otheiWise provided in this article when the estimated cost thereof 
shall exceed three thousand dollars ($3,000.00), shall be purchased by formal, written 
contract from the lowest responsible bidder, after due notice inviting proposals. 

(b) Sale over five thousand dollars ($5,000.00). All sales of personal property which has 
become obsolete or unusable when the estimated value shall exceed five thousand 
dollars ($5,000.00) shall be sold by formal, written contract to the highest responsible 
bidder, after due notice inviting proposals. 

(Code 1970, § 2-141; No. 26768-1, 2-13-02) 

Sec. 2-567. Notice inviting bids. 

(a) Newspapers. Notice inviting bids shall be published once in at least one official 
newspaper in the city and at least five (5) days preceding the last day set for the receipt 
of proposals. 

(b) City of New Britain website. Notice inviting bids shall be posted on the City of New 
Britain website. 

(c) Bidders' list. The agent shall also solicit sealed bids from all responsible prospective 
suppliers who have reqUested their names to be added to a "bidders' list" which the 
agent shall maintain, by sending them· a copy of such newspaper notice or such other 
notice as will acquaint them with the proposed purchase or sale. The agent may 
remove from the list any prospective supplier that has failed to send a bid in response 
to the last two (2) solicitations sent by the agent. 

(d) Other services. Any other services deemed appropriate by the purchasing agent. 

(e) Approval of change order;;. No change order shall be approved without competitive 
bidding unless it is within the scope of the work of the original project and the total 
amount of such change order does not exceed twenty-five (25) per cent of the original 
price. 

(Code 1970, § 2-142; Ord. of2-72; No. 26768-1, 2-13c02; Ord. No. 28482-2, 5-5-05) 
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(a) Local vendors. If all bids received are for the same total amount or unit price, quality 

and service being equal, the contract shall be awarded to a local bidder. 

(b) Foreign vendors. Where all tie bidders or none of them are local bidders, the agent 

shall award the contract by drawing lots. 

(Code 1970, § 2-148; No. 26768-1, 2-1:3-02) 

Sec. 2-574. Rejection of bids when in public interest. 

The agent shall have the authority to reject all bids, parts of all bids or all bids for any 

one or more supplies or contractual services included in the proposed contract, when the 

public interest will be served thereby. 

(Code 1970, § 2-149) 

Sec. 2-575. Rejection of bid where bidder is in default to city. 

The agent shall not accept the bid of a contractor who is in default on the payment of 

taxes, licenses or other monies due the city, or of a contractor, a principal of which is in default 

on the payment of taxes, licenses or other monies due the city. 

The agent shall include in the bid document a form to be executed by a bidder, 

certifying that said bidder is not in default on the payment of taxes, licenses or other monies 

due the city. 

As used in this section, (1) a "principal" of a contractor shall mean an individual who is 

a director, an officer, an owner, a limited partner or a general partner; and, (2) "default in the 

payment of taxes" shall mean the failure to pay taxes by the date such taxes are due and 

payable or the failure to be current with respect to a delinquent taxes payment schedule as set 

forth in a written agreement with the tax collector. 

(Code 1970, § 2-150; Ord. of 9-95; Ord. of 11-95) 

Sec. 2-576. Award of contract. 

The agent shall award contracts entered into under the terms of this division to the 

lowest responsible bidder. 

(Code 1970, § 2-151) 

Sec. 2-577. Award to other than lowest bidder; reasons must be stated. 

When the award is not given to the lowest bidder, a full and complete statement of the 

reasons for placing the order elsewhere shall be prepared by the agent and filed in his records 

with the other documents relating to the award. 

(Code 1970, § 2-152) 

Sec. 2-578. Considerations used in determining lowest responsible bidder. 
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The purchasing agent shall conside( the following in his determination of who is the 
lowest responsible bidder: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(1 D) 

The ability, capacity and skill of the bidder to perform the contract or provide the 
service required. 

Whether the bidder can perform the contract or provide the service promptly, or 
within the time specified, Without delay or interference. 

The character, integrity, reputation, judgment, experience and efficiency of the 
bidder. 

The quality of performance of previous contracts or services. 

The previous and existing. compliance by the bidder with laws and ordinances 
relating to the contract or service, including," but not limited to, the provisions of 
subdivisions (4) or (5) of subsection (a) of section 2-580 of this Code of 
Ordinances. 

The sufficiency of the financial resources and ability of the bidder to perform the 
contract or provide the services. 

The quality, availability, and adaptability of the supplies, or contractual services 
to the particular use required. 

The ability of the bidder to provide future maintenance and service for the 
subject of the contract 

On all new concrete sidewalk and curb installations the purchasing agent shall 
call for bids on a total job basis and not on a yearly or item by .item basis and 
the lowest bidder for the total job shall be recommended to the common council 
for its approvaL 

(a) For all purchases and contracts except construction and/or capital 
improvement projects the purchasing agent shall allow a ten (1 0) percent 
differential in favor -of a city-based bidder and shall cause the bid document to 
specify the percentage of differentiaL Any city-based bidder which has 
submitted a bid shall be awarded the bid provided that such city-based bidder 
agrees to accept the award of the bid at the amount of the low bid. If more than 
one (1) city-based bidder submits a bid not more than ten (1 D) percent higher 
than the low bid and has agreed to accept the award of the bid at the amount of 
the low bid, the bidder who has submitted the lower/lowest bid shall be awarded 
the bid. For purposes of this subsection, a "city-based bidder" shall mean a 
business with a legal principal place of business located within the City of New 
Britain. A business shall not be considered a city-based bidder unless evidence 
satisfactory to the purchasing agent has been submitted with the bid to establish 
that said business has a bona fide principal place of business w.ithin the City of 
New Britain. Such evidence may include evidence of· ownership. of or a 
long-term lease of real estate within the city from which the principal place of 
business is legally operated or the payment of personal property taxes on the 
personal property of the business to ihe City of New Britain. 
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(b) For construction. projects and capital improvement projects the lowest 

responsible bidder shall be determined in the following order; unless 

otherwise prohibited by applicable state or federal legislation: 

1. For construction projeds and capital improvement projects 

involving a total contract price of one million dollars 

($1 ,000,000.00) or less: Any city-based bidder that submitted a 

low bid not more than eight (8) percent higher than the lowest 

bid, provided such city-based bidder agrees to accept the award 

of the bid at the lowest bid amount. If more than one (1) 

city-based bidder has submitted bids not more than eight (8) 

percent higher than the lowest bid and has agreed to accept the 

award of the bid at the lowest bid amount, the lowest responsible 

bidder shall be the city-based bidder that submitted the lowest 

bid. 

2. For construction projects and capital improve men\ projects 

involving a total contract price of more than one. million dollars 

($1 ,000,000.00) but less than five million dollars ($5,000,000.00): 

Any city-based bidder that submitted a low bid not more than four 

(4) percent higher than the lowest bid, provided such city-based 

bidder agrees to accept the award of the bid at the lowest bid 

amount. If more than one (1) city-based bidder has submitted 

bids not more than four (4)'percent higher than the lowest bid and 

has agreed to accept the award of the bid at the lowest bid 

amount, the lowest responsible bidder shall be the city-based 

bidder that submitted the lowest bid. 

3. For construction projects and capital improvement projects 

involving a total contract price of over five million dollars 

($5,000;000.00): Any city-based bidder that submitted a low bid 

not more than two (2) percent higher than the lowest bid, 

provided such city,based bidder agrees to accept the award of 

the bid at the lowest bid amount. If more than one (1) city-based 

bidder has submitted bids not more than two (2) percent higher 

than the lowest bid and has agreed to accept the award of the bid 

at the lowest bid amount, the lowest responsible bidder shall be 

the city-based bidder that submitted the lowest bid. 

(c) For all purchases and contracts except construction and/or capital 

improvement projects the following procedure shall apply in a situation 

where no city-based bidder submits a bid or where a city-based bidder 

does not come within the ten (10) percent or chooses not to meet the 

lowest bid, however, there are bids submitted by companies based in 

Connecticut and other companies based outside Connecticut. In that 

event, the purchasing agent shall allow a five (5) percent differential in 

favor of the Connecticut-based bidder and shall cause th·e bid document 

to specify the percentage of differential. If more than one (1) 

Connecticut-based bidder submits a bid of not more than five (5) percent 
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higher than the low bid.and has agreed to accept the award of the bid at 
the amount of the low bid, the bidder who has submitted the lower/lowest 
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Municode ,, 

Stamford, Connecticut, Code of Ordinances»- CODE OF ORDINANCES» CHAPTER 103.
CONTRACTORS» ARTICLE I. -IN GENERAL» 

ARTICLE I. - IN GENERAL 

Sec. 103-1. - Contractor's sta1emenL 2 

g_~c. 103-2. - {Reserved) 3 

Sec. 103-3. -Certain ~mp!oyment contracts not affected. 4 

Sec. 103-4.- Subcontract information. 5 

Sec. 103-5.- Compliance required· bid forms. 6 

Sec~!l3.:_6. - Annual statement 7 

Sec. 103-7.- Violations and penalties. 8 

Sec. 103-8.- !nsQ.ection Q.f contract work. 

Sec. 103-9. -Acceptance or rejection of contract work. 

Sec. 103-10. -Responsible employer obligations of bidding and propOsing contractors and subcontractors under such 
bidders or oroposers. 9 

Secs.103-11-103-25.- Reserved. 

Sec. 103-1. -Contractor's statement. 148212 

No person shall enter directly or indirectly into any contract for an amount in excess of 
$10,000 with the city for the sale or lease of goods, services unless said person shall first supply to 
the city a statement, on a form to be supplied by the city, which statement shall supply the following: 

A The name and address of said person. 

B. If said person is a joint venture, trustee, partnership, limited liability company or 
partnership, the names and addresses of all joint venturers, beneficiaries, partners or 
members. 

c 

D. 

If said person is a corporation, the names and addresses of all officers and the names 
and addresses of all parties·· owning over 10% of its common stock or over 10% of its 
preferred stock. If any of said stockholders is a holding corporation, said form shall 
state the names and addresses of all persons owning a beneficial interest in over 10% 
of the common or preferred stock of said holding corporation. 

The names and positions of all persons listed in said form who are elected or 

appointed officers or employees of the city. 

Sec. 103-2. -(Reserved) [483)3 

Sec. 103-3.- Certain employment contracts not affected, [484]4 

Sections 103-1 through 103-7 shall not apply to the employment contracts of employees of 
the city for whom payroll tax and social security are withheld, nor to publicly held corporations 
whose stock is traded upon any public exchange. 
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Sec. 103-4.- Subcontract information. !48515 

Anything contained in this chapter notwithstanding, any contractor entering into a contract 
with the <;ity for an amount in excess of $10,000 shall first agree to supply to the city the names and 
addresses of all subcontractors to be used by said contractor under said contract, for any 
subcontract which shall be for an amount in excess of $10,000. Said information shall be supplied 
at the time such subcontracts are entered into. 

Sec. 103-5.- Compliance required; bid forms. 148616 

A. The city shall make compliance with §§ 103-1 through 103-7 a condition to each contract 
entered into by the city and shall set forth such sections in all bid forms sent out by the city. 

B. In the case of an emergency purchase made pursuant to § 23-18.3 of the Code of 
Ordinances, all information required by§§ 103-1 through 103-7 shall be filed not later than 
seven days from said purchase. 

Sec. 103-6. -Annual statement. 148717 

No later than January 15 of each year, the Director of Administration shall cause to be filed in 
the office of the Town and City Clerk the following information for the calendar year ending on the 
preceding December 31: a list of all vendors supplying goods and services to the City of Stamford 
giving the name and address of each such vendor and the amount paid to such vendor by the city, 
with a cumulative total for the year. This section shall apply to all contracts regardless of amount. 

Sec. 103-7.- Violations and penalties. [488]8 

Any person willfully giving false information or willfully failing to ftle the required statement or 
information shall be punished by a fine of not more than ninety dollars ($90.00). Each such 
occurrence of false information or willfully failing to file shall constitute a separate offense and be 
liable to a separate fine. 

Sec. 103-8. -Inspection of contract work. 

No contract by or on behalf of the city concerning the construction or repair of any city 
structure or other public facility shall be entered into unless such contract shall contain a clause to 
the effect that all architects, engineers, general contractors, and/or subcontractors inspect said 
construction or repair work within 30 days before the guaranty or bond covering such construction 
or repair work shall expire. · 

Sec. 103-9.- Acceptance or rejection of contract work. 

Immediately following the inspection, said architects, engineers, general contractors and/or 
subcontractors shall submit to the contracting officer of the city a notarized affidavit setting forth 
either an acceptance of said construction and repair work or an itemized list of work to be corrected, 
repaired or replaced, and no bond or guaranty shall be released until this section shall have been 
complied withe 
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Sec. 103-10.- Responsible employer obligations of bidding and proposing 

contractors and subcontractors under such bidders or proposers. [4B9]9 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

The bidder or proposer and all subcontractors under the bidder or proposer shall comply with 
the 1996 Stamford Construction Jobs Agreement which is hereby incorporated into and 
made a part of this ordinance. 

The bidder or proposer and all subcontractors under the bidder or proposer must comply with 
the obligations established under state and federal laws to pay lawful prevailing rate to their 
employees. The prevailing wage law does not apply "to the rehabilitation, remodeling, 
refinishing, refurbishing, alteration or repair of any project where the total cost of all work 
performed by contractors and subcontractors is less than $100,000.00. Under new 
construction, the law does not apply when the total cost of all work performed is less than 
$400,000.00. C.G.S. § 31-53(g). 

As may be required by state and federal law or regulalions, the bidder or proposer and all 
subcontractors under the bidder or proposer must maintain and participate in a bona fide 
apprentice training program for each apprenticeable trade or occupation represented in his 
or her workforce that is approved and shall use good faith efforts to abide by the apprentice 
to journeymen ratio for each trade prescribed therein in the performance of the contract. 

The bidder or proposer and all subcontractors under the bidder or proposer must furnish, at 
their expense, hospitalization and medical benefits and/or coverage for all their employees 
employed on the project. CGS § 31-53(a), (e) and (h). 

The bidder or proposer and all subcontractors under the bidder or proposer must properly 
classify employees as employees rather than as independent contractors and treat them 
accordingly for purposes of Workers' Compensation, insurance coverage, unemployment 
taxes, social security and income tax with holdings all in accordance with CGS § 31-53(1), 31-
58(1) (definition of employee under wage and hour laws), 31-222(a) (definition of employee 
under the unemployment statutes), 31-273(c) to (g), 31-275(9) (definition of an employee 
under the Workers' Compensation statutes) and 31-288(g) (Workers' Compensation fraud). 

Any bidder or proposer or subcontractor under the bidder or proposer who fails to comply 
with any one of obligations A through E, as set forth above, for any period of time shall be, at 
the sole discretion of the City of Stamford, subject to one or more of the following sanctions: 

1. Cessation of work on the project until compliance is obtained; 

2. Permanent removal from any further work on the project; 

3. · Withholding of payment due under any contract or subcontract until compliance is 
obtained; 

4. Liquidated damages payment to the City of Stamford in the amount of 5% of the dollar 
value of the contract. 

In addition to the sanctions outlined above, a general bidder or proposer or contractor shall 
be jointly and severally liable for the violiltions of its subcontractors. Any contractor or subcontractor 
that has been determined by the City of Stamford, or by any court or governmental agency to have 
violated any of the obligations set forth above may be, at the sole discretion of the City of Stamford, 
barred from performing any work on future City of Stamford projects as provided in the City's 
purchasing ordinance(§ 23-18.12 of the Stamford Code.ofOrdinances). 

Sees. 103-11-103-25. - Reserved. 

·-··-·-··------------------
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FOOTNOTE(S): --------
rm; 2 Amended 4-7-1997 by Ord. No. 811. !Backl 

(4B3J 3Editor's note-Former§ 103-2, When statement not required, was repealed 4-7-1997 by Ord. No. 811. !Back) 
1"'1 4 Amended 4-7-1997 by Ord. No. 811. ~ 
1" 51 5Amended 1-7-1985 by Ord. 541; 4-7-1997 by Ord. No. 811. !Back) 

i<"J 6 Amended 4-7-1997 by Ord. No. 811. (Back) 

i'"J 7 Amended 4-7-1997 by Ord .. No. 811. !Backl 
(488) ' 

8 Amended 4-7-1997 by Ord. No. 811; Amended 1-4-1999 by Ord. No. 864. !Back I 

i'"J 9 Added 6-4-2001 by Ord. No. 958. !Back) 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council 

Matt Hart, Town Manager/t1w/( 

Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Cherie Trahan, Director of 

Finance 

September 10,2012 

Agreement between the Town of Mansfield, Mansfield Board of 

Education and Region 19 Board of Education for Financial 

Management, Information Technology, Risk Management, and 

Employee Benefits Services 

Subject Matter/Background 
The attached agreement outlines various administrative services provided by the 

Town of Mansfield and the Mansfield Board of Education to the Region 19 Board 

of Education, The agreement between the Town-MBOE-Region 19 for financial 

management, information technology, risk management, and employee benefits 

services was originally entered into shortly after the creation of the Regional 

School District in 1986. This agreement has been modified and extended over 

the years as the signatories or contracted services expanded, 

The current agreement does not break new ground in the amount of services 

provided, but does formalize the previously unwritten agreement whereby the 

Town provides the R-1 9 Board employee benefits services. The proposed 

contract duration is three years, June 1, 2012 through June 30, 2015. 

Financial Impact 
The costs and/or revenues associated with the first year of the agreement have 

been incorporated within the adopted 2012/13 budgets of the respective entities. 

Legal Review 
This agreement has been reviewed by staff at the Town and both Boards of 

Education. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Town Council authorize the Town Manager to execute 

the attached agreement The Mansfield Board of Education will be asked to 

approve the agreement at its regular meeting on September 13,2012. Region 

1 9 is ready to execute the agreement as presented. 
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If the Town Council supports this recommendation, the following motion would be 
in order: 

Move, effective September 10, 2012, to authorize the Town Manager to execute 
the Agreement between the Town of Mansfield, the Mansfield Board of Education 
and the Region 19 Board of Education for Financial Management, Information 
Technology, Risk Management, and Employee Benefits Services, for a term 
commencing on July 1, 2012 and expiring on June 30, 2015_ 

Attachments 
1) Agreement between the Town of Mansfield, Mansfield Board of Education . 

and Region 19 Board of Education for Financial Management, Information 
Technology Risk Management, and Employee Benefits Services (with 
markup) 

2) Agreement between the Town of Mansfield, Mansfield Board of Education 
and Region 19 Board of Education for Financial Management, Information 
Technology Risk Management, and Employee Benefits Services (clean) 
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD, 

THE MANSFIELD BOARD OF EDUCATION 
AND 

THE REGION 19 BOARD OF EDUCATION 

FOR FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY, 

ANJ+RISK MANAGEMENT AND EMPI/WF·:ii BE:NEFTfS SE.RVICES 

This Agreement is made and entered into, effective on the 1st day of July 2012, by and 

between the Town of Mansfield (hereinafier called the Town), The Mansfield Board of 

Education (hereinafter called the Mansfield Board) and the Region 19 Board of 

Education (hereinafter called the R-19 Board). 

Whereas, the Town and the Mansfield Board share cetiain financial management, 

information technology, ami risk management services, and employee benefits sct·viccs 

and R-19 Board wishes to engage the Town and the Mansfield Board to render certain 

financial management, infonnation technology, flflG risk management, and employee 

benefits technical services hereinafter described in cotmection with the administration of 

Regional School District No. 19; and 

Whereas, to the extent that this Agreement is entered into by and between the Mansfield 

Board and the R-19 Board, such Boards enter into such Agreement in accordance with 

the provisions of Section 1 0-158a of the Connecticut General Statutes. 

Now therefore the parties do mutually agree as follows: 

1. The R-19 Board agrees to engage the Town and the Mansfield Board, and the Town 

and the Mansfield Board agree to perform the services hereinafter set forth. 

2. The Town, working through its Director of Finance, shall do, perform and carry out 

in a satisfactory and proper manner, a scope of activities established by the R-19 

Board and its Superintendent, and acceptable to .the Town, for the purpose of 

providing to the R-19 Board the financial awl-fisk-management services described in 

this Agreement 

3. The Town, working through its Town Manager and his/her designee (e.g. Assistant 

Town Manager), shall do, perform and carry out in a satisfactory and proper marmer, 

a scope of activities established by the R, 19 Board and its Superintendent, and 

acceptable to the Town, for the purpose of providing to the R-19 Board the risk 

management and employee benefits services described in this Agreement. 

4. The Mansfield Board, working through its Director ofinformation Technology, shall 

do, perform and carry out in a satisfactory and proper manner, a scope of activities 

established by the R-19 Board and its Superintendent, and acceptable to the 

Mansfield Board and its Superintendent, for the purpose of providing to the R-19 

Board the Information Technology services described in this Agreement 
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For the period beginning July 1, 2012 to June 30,2015, the Town and the Mansfield 
Board will provide the following services: 

A. Operations 

The Town and the Mansfield Board shall provide R-19 with the following services: 

1. Provide the R-19 Board with an automated cash disbursements system which shall 
provide for a systematic paying of bills. 

2. Provide the R-19 Board with an automated cash receipts system which will 
systematically record the receipt of cash. 

3. Provide the R-19 Board with a fully operational payroll system including all 
necessary State and Federal reporting. 

4. Provide the R-19 Board with accounting and bookkeeping services through monthly 
trial balance preparation for all funds and account groups. 

5. Provide the R- 19 Board with an automated budget package for all funds. 
6. Prepare computer generated financial reports for all funds in the same form as is 

currently being provided. Any changes in forrn shall be mutually agreed to by the R-
19 Superintendent and the Director of Finance for the Town. 

7. Prepare a Comprehensive Annual Financial Report in accordance with GAAP. 
8. Prepare monthly, quarterly and annual reports and other reports as needed. 
9. Prepare the ED-00 1 for submission to State Department of Education. 
10. Pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding between the R-19 Board and the Edwin 

0. Smith Foundation, Inc., provide financial management services to the Foundation 
as enumerated in the agreement. 

11. Provide the R !9 Board with a eentraliz.e&-fi.sk management-system-'fet'-8-ll-ifffiltra£600 
including: medical, aute, general liability, and workers' compensatiBJr. 
Provide the R-19 Board with Risk :tv·[anagement serVices that assist in suppmiing the 
existing R-19 Board staff in the following areas: 
• Liability, automobile, property (LAP) insurance plan administration 
• Workers compensation administration 
• Safety administration 

12. Provide the R-19 Board with Employee Benefits services that assist in supporting the 
existing R -19 Board staff in the following areas: 
~ Health insurance plan administration 
• Life insurance plan administration 
• Flexible benefits plan administration 
• Optional retirement pbn administration (457 plans, 403 plans) 
• Employee wellness programming 
• Collective bargaining as it relates to employee benetits 
• GASB 45 compliance (OPEB actuarial analysis coordination) biannually 
• Other employee benefits services/issues as needed 

13. Provide the R -19 Board with Information Technology services that assist in 
supporting the existing R-19 Board Staff in the following areas: 
• Local Area Network (LAN) management 
• System Usage 
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• 
• 
• 

Disk space usage 
Backup verification 
Overall Network Health 

• Enor Logs 
• System Performance 
• Installation of updates: Antivirus software and definitions 
• Configure user ID' s and e-mail addresses when required 
• Shared network printing 

14. Provide the R-19 Board with Information Technology services that assist in 
supporting the existing R-19 Board in the following areas: 
1) Wide Area Network (WAN) management 
2) Remote Access Service Assistance 
3) Internet Connectivity 

15. Provide the R-19 Board with other services and technological support that are 
requested by the R-19 Superintendent and are acceptable to the Town and the 
Mansfield Board, as applicable. 

1. The Town will provide the personnel necessary to process the accounting infom1ation 
as provided by the R-19 Board persmmel, to ensure a satisfactory end result 

2. It is mutually recognized by the parties that the Director of Finance has the authority 
on questions dealing with the design and implementation of the Financial 
Management System. Should there be changes to the Financial Management System 
requiring additional budget expenditures, such changes shall be presented by the 
Director of Finance to the Town and Mansfield Board for approval prior to 
proceeding with same. 

3. The Town, working through its Town Manager and his/her designee (e.g. Assistant 
Town Manager), will provide to the R-19 Board services for risk management and 
employee benefits coordination (on the basis of shared se,~,;ices with the 'fown) as 
described in this agreement It is mutually recognized by the parties lhat the To'~11 
Manager or his/her designee (e.g. Assistant Town Manager) has the authority on 
questions dealing with the implementation of the health insurance pool and plans, life 
insurance plans, and tlexible benetits plans. 

4. The Mansfield Board will provide to the R-19 Board the services of the Mansfield 
Board's Director of Information Technology (on the basis of shared services with the 
Mansfield Board). In providing such services, the Mansfield Board's Director of 
Information Technology shall perform for the R-19 Board the services described in 
the job description attached hereto, which may be amended from time to time by the 
Mansfield Board. In carrying out such services for the benefit of the R-19 Board, the 
Mansfield Board's Director of Infom1ation Technology shall have the authority to 
coordinate and direct the activity of all IT personnel at all locations insofar as their 
activities directly impact the integration of technology into the curriculum and/or for 

-81-



the use of technology in supp01t of the overall operations of either school district. 
The Mansfield Board's Director of Information Technology shall be an employee of 
the Mansfield Board only. 

5. The Town will provide to the R-19 Board the services of the Town's Director of 
Finance who shall serve as the R-19 Board's Business Manager (on the basis of 
shared services with the Town). In providing such services, the Town's Director of 
Finance shall perform for the R-19 Board such services as described in the job 
description attached hereto, or as requested by the R-19 Superintendent of schools. 
The attached job description may be amended from time to time by the Town. 

C. Compensation 

1. The Town agrees to provide to the R-19 Board the financial services described in this 
Agreement at a cost not to exceed $91,680 for fiscal year 201.2-20U. The Mansfield 
Board agrees to provide to the R-19 Board the Infonnation Technology services 
described in this Agreement at a cost not to exceed$ J 03,950 for fiscal year 2012-
2013. The ·rown. Manst]eld Board, and R-19 Board mull.!ally agree that one half of 
the Assistant Town Manager's salary be funded through the IJealth Insurance Fund 
and that such cost be included in the calculation of health insurance prerniums. The 
above costs shall be adjusted annually t<.ll· !iscal years 2013-2014 and 2014-2015, as 
mutually agreed. · 

2. For budget purposes, the Town, the Mansfield Board and the R-19 Board shall share 
the cost of the Director of Finance position as follows: Town 40%; Manst]eld Board 
30%; and R-19 Board 30%. The above amount shall be adjusted annually during the 
remainder of this Agreement, based upon the Town Administrator's Pay Plan for 
nonunion persmmel. 

D. Termination for Cause an/or Convenience 

During the term of this Agreement, the Town, the Mansfield Board or the R-19 Board 
may tenninate this contract at the end of any given fiscal year. Notice of such 
termination must be given in writing to all parties to this Agreement at least 120 days 
prior to the end of the fiscal year. 

E. Changes 

The Town, the Mansfield Board or the R-19 Board may, from time to time, require 
changes in the scope of services ofthis agreement. Such changes, including any increase 
or decrease in the amount of compensation to be paid to the Town or Mansfield Board, as 
applicable, as mutually agreed upon by and between the Town, the Mansfield Board and 
the R-19 Board, shall be incorporated in written amendments to this contract. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the pmiies hereto have authorized their designated 
representatives to set their hands. 

For the Town of Mansfield: 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager Date 

Witness 

For the Mansfield Board of Education: 

Fred A. Baruzzi, Superintendent Date 

Witness 

For the Region 19 Board of Education: 

Bruce Silva, Superintendent Date 

Witness 
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD, 

THE MANSFIELD BOARD OF EDUCATION 
AND 

THE REGION 19 BOARD OF EDUCATION 
FOR FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY, 

RISK MANAGEMENT AND EMPLOYEE BENEFITS SERVICES 

This Agreement is made and entered into, effective on the I" day of July 2012, by and 
between the Town of Mansfield (hereinafter called the Town), The Mansfield Board of 
Education (hereinafter called the Mansfield Board) and the Region 19 Board of 
Education (hereinafter called the R-19 Board). 

Whereas, the Town and the Mansfield Board share ceriain financial management, 
information technology, risk management services, and employee benefits services and 
R-19 Board wishes to engage the Town and the Mansfield Board to render ceriain 
financial management, infmmation technology, risk management, and employee benefits 
technical services hereinafter described in connection with the administration of Regional 
School District No. 19; and 

Whereas, to the extent that this Agreement is entered into by and between the Mansfield 
Board and the R-19 Board, such Boards enter into such Agreement in accordance with 
the provisions of Section I 0-158a of the Connecticut General Statutes. 

Now therefore the parties do mutually agree as follows: 

I. The R-19 Board agrees to engage the Town and the Mansfield Board, and the Town 
and the Mansfield Board agree to perform the services hereinafter set forth. 

2. The Town, working through its Director of Finance, shall do, perform. and cany out 
in a satisfactory and proper manner, a scope of activities established by the R-19 
Board and its Superintendent, and acceptable to the Town, for the purpose of 
providing to the R-19 Board the financial services described in this Agreement. 

3. The Town, working through its Town Manager and his/her designee (e.g. Assistant 
Town Manager), shall do, perform and cany out in a satisfactory and proper manner, 
a scope of activities established by the R-19 Board and its Superintendent, and 
acceptable to the Town, for the purpose of providing to the R-19 Board the risk 

. management and employee benefits services described in this Agreement. 

4. The Manst!eld Board, working through its Director ofinformation Technology, shall 
do, perform and cany out in a satisfactory and proper manner, a scope of activities 
established by the R -19 Board and its Superintendent, and acceptable to the 
Mansfield Board and its Superintendent, for the purpose of providing to the R-19 
Board the Information Technology services described in this Agreement. 
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For the period beginning July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2015, the Town and the Mansfield 
Board will provide the following services: 

A. Operations 

The Town and the Mansfield Board shall provide R-19 with the following services: 

1. Provide the R-19 Board with an automated cash disbursements system which shall 
provide for a systematic paying of bills. 

2. Provide the R-19 Board with an automated cash receipts system which will 
systematically record the receipt of cash. 

3. Provide the R-19 Board with a fully operational payroll system including all 
necessary State and Federal reporting. 

4. Provide the R-19 Board with accounting and bookkeeping services through monthly 
trial balance preparation for all funds and account groups. 

5. Provide the R-19 Board with an automated budget package for all tunds. 
6. Prepare computer generated financial reports for all funds in the same form as is 

currently being provided. Any changes in torm shall be mutually agreed to by the R-
19 Superintendent and the Director of Finance for the Town. 

7. Prepare a Comprehensive Annual Financial Rep01i in accordance with GAAP. 
8. Prepare monthly, quarterly and annual reports and other reports as needed. 
9. Prepare the ED-001 for submission to State Department of Education. 
10. Pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding between the R-19 Board and the Edwin 

0. Smith Foundation, Inc., provide financial management services to the Foundation 
as enumerated in the agreement. 

11. Provide the R-19 Board with Risk Management services that assist in support.ing the 
existing R-19 Board staff in the following areas: 
m Liability, automobile, prope1iy (LAP) insurance plan administration 
• Workers compensation administration 
• Safety administration 

12. Provide the R-19 Board with Employee Benefits services that assist in supporting the 
existing R-19 Board staff in the following areas: 

• Health insurance plan administration 
• Life insurance plan administration 
• Flexible benefits plan administration 
• Optional retirement plan administration (457 plans, 403 plans) 

• Employee wellness programming 
• Collective bargaining as it relates to employee benefits 
• GASB 45 compliance (OPEB actuarial analysis coordination) biannually 

• Other employee benefits services/issues as needed 
13. Provide the R-19 Board with Infonnation Technology services that assist in 

supporting the existing R-19 Board Staff in the following areas: 
• Local Area Network (LAN) management 
• System Usage 
• Disk space usage 

Backup verification 
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• Overall Network Health 
• Error Logs 
• System Performance 
• Installation of updates: Antivirus software and definitions 
• Configure user ID's and e-mail addresses when required 
• Shared network printing 

14. Provide the R-19 Board with Information Technology services that assist in 
suppmiing the existing R-19 Board in the following areas: 
1) Wide Area Network (WAN) management 
2) Remote Access Service Assistance 
3) Internet Connectivity 

15. Provide the R-19 Board with other services and technological supp01i that are 
requested by the R-19 Superintendent and are acceptable to the Town and the 
Mansfield Board, as applicable. 

B. Personnel 

1. The Town will provide the personnel necessary to process the accounting information 
as provided by the R-19 Board personnel, to ensure a satisfactory end result. 

2. It is mutually recognized by the parties that the Director of Finance has the authority 
on questions dealing with the design and implementation of the Financial 
Management System. Should there be changes to the Financial Management System 
requiring additional budget expenditures, such changes shall be presented by the 
Director of Finance to the Town and Mansfield Board for approval prior to 
proceeding with same. 

3. The Town, working through its Town Manager and his/her designee (e.g. Assistant 
Town Manager), will provide to the R-19 Board services for risk management and 
employee benefits coordination (on the basis of shared services with the Town) as 
described in this agreement. It is mutually recognized by the parties that the Town 
Manager or his/her designee (e.g. Assistant Town Manager) has the authority on 
questions dealing with the implementation of the health insurance pool and plans, life 
insurance plans, and flexible benefits plans. 

4. The Mansfield Board will provide to the R-19 Board the services of the Mansfield 
Board's Director oflnformation Technology (on the basis of shared services with the 
Mansfield Board). In providing such services, the Mansfield Board's Director of 
Information Technology shall perform for the R-19 Board the services described in 
the job description attached hereto, which may be amended from time to time by the 
Mansfield Board. In carrying out such services for the benefit of the R-19 Board, the 
Mansfield Board's Director oflnformation Technology shall have the authority to 
coordinate and direct the activity of all IT personnel at all locations insofar as their 
activities directly impact the integration of technology into the curriculum and/or for 
the use of technology in support of the overall operations of either school district. 
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The Mansfield Board's Director ofinformation Technology shall be an employee of 
the Mansfield Board only. 

5. The Town will provide to the R-19 Board the services of the Town's Director of 
Finance who shall serve as the R-19 Board's Business Manager (on the basis of 
shared services with the Town). In providing such services, the Town's Director of 
Finance shall perform for the R-19 Board such services as described in the job 
description attached hereto, or as requested by the R-19 Superintendent of schools. 
The attached job description may be amended from time to time by the Town. 

C. Compensation 

l. The Town agrees to provide to the R-19 Board the financial services described in this 
Agreement at a cost not to exceed $91,680 for fiscal year 2012-2013. The Mansfield 
Board agrees to provide to the R-19 Board the Information Technology services 
described in this Agreement at a cost not to exceed $103,950 for fiscal year 2012-
2013. The Town, Mansfield Board, and R-19 Board mutually agree that one half of 
the Assistant Town Manager's salary be hmded through the Health Insurance Fund 
and that such cost be included in the calculation of health insurance premiums. The 
above costs shall be adjusted annually for ti.sca1 years 2013-2014 and 2014-2015, as 
mutually agreed. 

2. For budget purposes, the Town, the Mansfield Board and the R-19 Board shall share 
the cost of the Director of Finance position as follows: Town 40%; Mansfield Board 
30%; and R-19 Board 30%. The above amount shall be adjusted annually during the 
remainder of this Agreement, based upon the Town Administrator's Pay Plan for 
nonunion personnel. 

D. Termination for Cause an/or Convenience 

During the term of this Agreement, the Town, the Mansfield Board or the R-19 Board 
may terminate this contract at the end of any given fiscal year. Notice of such 
tem1ination must be given in writing to all parties to this Agreement at least 120 days 
prior to the end of the fiscal year. 

E. Changes 

The Town, the Mansfield Board or the R-19 Board may, from time to time, require 
changes in the scope of services of this agreement. Such changes, including any increase 
or decrease in the amount of compensation to be paid to the Town or Mansfield Board, as 
applicable, as mutually agreed upon by and between the Town, the Mansfield Board and 
the R -19 Board, shall be incorporated in written amendments to this contract. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the pa1iies hereto have authorized their designated 
representatives to set their hands. 
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For the Town of Mansfield: 

Matthew W. Town Manager Date 

Witness 

For the Mansfield Board of Education· 

Fred A. Baruzzi, Superintendent Date 

Witness 

For the Region 19 Board of Education: 

Bruce Silva, Superintendent Date 

Witness 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council !( 
Matt Hart, Town Managerl1tw 

Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Cherie Trahan, Director of 
Finance 
September 10, 2012 

Quarterly Financial Reports 

Subject Matter/Background 
Enclosed please find the fourth quarter financial report for the period ending June 
30, 2012. The Finance Committee will review this item at its meeting on Monday 
night. 

Recommendation 
If the Finance Committee wishes to recommend the acceptance of the financial 
statements, the following motion is in order: 

Move, effective September 10, 2012, to accept the Financial Statements Dated 
June 30, 2012. 

Attachments 
1) Financial Statements Dated June 30, 2012 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
MANSFIELD BOARD OF EDUCATION 

Quarterly Financial Statements 

(For the Quarter Ending June 30, 2012) 
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Director of Finance 
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Town of Mansfield j 

To: 

From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Mansfield Town Council 
Mansfield Board of Education 
Cherie Trahan, Director of Finance 
September 10, 2012 

June 30, 2012 Quarterly Financial Statements 

Memorandum 

Attached please find the financial statements for the year ending June 30,2012. 

Attachment 
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OVERVIEW 

GENERAL FUND BUDGET 

REVENUES: 

Tax Collections 

The total collection rate through June 30, 2012 is 98.4%, as compared to 98.8% through June 30, 

2011. Real estate collections, which account for approximately 85% of the levy, are 98.9% as 

compared to 99.1% for last year. Collections in motor vehicles are 94.8% as compared to 96.4% 

at June 30, 201i. 

Licenses and Permits 
Conveyance taxes received for the fiscal year are $110,652 or 55.3% of the armual budget. We 

were therefore short of budget by $89,348. Building permits received were $183,917 or $23,917 

more than budget. 

Federal Support for General Government 

No major change from the budget. 

State Support for Education 

We received $10,065,506 from the State for the ECS grant or $5,174 less than budget. We 

received $116,428 for the Transportation grant from the State or $4,972 less than budget. 

State Support for General Government 

The Pilot grant is by far the largest single grant within this category and we received $7,058,654 

or $2,524 more than budget. Based on early State estimates for the State Revenue Sharing grant, 

we have accrued $54,054 in due from the State. 

Charges for Services 

Charges for services are primarily fixed by contract and are normally received during the year. 

The primary exceptions are: Recording, where we received $62,032 or $7,032 more than budget 

and Police Services which are based on expenditures. 

Fines and Forfeitures 

No major change from budget. 

Miscellaneous 

This area is primarily interest income and the telecommunications service payment. Total 

interest income through June 30, 2012 is $22,392 as compared to $28,090 for the same period 
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last year. STIF interest rate for June, 2012 is 0.12% as compared to 0.21% in June 2011. The 

amount of the telec01rununications payment was $54,248. 

GENERAL FUND BUDGET - EXPENDITURES 

Town Expenditures 

We have filed for (2) FEMA grants to help cover the costs related to storm recovery and cleanup. 

Storm Irene's grant was approved for approximately $74,000 and we expect Storm Alfred will be 

approximately the same. 

Board Expenditures 

There were no significant issues for the Board of Education. 

DAY CARE FUND 
The Day Care Fund ended the fiscal year with revenues exceeding expenditures by $19,261. 

Fund balance at July 1, 2011 of$228,292 increased to $247,553 at June 30,2012. 

CAFETERIA FUND 

Revenues exceeded expenditures by $52,646 for the period. Fund balance at July 1, 2011 

increased from $318,666 to $371,312 at June 30, 2012. A $20,000 transfer from the Board of 

Education is included. 

RECREATION PROGRAM FUND 

The Recreation Program Fund ended the period with revenues exceeding expenditures by 

$28,961. Fund Balance increased from $88,388 to $117,349. 

CAPITAL NONRECURRING FUND 

We received $211,700 for the PequoUMohegan Grant. Ambulance user fees were $73,915 less 

than anticipated and we therefore needed an additional transfer from the General Fund of 

$25,000 to maintain a positive fund balance. 

DEBT SERVICE FUND 

Fund Balance decreased from $130,145 on July 1, 2011 to $79,431 at June 30,2012. 
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ENTERPRISE/INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS 

Solid Waste Fund 

Expenditures exceeded revenues by $35,320. Retained Earnings decreased from $245,725 at 

July l, 20 ll to $210,405 at June 30, 2012. 

Health Insurance Fund (Town of Mansfield, Mansfield BOE, and Region 19 BOE) 

Revenues and Other Financing sources were more than expenditures for the fiscal year by 

$198,271. Fund Equity increased from $3,706,795 (including contributed capital) at July l, 2011 

to $3,905,066 at June 30, 2012. Claims for the fiscal year have averaged $463,669 as compared 

to $501,124 for the prior year, a decrease of7.5%. Medical int1ation is currently running at about 

l 0%. To be considered fully funded, the Health Insurance Fund needs to maintain a fund balance 

of$1.6 million at a minimum. 

Worker's Compensation Fund 

Operating expenditures exceeded revenues by $5,398 for the fiscal year. Retained Earnings 

decreased from $56,691 to $51,293 at June 30,2012. 

Management Services Fund 

Management Services Fund revenues through June 30, 2012 exceeded expenditures by $219,253. 

Fund Balance increased from $1,517,120 at July 1, 2011 to $1,736,3 73 at June 30, 2012. 

CEMETERY FUND 

Retained eamings in the Cemetery Fund decreased from $322,251 at July l, 20ll to $307,261 at 

June 30, 2012. The major costs for this fund are mowing and cemetery maintenance. 

LONG TERM INVESTMENT POOL 

The pool experienced a $51,292 increase in the market value of its portfolio for the period July l, 

2011 to June 30,2012. 

EASTERN HIGHLANDS HEALTH DISTRICT 

Operating revenues exceeded expenditures by $75,450 and Fund Balance increased from 

$3!0,607 to $386,058. Service fee revenues remained below budget this year, but savings 

primarily in salaries and benet!ts offset the loss in revenues. 

MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN P ARTNER::)HIP 

Operating revenues exceeded expenditures by $13,696 through June 30, 2012, and Fund Balance 

increased 11-om $289,578 to $303,274. 
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I 
co 
en 
I 

Designated for 2011/2012Budget 

Undesignated 

Fund Balance, July I, 2011 

Total rev-enues and transfers in 

Appropriation of fund balance 

Total appropriation} transfers in 

Total expenditures and transfers out: 

Town 

Mansfield Board of Education 

Contribution to Region #19 Board of Ed 

Total e..."(pendihu:es 

Results fr01n budgeta1-y operations 

Fund balance, June 30,2012 

Fund balance: 

Designated for 2012/13 budget 

Undesignated 

Tmv11 of Mansfield 

General Fund 

Preli1ninary Schedule of Changes in Fund Balance~ Legal Basis 

For the Year Ended June 30, 2012 

Original Final Estimated Bud gee 

Budget Amendment Budget Actual Comparison 

$ 44,331,150 $ - $ 44,331,150 $ 44,367,322 $ 36,172 

44,331,150 44.331,150 44,367,322 36,172 

13,829,750 13,829,750 13,781,934 47,816 

20,572,170 15,990 20,588,160 20,584,915 3,245 

9,729,230 9,729,230 9,729,230 

44,131,150 15,990 44,147,140 44,096,079 51,061 

$ 200,000 $ (15,990) $ 184,010 $ 271,243 $ 87,233 

$ 
2,070,077 

$ 2,070,077 

271,243 

$ 2,341,320 

2,341,320 

$ 2,341,320 



GENERAL FUND 

Cash Equivalent Investments 

Working Cash Fund 

Accounts Receivable 

Taxes Receivable - Current 

Taxes Receivable- Delinquent 

Due from Other Funds 

Accounts and Other Payables 

Refundable Deposits 

Due to Other Funds 

Deferred Revenue- Taxes 

Taxes Collected in Advance 

TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

TRIAL BALANCE 

June 30, 2012 

Encumbrances Payable- Prior Year 

Liquidation- Prior Year Encumbrances 

Fund Balance- Undesignated 

Actual Expenditures 

Actual Revenues 
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DEBIT CREDIT 

$ 5,423,095 $ 

4,400 

270,791 

410,862 

240,217 

442,000 

3,024,996 

97,998 

354,626 

572,855 

146,042 

253,527 

319,057 

2,146,237 

43,842,551 

44,356,692 

$ 50,952,973 $ 50,952,973 



DAYCARE COMBINED PROGRAM 
COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 
FOR THE PERIOD ENDED JUNE 30, 2012 
(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

BUDGET JUNE 30 
2 2012 

REVENUES: 
Intergovernmental- Nat'l. School Lunch $ 37,000 $ 37,384 $ 
Intergovernmental - Day Care Grant 318,128 332,983 
School Readiness Program 25,740 36,291 
UConn 78,750 78,750 
Fees 833,200 788,813 
Subsidies 25,000 65,490 

Total Revenues 1,317,818 1,339,711 

EXPENDITURES: 
Administrative 179,751 190,212 
Direct Program 988,958 963,233 
Purchased Property Services 16,750 18,512 
Repairs & Maintenance 5,500 10,337 
Insurance 18,000 8,308 
Other Purchased Services 12,100 13,897 
Food Service Supplies 37,000 41,786 
Energy 28,500 28,500 
Supplies & Miscellaneous 17,350 16,895 
Capital Projects 27,563 
Equipment 1,500 1,207 

Total Expenditures 1,305,409 1,320,450 

EXCESS/(DEFICIENCY) 12,409 19,261 

FUND BALANCE, JULY 1 228,292 228,292 

FUND BALANCE, END OF PERIOD $ 240,701 $ 247,553 $ 
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2011 

32,450 
334,841 

32,890 
78,750 

703,674 
83,511 

1,266,116 

189,157 
990,843 

16,466 
4,762 

14,446 
8,494 

39,491 
28,500 
14,129 

454 

1,306,742 

(40,626) 

268,918 

228,292 



MANSFIELD BOARD OF EDUCATION 
CAFETERIA FUND 
BALANCE SHEET 

AS OF JUNE 30, 2012 
(with comparative totals for JUNE 30, 2011) 

June 30 
2012 

Assets 

Cash $ 332,650 $ 

Due From State 47,900 

Accounts Receivable 509 

Inventory 15,568 

Total Assets $ 396,627 $ 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 

Liabilities 
Accounts Payable $ 3,720 $ 

Due to Other Funds 7,528 

Total Liabilities 11,248 

Fund Balance 
Fund Balance: 

Deferred Revenue 14,067 

Unreserved, undesignated 371,312 

Total Fund Balance 385,379 

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance $ 396,627 $ 
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2011 

215,446 
46,780 

67,178 

329,404 

1,695 
9,043 

10,738 

318,666 

318,666 

329,404 



MANSFIELD BOARD OF EDUCATION 
CAFETERIA FUND 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 
AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

FOR THE PERIOD ENDED JUNE 30,2012 
(with comparative totals for JUNE 30, 2011) 

BUDGET JUNE 30 
2011/12 2012 

Operating Revenues: 
Intergovernmental $ 175,972 $ 302,659· $ 
Sales of Food 578,860 586,712 
Other 58,216 58,913 

Total Operating Revenues 813,048 948,284 

Other Financing: 
Transfers In -General Fund Board 20,000 20,000 

Total Revenues & Other Financing 833,048 968,284 

Operating Expenditures: 
Salaries & Benefits 570,865 522,578 
Food & Supplies 278,785 380,240 
Professional and Technical 2,500 2,500 
Equipment- Other 10,000 10,320 
Equipment Repairs & Contracts 2,000 

Total Operating Expenditures 864,150 915,638 

Excess/(Deficiency) (31,102) 52,646 

Fund Balance, July 1 318,666 318,666 

Fund Balance, End of Period $ 287,564 $ 371,312 $ 
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2011 

224,108 
581,572 

80,310 

885,990 

20,000 

905,990 

539,561 
254,261 

2,500 
3,631 
2,100 

802,053 

103,937 

214,729 

318,666 



Mansfield Parks and Recreation 
Balance Sheet 

As of June 30, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

Cash 
Due From State Government 

Accounts Receivable 

Total Assets 

Liabilities and Fund Balances 

Liabilities 

Accounts Payable 
Due to Other Funds 

Total Liabilities 

Fund Balance 

Fund Balance: 
Deferred Revenue 
Reserve for Encumbrances 

Unreserved, undesignated 

Total Fund Balance 

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 
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June 30 
2012 

$ 338,422 $ 
8,000 
1,652 

$ 348,074 $ 

$ 26,362 $ 
8,244 

34,606 

186,398 
9,721 

117,349 

313,468 

$ 348,074 $ 

2011 

219,548 

219,548 

21,450 
9,100 

30,550 

100,610 
911 

87,477 

188,998 

219,548 



MANSFIELD PARKS & RECREATION FUND 
REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

AS OF JUNE 30, 2012 
(With comparative totals as of June 30, 2012) 

Budget June 30 
2011112 2012 

REVENUES: 
Membership Fees $ 900,000 $ 817,668 $ 
Program Fees 641,990 634,007 
Fee Waivers 122,020 128,683 
Daily Admission Fees 63,250 60,158 
Rent- Facilities/Parties 32,000 26,277 
Employee Well ness 20,160 18,620 
Rent- E.O. Smith 11,250 13,100 
Contributions 4,050 6,160 
Sale of Merchandise 5,100 5,085 
Sale of Food 3,200 585 
Other 3,400 4,531 

Total Revenues 1,806,420 1,714,874 

. OPERATING TRANSFERS: 
General Fund- Recreation Administrative 314,160 314,160 
General Fund- Community Programs 75,000 75,000 
CNR Fund- Bicent. Pond 25,000 25,000 
CNR Fund- Teen Center 25,000 25,000 

Total Rev. & Op Trans 2,245,580 2,154,034 

EXPENDITURES: 

Salaries & Wages 1,294,480 1,231,732 
Benefits 261,960 254,761 
Professional & Technical 147,100 153,215 
Purchased Property SeNices 33,600 34,778 
Repairs & Maintenance 22,200 18,049 
Other Purchased Serv·,ces/Rentals 151,650 125,638 
Other Supplies 8,320 6,355 
Energy 136,750 128,750 
Building Supplies 46,900 41,675 
Recreation Supplies 74,190 80,855 
Equipment 46,100 46,965 
Improvements 2,300 2,300 

Total Expenditures 2,225,550 2,125,073 

EXCESS/DEFICIENCY 20,030 28,961 

FUND BALANCE, JUL Y1 88,388 88,388 

FUND BALANCE, End of Period $ HH1 108,418 $ 117,349 $ 

2011 

827,401 

595,728 
120,316 

63,692 

31,018 

17,700 
13,655 

4,462 
3,264 

2,793 
4,367 

1,684,396 

265,760 
75,000 
25,000 
25,000 

2,075,156 

1,220,836 
249,822 

142,797 

42,830 

20,190 
139,368 

5,348 

136,750 
45,825 

71,059 

35,000 

2,109,825 

(34,669) 

122,146 

87,477 



TO\<IN OF tcfANSFIELD 

CAPITAL AND NONRECURRING RESERVE FUND BUDGET 

ESTIMATED REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CI-lt\NGES IN FUND BALANCE 

FISCAL YEAR 201I/12 

i\ctua! ,-\ctual Acrual Actual Actual Projected Projected Proj~:cted Projected Projected 

07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/ll 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 

SOURCES: 

Rc,·en.ues: 

Gencml Fund Contribution 644,000 85,000 685,000 387,500 561,000 1,014,210 1,258,000 1,350,000 1,450,000 1,525,000 

Board Contribution 85,000 

Ambulance U~er Fee~ 289,884 304,089 279,790 362,821 251,085 330,000 330,000 330,000 330,000 330,000 

Other 30,813 10,464 

Sewer A~se:>$menrs 1+,400 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 

Pequot Funds 389,462 349,407 191,333 193,910 211,700 212,000 212,000 212,000 21 ?,000 212,000 

Total Sources 1,337,746 769,309 1,251,537 944,231 1,02.3,785 1,559,210 1,803,000 1,895,000 1,995,000 2,070,000 

~ 

0 USES: 
c.<> Op~:ratingTramfers Ont: 
I 

Community E\·cnts 

r--Ianage01e11t Sen·ice'S Fund 200,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 175,000 175,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 

Debt $en·.icc Sinking Fund 200,000 75,000 150,000 150,000 

Retire Debt for Fire Truck 70,000 80,000 80,000 

Property T:tx ReYaluation Fund 25,000 25,000 25,000 35,000 ! 25,000 25,000 

Capital Fund 458,300 307,124 395,000 457,891 730,079 1,208,000 1,481,000 1,548,500 1,693,335 1,828,260 

Capitni Fund - Storr'S Center Rescrn: 96,210 96,210 96,210 96,210 96,210 

Capital Fund- Ml'r1S I-Ieati.ng Conn~r$ion 376,000 

Parks & Recreation Operating Subsidy 251,538 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 

Retiree Meclicallnsurance Fund 50,000 

Compen$ated ,-\bsences Fund 50,000 40,000 50,000 70,000 55,000 58,000 57,000 

Downtown P<Lrtnership 63,000 

Total Uses 1,367,838 647,124 1,276,000 992,891 1,035,079 1,562,210 1,834,210 1,844,710 1,989,545 2,124,470 

E.xce~s/ (Deficiency) (30,092) 122,185 (24,413) (48,660) (11,294) (3,000) (31,210) 50,290 5,455 (54,470) 

Fund B<Liance/(Deficit) July 1 (5,817) (35,909) 86,276 61,863 . 13,203 "1,909 (1,091) (32,301) 17,989 23,444 

Fund Balance, June 30 (535,909) S86,276 561,863 $13,203 \1,909 (51,091) (532,301) 517,989 S23,444 (531,026) 
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""" I 

Account and Descrig:tlon 

General 
Community Dev' I 
PublicS< etv 
;ommuni i 
F< 1anagement 
Public Works 

Grand Total: 

i 
Budget 

27, 

5, 
6,984 

$ 

Revenue/Expenditure Summary 

Revenues 

i 
Received Balance Budget 

i 
1,800 

9, 18, ;;--

::-- ' 
,000 

4, 1, 194, 
291 927,645 ' 

6,167,273 3,337,590 9, 
.69. 26,6' •,73; .63 $ $ 51,49'' 

Expenses 

Encumbrance Exg:enses Balance 

- 423,252 97,54 

' 1· 7, ' 
4,9~ 68,528 59::,50 

46,48 ' 1' ' 
78,334 ' (4i ,306] 

417,374 5,87' ,757 3,21! 732 
$ 6,251,08C'.94 $ 32, $ 13, 



C) 

U1 
I 

Account and Descrig:tion 

81103 Landscape Public Buildings 
81611 Pool Cars 
81820 Financial Software 
81821 Fiber Connection to Fire Stations 
81822 Town Clerk lmaging/MomtSystem 
81919 Strategic Planning Study 

Total General Government: 

!Account and 

183530 Four r lmoro 
/84103 Storrs Center 
/84122 I Storrs Rd ·ban 
/84123 I . DOT 

14 I ; StorrsRd DOT/Ueber 
r Inter anso C ·Des ion 

king~ ·ransit lub 
ff:'41~i;'JE'*'~• S';,;H.EAP#i Lane Co1 

/841 < I DE ~D STEAP # Dog Lane Desigr 
14119 Omnibus Budget Bill 

I Bus Facili ies 1 (FTA 
41 JECD STE \P ~Street Jtllities 

/841 ·2 Leyland/E JR I$3Ml 
/84133 DECO 10n 

/84170 HUD Community , Grant 
Total( i : 

<..:apl!al r'roJects as or July :Jl, ;:uu 

$ 

Adiusted 
Budget 

10,000.00 
35,000.00 

245,799.58 
25,000.00 
20,000.00 

185,000.00 
520,799.58 $ 

' 
1,47· 

. ' 

7' 
6,17 

1.00 

General Government 

Revenues 

Received Balance 

10,000.00 -
- 35,000.00 

205,799.58 40,000.00 

- 25,000.00 

- 20,000.00 
175,000.00 10,000.00 
390,799.58 $ 130,000.00 

Community Development 

Revenues 

Received 

18 
00 

1.17 
72,81.7.65 2,17 182.35 

6,172.702.01 3.82 .298.0( 
. 1.00 

-
-

335,618.22 i .78 

- -
-

$ 2",9· '$ 9, 120,6~ .50$ 

Expenses 

Adiusted 
Budget Encumbrance Exgenses Balance 

10,000.00 0.00 6,044.38 3,955.62 

35,000.00 0.00 0.00 35,000.00 

245,799.58 0.00 243,657.17 2,142.41 
25,000.00 0.00 0.00 25,000.00 

20,000.00 0.00 0.00 20,000.00 

185,000.00 0.00 173,549.97 11,450.03 

$ 520,799.58 $ 0.00 $ 423,251.52 $ 97,548.06 

Expenses 

I 
Budget Encumbrance Expenses 

1 

1 
' 

61 ' 

7 
6,1 

' 
' 

. 01 
J.OO 

. 500,000.00 

$ 27, 

1.443 . 
',872. 

1 ' 
' 

1 ,844,147.81 
66,959.41 

-
-

' 
97,104.65 

-
1 01.979.0o 

-
-

I $ 5,703.930.03 $ 

10, 

2,f76.-oo 

' 
R?9.13 
773.07 

' 

97' 
-2.69 

266,711.46 
11.40:' 

d. 

1114 

~ 
(147.290.61 

8.4ooj]; 198,129.0~ 
15 $ 7 
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~ 

0 

"' I 

IAccn,nt and ,., i '"nn 

i 
,nimal :ontrol Van 
'ire & merq Serv Comm Equipment 
'ehicle <ev Boxes 

1828: 307 Chassis c 
182823 Rescue Equipment 
182824 Fire Hose 
182825 Ambulance 607 11112 
182826 SCBA Air Tan! 
182827 Fire Persona 

~ 182828 Rep I 
182829 J7 
182902 Fire Ponds · 

Total Public Safety: 

!Account and " i 

~8 Senior ;enter Van 11112 
185102 BCP Improvements 
185104 Lions Club Park 
185105 Open Space p, 

04 ;enter Eouipment 
06 kate Park 
-~~ omm ;enter Locker__Room i i 

185812 omm Center Facility 
!85816 Park 
185824 PI 
j85830 WMTC River /Biueway 
185831 Ct ields Trail I 
185835 WHIP G1 ' EGVP OSHF 

Total ommunity services 

$ 

Public Safety 

Revenues 

Budget Received Balance 

" 

7,500.00 " 

" 

18,000.00 1: " 

1 
210,000.00 " 211 

1' ,000.00 1 
" 

" 

" 21 ' 
11,500.00 1.00 

666,000.00 $ •$ ' 

Community Services 

Revenues 

Adiusted 
Received 

11 
i 3,000.00 

" 

" 

' 
47,000.00 

1' ' 
11' 27,052.40 

9,200.00 9,200.00 
$ 4, 7" ,347.40 $ 

1 

" 

" 

" 

" 

60,000. 

1 ' 

(7,712.40) 
" 

$ 

Expenses 

Budget Encumbrance Expenses Balance 

" " 

" " 

" 559.00 6,941.00 

" 26.990.44 
" " 

9,147.50 
_:_ : 

" 9,998.00 
000 " " DOC 
DOG " " 

.DC " " 

" 16,401.93 
666,000.00 $ $ 68,528.01 $ 592,501.99 

40.000 00 
20,000.00 

000 
1 ·,880.00 

Expenses 

Encumbrance Expenses 

: 4,518.00 
" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

: 

" 

" 

3,167,823. 

71 
" 

1' 

" 

52,867.11 
1,434.32 
1,533.29 

998.00 
" 

" 

" . 

1~ 
,312. ~ 

" 

$ 5,9' $ $ $~ 



0 
-.1 
I 

: and De 

205 1 i l -Fire 

86106 'ew Wells- Schools 
86260 

/86278 Four School i 1 Project 
/86 ; MMS Heating i 
86 AM ; Removal 200' 
86: tlM l Carpet Repl 
852S> lo< f Repairs 

'otal Facilities Management: 

and tion 

Tree R 
Salt I i 
Srr ;8 

/8330: Lar9e Brid9e 
/83301 Stone Mill Sri lge 

13 I Town Walkways/Transp E 
.aun I Lane Bridoe 
outl Eagleville Walkwav 11112 

(oac 
35 iuan Rails 

/83524 Road ing 
' Huntino _odge Rd Walkway 0809 
I Pickup ! Si 
;LARGEOUMPT 111112 

l3E Sm I Dump Truck Sander 11112 
/83638 Small Dump ·uck Sander 
/83639 Large Dump Trucks 

I 
Storrs Center 
'Onoineerino ~ac 
;ps Jnits_- i I Units 

Total Public Works: 

1 

1 

65.00( 

ca_pt;a! ! ... reJects as or JUiy :n, ZU1L 

Facilities Management 

Reven·ues 

Received 

50,000.00 
960,687 1 

-
3.0 

50,000.00 
1, 

4 

729 

5 33 4,F 
.847 

11,808 37) 

17 1 ' 

or 

Expenses 

Encumbrance Expenses 

;,9 94 

- 1' ' 
56,587 7 

2s 
- -4,50 

- ' 13 
- 23,397.60 

' ' 

10,67 
2.65 
l;7J 

92:131.66 

$ 6,984,291.00 $ 6,056,645.86 $ 927,645:14 $ 6,9f4.i91.00 $ 78,334:15'7"$6, 

1)03.00 
8,198.97 

l$4 

$ 

Public Works 

Revenues 

Received 

1. d~ ,'-""-_c-~"'~E 
581,452.89 
401,807.59 

508 
44, 

2,933,8 ).00 
10C 000.00 

1 
1 125. 

1 

100, )00.00 
1 

. 
1.09 

197.00 
2,6 ',951.00 

100,000.00 

1 

21 ,229.11 
1.710.00 

-
-

. 

1 

-

-i.e 34 
86,547.11 

938, 2.41 

1 

. 

. 

. 
100,000.00 

' 
100.00 • 1 ' 
, L11 $ 6,167,273.29 $ 3,337,589.82 

1' 

1' 

11 

3C lOII.O 
1 0( 1.0 

Expenses 

Encum bra nee Expenses 

-
-
. 
. 

24,374.08 
21,264.72 

. 
27.485.90 

-
2.890.99 

. 
. . 

. 
15,641.00 

. 

. 

. 

-681.6 51:02 
202,275.28 

373.6<7 
31.8 

2.569~ 
9oJ 

. 

. 
167, 192:"46-

31 ,260.08 

-

1 11 

1 0 ;2· 

3E 

. . 1 
1 11,348.64 -143,948.84 ·-~ 

1 • 4,167.oo 1 
$ 9,504,863.11 $ 417,373;il4$5.8fl:i57.23$-3.2"i5.ili04 



DEBT SERVICE FUND 
BALANCE SHEET 

AS OF JUNE 30, 2012 
(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

Assets: 
Cash and cash equivalents 

Total Assets 

Liabilities and Fund Balance 
Liabilities: 

Interest Payable 

Total Liabilities 

Fund Balance: 
Unreserved: 

U ndesi gnated 

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 

-108-

JUNE30 
2012 

$ 79,431 $ 

$ $ 

$ $ 

$ 79,431 $ 

$ 79,431 $ 

2011 

130,144 

144 

30,636 

30,636 

. 99,508 

130,144 



DEBT SERVICE FUND 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND 

CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

FOR THE PERIOD ENDED JUNE 30, 20!2 

(with comparative totals for June 30 2011) 

Revenues: 

Bond Proceeds 

Interest Income 

Total Revenues 

Other Financing: 

Operating Transfers In: 

General Fund 

CNRFund 
Total Revenues and Other 

Financing Sources 

Expenditures: 

Principal Payments 

Interest Payments 

Legal Services 

Financial Services & Fees 

Total expenditures 

Excess of revenues and 

other 0nancing sources 

over expenditures 

Fund balance, July 1 

Fund balance, End of Period 

$ 

$ 

$ 

-109-

BUDGET 

2011/12 

- $ 

825,000 $ 

825,000 

725,114 

137,360 

862,474 

(37,474) 

99,508 

62,034 $ 

JUNE 30 
2012 2011 

- $ 133,000 

1,285 133,000 

825,000 $ 760,000 

!50,000 

826,285 I ,043,000 

711,491 677,842 

165,508 107,556 

43,139 

161 

876,999 870,698 

(50,714) 172,302 

130,145 (72,794) 

79,431 $ 99,508 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
DEBT SERVICE FUND 

REVENUES, E.-..:PENDITURE.s AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

06/07 07/08 08/09 09/JO 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15116 16/17 17/lil 
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED 

REVENUES: 
Intergovernmental $293,462 $180,794 $105,218 
Bonds $133,000 
Prcmiumlncome $55,542 
State Revenu~: Sharing 
Interest on Unspent Balilllce 1,285 
Other (Refund on Lease Purchase in 09110) 6,500 
Other (Co-Gcn Grant in 09110 dimin) 

TOTAL REVENUES 295,462 180,794 105.218 6.500 188,542 1.285 

Operating Trilllsfers In- General Fund 400,000 400,000 415,000 500,000 760,000 825,000 825,000 675,000 350,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 
Operating Transfers In- CNR Fund 213,000 200,000 75,000 l$0,000 150,000 
Operating Trar1sfcrs !n- MS Fund 75,000 

TOTAL REVENUES AND 
OPERATING TRANSFERS IN 910,462 780,794 670,2!8 656.500 1,098,542 826,285 825.000 675.000 350,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 

EXPENDITURES: 
Principal Retirement 805,000 660,000 530,000 455,000 455,000 460,000 460,000 145.000 
Interest 176,482 136,082 104,202 81,927 64,765 45,655 25,900 5,220 

I Pri11cipal Retirement - GOB 20 ll 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 __.,Interest- GOB 2011 9!,706 93,525 93,525 86,925 80,325 73,725 67,125 --'Lease Purchase- Co-Gen/Poo! Covers 07/08 73.134- 78,142 64,129 78,134 78,134 
'f'r..ease Purchase· ClP Equip 08/09 48,878 113,886 113,886 l 13,886 113.886 

Lease Purchase- CIP Equip 09/10 87,617 87,618 87,617 87,617 87,617 
Financial/Issuance Costs 5_000 3,000 J !0,206 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 981,482 801,082 715.336 663,94 7 895,603 876,999 859,062 665,2<18 394,542 300,325 293.725 287,125 

REVENUES AND OTHER 
FINANCING SOURCES OYER/ 
(UNDER) EXPENDITURES (71,020) (20,288) (45,118) (7,447) 202,939 (50,714-) (34,062) 9,752 (44,542) (325) 6,275 12,875 

FUND BALANCE, JULY l 7L079 59 (20,229) (65,347) (72.794) 130.145 79,431 45,369 55,121 10,579 10,254 16,529 

FUND BALANCE, JUNE 30 S59 (520,'2.29) ($65.347} ($72}94) $"130.Jq5 579.431 $45.369 $55.121 $]0,579 $!0,254 $}6,529 $29,404 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

DEBT SERVICE FUND 

REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

!8119 19/20 20/21 21122 22123 23/24 24125 25f2G 

PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED 

REVENUES: 

Intcrgovcmmental 

Bonds 

Premium Income 

State Revenue Sharing 

Interest on Unspe11t Balance 

Other (Refund on Lease P11rchase in 09/1 0) 

Other (Co-Gen Grant in 091! 0 elimin) 

TOTAL REVENUES 

Operating Transfers fn ·General fund 275,000 275,000 275,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 200,000 

Operating Transfers In- CNR fund 

Operating, Tcansfers tn • MS Fund 
TOTAL REVENUES AND 

OPERATING TRANSFERS IN 275,000 275,000 275,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 200,000 

EXPENDITURES: 
!Principal Retirement 

-f[ltcrest 
~ 

..J.rincipal Retirement- GOB 20! l 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 200,000 

1Intcre5!. GOB 2011 60,525 53,925 47,325 40,725 33,850 25,600 16,800 8,000 

Lease Purchase- Co-Gen/Pool Covers 07/08 

Lease Purchase- ClP Equip 08/09 

Lease Purchase- CIP Eguip 09/10 
fiMilCiaV!ssuance Costs 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 280.525 273,925 267325 260,725 253,850 245,600 236,800 10S,OOO 

REVENUES AND OTHER 

FINANCING SOlJRCES OVE[V 

(UNDER) EXPENDITURES (5,525) !,075 7,675 (10,725) (3,850) 4,400 \3,200 (8,000) 

FUND BALANCE, JULY l 29,404 23,879 24.954 32,629 21,904 18,054 72,454 35,654 

FUND BALANCE, JUNE 30 $23.879 $24,954 $32,649 li2l,904 lil8,054 $22,454 $35,654 $27,654 



SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FUND 
BALANCE SHEET 

AS OF JUNE 30, 2012 
(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

CURRENT ASSETS 

Cash $ 
Accounts Receivable (net of allow. for uncollectable accts) 

Total Current Assets 

FIXED ASSETS 

Land 
Buildings & Equipment 
Less: Accumulated Depreciation 

Total Fixed Assets 

TOTAL ASSETS 

LIABILITIES AND FUND EQUITY 

CURRENT LIABILITIES 

Accounts Payable $ 
Accrued Compensated Absences 
Refundable Deposits 

Total Current Liabilities 

LONG-TERM LIABILITIES 

Landfill Postclosure Costs 

Total Long-Term Liabilities 

TOTAL LIABILITIES 

FUND EQUITY 

Retained Earnings 

Total Fund Equity 

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND EQUITY $ 

-112-

JUNE 30 
2012 

304,250 $ 
8,740 

312,990 

51,788 $ 
14,853 
20,325 

86,966 

92,000 

92,000 

178,966 

210,405 

210,405 

389,371 $ 

2011 

319,491 
3,995 

323,486 

34,445 
14,707 
18,525 

67,677 

96,000 

96,000 

163,677 

245,725 

245,725 

409,402 



SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FUND 
COMPARATIVE STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 
JUNE 30, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

BUDGET JUNE 30 
2011/12 2012 

Operating Revenues: 
Transfer Station Fees $ 84,000 $ 80,391 $ 
Garbage Collection Fees 901,700 895,236 
Sale of Recyclables 15,000 25,198 

Other Revenues 3,581 

Total Operating Revenues 1,000,700 1,004,406 

Operating Expenses: 
Hauler's Tipping Fees 172,960 155,627 

Mansfield Tipping Fees 53,440 65,593 

Wage & Fringe Benefits 302,515 325,126 

Computer Software 4,080 4,320 

Trucking Fee 30,900 22,735 

Recycling Cost 20,500 27,919 
Contract Pickup 372,500 386,746 
Supplies and Services 22,740 10,749 

Depreciation Expense 30,000 9,535 

Hazardous Waste 12,300 16,259 

Equipment Parts/Other 5,500 5,117 

LAN/WAN Expenditures 10,000 10,000 

Total Operating Expenses 1,037,435 1,039,726 

NET INCOME (LOSS) (36,735) (35,320) 

Retained Earnings, July 1 245,725 245,725 

Retained Earnings, End of Period $ 208,990 $ 210,405 $ 

-113-

2011 

72,877 
880,607 

17,368 
6,036 

976,888 

149,398 
44,354 

261,640 
4,080 

22,336 
12,104 

397,471 
11 ,704 
13,507 
11 ,528 

189 
10,000 

938,311 

38,577 

207,148 

245,725 



HEALTH INSURANCE FUND 
BALANCE SHEET 
June 30th, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30th, 2011) 

June 30th 
2012 2011 

Assets 

Cash and cash equivalents $ 4,299,009 $ 3,616,516 
Accounts Receivable 186,833 179,688 
Due from Other Funds 339,224 294,691 

Total Assets $ 4,825,066 $ 4,090,895 

Liability and Fund Equity 

Liabilities: 
Accrued Medical Claims 130,000 
Due to Region 19 8,100 
Due to General Fund 442,000 
Accrued Medical Claims $ 348,000 $ 376,000 

Total Liabilities 920,000 384,100 

Fund Equity 
Net Contributed Capital 400,000 400,000 
Retained Earnings 3,505,066 3,306,795 

Total Fund Equity 3,905,066 3,706,795 

Total Liabilities and Fund Equity $ 4,825,066 $ 4,090,895 

-114-



HEALTH INSURANCE FUND 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 
June 30th, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30th, 2011) 

June 3oth 
2012 2011 

Revenues: 
Premium income $ 6,759,829 $ 7,294,179 

Interest income 3,646 2,981 

Total Revenues 6,763,475 7,297,160 

Expenditures: 
Payroll 102,556 97,098 

Administrative expenses 706,653 674,165 

Medical claims 5,533,697 5,565,150 

Consultants 17,000 45,489 

Employee Wellness 90,876 50,408 

Medical Supplies 104,420 102,924 

LAN/WAN Expenditures 10,000 10,000 

Total Expenditures 6,565,203 6,545,235 

Revenues and Other 
Financing Sources Over/ 
(Under) Expenditures 198,271 751,925 

Contributed Capital 400,000 400,000 

Fund Equity, July 1 3,306,795 2,554,870 

Fund Equity plus Con! Capital, End of Period $ 3,905,066 $ 3,706,795 
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I I ' I ' MONTH 2000 2001 I 2002 I 2003 ' 2004 I 
' ' ' I 

JANUARY 204,232 l 200,762 ' 251,986 1 333,923 t 342,4_76 j 
' I I 

' FEBRUARY 194,411 i 180,679 ' 267,614 1 331,286! 340,298 ' 

' ' ' I I ' ' MARCH 211,199: 200,818 I 237,003 I 358,881 l 386,649 I 

i i ' 
APRIL 181,703 i 206,143' 342,562 ; 259,835 i 402,093 ' 

I I J 

MAY 215,754 1 244,270 : 276,117 i 387,515 i 391.287 

I I I I 
JUNE 193,546 I 251,842 251,747 \ 347,060 1 357,517 I 

I I ! 
JULY 

t 
216,792 j 216,195'! 231.239 I 353,025 i 332,653 1 

I I I I 
AUGUST 215,571 i 247,118 l 247,238 296,'808 l 327,584 1 

I I I 
SEPTEMBER 264,603 i 230,526 ; 257,491 i 323,667 ! 302,399 1 

I ' 1 ' ' OCTOBER 180,875 ! 240,996 ! 262,401 312,245 i 275,610 1 

! ' 
N VEMBER 203,813 I 208,715 1 217,831 : 342,691 i 448,834 
~ ' 

i I I 
D.5.1i:EMBER 185,278 ' 256,252 i 190,532 i 415,554 I 358,577 I 

~· ' i I I 
ANNUAL ' ! I 

' 4,265,977 l TOTAL 2,467,777 l 2,684,315. 3,033,761 j 4,062,490 i 

' i i I 
MONTHLY ' I AVG 205,648 j 223,693 : 252,813 ~ 338,541 : 355,498 ; 

I ' ' 
%OF I INCREASE 19.80% I 8.77% ' i3.020f.:> 33.91% ' 5.01% ' i ' i i 

' i 

' ' 
I ' : 
! I 
I ! 
' ' 

; I 
i 
i i 

' 
i \ I 
I I 

ANTHEM BLUE CROSS MONTHLY CLAIMS 
ANNUAL BASIS 

I I I 
2005 I 2006 2007 2008 ' I 

' 
358.256 1 356,891 I 364,331 1 508,001 

I I i 
305,259 492,4851 527,867 1 629,924 

I ' 409,245 i 392,138 I 482,188 i 399,055 I 
I I ' ' 

443,382 321,969 1 484,465 1 476.056· i 
I ; i 

387,104 l 383,5051 562,876 i 516.518 1 

' I : I 

399,827 I 386,641 I 606,023 \ 425,253 \ 

I I I 
368,941 I 409,635 ; 430,780 1 493,991 1 

I i ' I 
323,401 I 499,?.54 l 554,171 567,129 j 

I J I 
298,440 ·i 415,053 i 430,908 438,495 I 

i ! 
. 351,888 i 370,945 384,033 440,_640 i 

I I I 
299,882 1 370.405 I 489,535 1 383,653 I 

' ! ! I 
343,209 ! 427,447 ! 436,589 ! 358,543 I 

i I I 
! i I 

I I 
4,288,835 j 4,826,866 i 5,753,767 I 5.637,258 I 

I ' I I ' i ' ' 479,481 i <102,239 i 469,772 I 357,403 J 

' I I I ' 
! ' 

. 0.54% i 
19.20% -2.02% 

I 
12.54% ' I 

i i i 
I I 

' ! ' 
i 
i ! 

i 
I 

I I 

' l i 
: I i 

Arith emMonth lyC!a ims .xis 

2009 

454,813 

521,301 
I 

482,221 i 

; 
473,587 ~ 

I 
511,9321 

' 
419,2'14 1. 

534,203 i 

520,970 1 

438,428 i 
i 

518,768 1 

461,484 i 

' 
368,522 i 

' 5,705,441 l 

475,453 : 

i 1_21% ' 

i 

' 
i 

I. 

i 

: I Avg. '91· I 5 Yr. Avg. 
I 2010 I 2011 I 2012 Present '07~'11 

i I 
389,8411 497,3711 461,600 272,827 l 442,871 

i I 

497,159 i 550,0941 480,989 305,267 545,269 
I I ' 

519,594 I 600,2231 503,600 293,537 496,656 

' 
517.452: 513,6771 461,016 279,162 i 493,047 

I ' 
346,650 I 398,4031 557,547 292,759 ! 467,276 

i i 
465,244 \ 483,975\ 468,241 288,023 \ 479,942 

i I 
667,615 ' 410,1001 279,336 I 507,338 

' ! 
583,042 I 443,8081 291,797 533,824 

I ' 
320,4521 475,6831 257,798! 420,793 
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WORKERS' COMPENSATION FUND 

BALANCE SHEET 

JUNE 30,2012. 
(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

June 30 

2012 
ASSETS 

Current Assets: 

Cash and Cash Equivalents $ 51,293 $ 

Total Assets $ 51,293 $ 

FUND BALANCE 

Equity: 

, Retained Earnings $ 51,293 $ 

Total Liabilities and Equity $ 51,293 $ 
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2011 

56,691 

56,691 

56,691 

56,691 



WORKERS' COMPENSATION FUND 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 
AS OF JUNE 30, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

BUDGET JUNE 30 

2011/12 2012 

REVENUES: 

Premium Income $ 420,000 $ 420,000 $ 
CIRMA Member Distribution 23,632 

Total Revenues 420,000 443,632 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

Workers' Compensation Insurance 432,530 449,030 

Medical Equipment 

Total Operating Expenses 432,530 449,030 

NET INCOME (LOSS) (12,530) (5,398) 

Fund Balance, July 1 56,691 56,691 

Fund Balance, End of Period $ 44,161 $ 51,293 $ 
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2011 

403,950 

403,950 

414,679 
21,894 

436,573 

(32,623) 

89,314 

56,691 



MANAGEMENT SERVICES FUND 
BALANGE SHEET 

JUNE 30, 2012 
(With comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

June 30 
2012 2011 

ASSETS 

Current Assets: 
Gash and Gash Equivalents $ 686,897 $ 251,423 
Due from Region 19/Town GF 47,686 
Accounts Receivable 58,350 103,910 
Inventory 10,908 3,624 

Total Current Assets 803,841 358,957 

Fixed Assets: 
Gonstruction in Progress 
Land 145,649 145,649 
Buildings 226,679 226,679 
Office Equipment 1,966,087 1,901 '1 09 
Gonstruction in Progress 14,898 
Accum. Depreciation (1 ,037,073) (918,217) 

Net Fixed Assets 1,301,342 1 ,370,118 

Total Assets $ 2,105,183 $ 1,729,075 

LIABILITIES AND EQUITY 

Liabilities: 
Accounts Payable $ 217,150 $ 73,447 
Lease Purchase Payable 147,834 217,738 
Due to the General Fund 
Due to Internal Service Fund 3,826 4,563 

Total Liabilities 368,810 295,748 

Equity: 

Contributed Capital 146,000 146,000 
Retained Earnings 1,590,373 1,287,327 

Total Equity 1,736,373 1,433,327 

Total Liabilities and Equity $ 2,1 05,183 $ 1,729,075 
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MANAGEMENT SERVICES FUND 

ESTIMATED STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 2012 

TOTAL MANAGEMENT SERVICES FUND 
Variance 

Budget Actual Favorable 

2011112 2011112 (Unfavorable) 

REVENUES: 
Mansfield Board of Education $ 106,250 $ 106,250 $ $ 

Region 19 100,920 100,920 

Town of Mansfield 10,300 48,500 38,200 

Communication Service Fees 216,200 222,601 6,401 

Copier Service Fees 227,250 228,972 1,722 

Energy Service Fees 1,977,080 2,015,410 38,330 

Rent 74,620 72,450 (2, 170) 

Rent- Telecom Tower 115,000 143,389 28,389 

Sale of Supplies 40,000 39,350 (650) 

CNR Fund 175,000 175,000 

Health Insurance Fund 10,000 10,000 

Solid Waste Fund 10,000 10,000 

Sewer Operating Fund 3,000 3,000 

Local Support 
Postal Charges 93.250 94,040 790 

Universal Services Fund 30,000 27,587 (2,413) 

· Total Revenues 3,188,870 3,297,469 108,599 

EXPENDITURES: 
Salaries & Benefits 409,660 387,352 22,308 

Training 8,650 335 8,315 

Repairs & Maintenance 28,250 31,783 (3,533) 

Professional & Technical 33,570 17,238 16,332 

System Support 116,800 123,800 (7,000) 

Copier Maintenance Fees 90,000 82,959 7,041 

Communications 205,360 160,474 44,886 

Supplies and Software Licensing 24,800 17,176 7,624 

Equipment 158,000 212,069 (54,069) 

Postage 85,000 45,056 39,944 

Energy 1 ,876,120 1,900,633 (24,513) 

Equipment Renta11Cost of Sales 55,180 82,300 (27' 120) 

Total Expenditures 3,091,390 3,061,175 30,215 

Add: 
Depreciation 221,060 192,431 28,629 

Less: 
Equipment Capitalized (133,500) (175,390) (18,110) 

Operating Expenditures 3,178,950 3,078,216 100,734 

Net Income (Loss) 9,920 219,253 209,333 

Total Equity & Contributed Capital, July 1 1,550,700 1,517,120 

Total Equity & Contributed Capital, End of Period $ 1,560,620 $ 1,736,373 $ 209,333 $ 

-121-

Proposed 
2012/13 

109,440 
103;950 

10,820 
221,490 
226,240 

2,019,710 
74,260 

120,000 
35,000 

175,000 
10,000 
10,000 
3,000 

88,290 
33,340 

3,240,540 

410,964 
8,550 

28,350 
40,870 

126,820 
91,000 

165,780 
26,800 

158,000 
73,000 

1,909,000 
48,660 

3,087,794 

198,080 

(133,500) 

3,152,374 

88,166 

1,736,373 

1,824,539 



CEMETERY FUND 
BALANCE SHEET 

JUNE 30,2012 
(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

JUNE 30 
2012 

ASSETS 

Cash and cash equivalents $ $ 
Investments 436,082 

Total Assets $ 436,082 $ 

LIABILITES AND FUND BALANCE 

Liabilities 

Accounts Payable $ 910 $ 
Due to General Fund 127,911 

Total Liabilities 128,821 

FUND BALANCE 

Fund Balance 

Reserved for perpetual care 517,125 
Reserved for nonexpendable trust 1,200 
Unreserved, undesignated (211,064) 

Total Fund Balance 307,261 

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance $ 436,082 $ 
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20!1 

405,740 

405,740 

4,450 
79,039 

83,489 

517,125 

1,200 
(196,074) 

322,251 

405,740 



CEMETERY FUND 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 
JUNE 30, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30, 2011) 

BUDGET JUNE 30 

2011/12 2012 

Operating Revenues: 
Interest & Dividend Income $ 16,460 $ 16,403 

Unrealized Gain (Loss) in Market Value 15,100 16,963 

Sale of Plots 4,200 6,000 

Total Operating Revenues 35,760 39,366 

Operating Expenses: 
Salaries 2,500 6,211 

Road Work 7,535 

Cemetery Maintenance 14,000 22,630 

Mowing Service 25,000 17,980 

Other Purchased Services 

Total Operating Expenses 41,500 54,356 

Operating lncome/(Loss) (5,740) (14,990) 

Retained Earnings, July 1 322,251 322,251 

Retained Earnings, End of Period $ 316,511 $ 307,261 
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2011 

$ .23,721 

9,350 

33,071 

3,986 

18,202 
18,236 

50 

42,q74 

(9,503) 

331,754 

$322,251 



Town of Mansfield 
Investment Pool 

As of June 30, 2012 

Cemetery Fund 
School Non~Expendab!e Trust Fund 
Compensated Absences Fund 

Total Equity by Fund 

Investments 
Stock Funds: 

Fidelity~ Select Utilities Growth 

Equity 
Percentage 

65.050% 
0.092% 

34.858°/o> 

100.000% 

SofA US LRG CAP- GROWTH & VALUE/RESTRUCT 
BolA INT'L DEVELOP-MARSICO/ACORNNALUE 
BolA EMERGING MARKETS FUND 
BolA US MID CAP VALUE & ACORN 
BofA US SMALL CAP- GROWTH & VALUE FUND 

SUb~ Total Stock Funds 

Bond Funds: 
Wells Fargo Advantage -Income Plus 
T. Rowe Price-U.S. Treasury Long~ Term 
People's Securities, Inc.- U.S. Treasury Notes 
BolA GLOBAL HIGH YIELD- INCOME OPPORTUNITIES 
BolA INTERNATION DEV. BONDS 
BolA INVESTMENT GRADE TAXABLE- BOND FUND 
Vanguard- GNMA Fund 

Sub-Total Bond Funds 

Public Real Estate Investment Trust 
BolA REAL ESTATE EQUITY FUND 

Commodities 
BofA PIMCO Real Return Strategy Fund 

Cash Equivalents: 
BolA MONEY MARKET RESERVES 

Total Investments 

Allocation 
Stocks 
Bonds 
Public Real Estate Investment Trust 
Commodities 
Cash Equivalents 

Total Investments 

Equity Equity 
In Investments In Cash Equiv. 

436,082.34 
616.75 

233,681.14 

670,380.23 

Market 
Value 

54,594.10 

8,204.47 
1,985.07 
2,576.78 
2,993.73 
1,872.51 

72,226.66 

69,259.84 
87,034.18 
66,935.97 

4,181.55 
46.7.48 

15,791.97 
351,906.8.1 
595,577.80 

476.62 

2,099.15 

15,896.29 

686,276.52 

Amount 

72,226.66 
595,577.80 

476.62 
2,099.15 

15,896.29 

686,276.52 
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10,340.54 
14.62 

5,541.13 

15,896.29 

Percentage 

10.52% 
86.78% 

0.07% 
0.31% 
2.32% 

100.00% 

Total 
Equity 

446,422.88 
631.37 

239,222.27 

686,276.52 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

INVESTMENT POOL 

AS OF JUNE 30,2012 

MARKET MARKET MARKET MARKET MARKET FISCAL 11/12 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE CHANGE 

JUL 01,2011 SEP 30,2011 DEC 31, 2011 MAR 31, 2012 JUN 30, 2012 IN VALUE 

STOCK FUNDS: 

FIDELITY INVESTMENTS: 

SELECT UTILITIES GROWTH 49,310.48 47,756.66 51,105.14 51,028.77 54,594.10 5,283.62 

BANK OF AMERICA 

US LRG CAP- GROWTH & VALUE/RESTRUCT 13,253.90 10,591.53 12,848.35 8,836.26 8,204.47 (5,049.43) 

lNT'L DEVELOP-MARSICO/ACORN/VALUE 3,577,59 2,901.10 3,317.08 2,508.77 1,985.07 (1,592.52) 

EMERGING MARKETS FUND 1,565.26 1,214.85 1,505.36 2,517.97 2,576.78 1,011.52 

US MID CAP VALUE & ACORN 1,837.16 1,461.98 1,750.00 3,120.22 2,993.73 1,156.57 

US SMALL CAP- GROWTH & VALUE FUND 1,479.22 1,137.32 1,274.53 2,029.11 1,872.51 393.29 

SUB-TOTAL BANK OF AMERICA 21,713.13 1'1,306.73 20,695.32 19,012.33 17,632.56 (4,080.57) 

TOTAL STOCK FUNDS 71,023.61 55,063.44 71,800.46 70,041.10 72,226.66 

BOND FUNDS: 

WELLS FARGO ADVANTAGE 

WELLS FARGO INCOME PLUS-! NV 64,197.40 65,070.69 67,232.43 67,782.36 69,259.84 5,062.44 

T. ROWE PRIC,S 

U.S. TREASURY LONG 66,224.15 82,253.56 83,450.40 78,711.65 87,034.18 20,310.03 

PEOPLE'S SECURITIES 

U.S. TREASURY NOTES 66,887.74 66,904.83 66,919.98 66,927.42 66,935.97 48.23 

BANK OF AMERICA 

GLOBAL HIGH YIELD- INCOME OPPORTUNIT 2,016.07 1,970.10 2,019.90 4,221.18 4,181.55 2,165.48 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPED BONDS 553.58 467.48 467.48 

INVESTMENT GRADE TAXABLE- BOND FUN[ 19,334,85 19,813.54 17,800.43 15,126.02 15,791.97 (3,542.88) 

SUB-TOTAL BANK OF AMERICA 21,350.92 21,783.64 19,820.33 19,900.78 20,441.00 (909.92) 

~ANGVA~D!NVESTMENTS 

GNMAFUND 332,213.60 342,423.23 346,439.33 348,094.75 351,906.81 19,693.21 

TOTAL BOND FUNDS 550,873.81 579,435.95 583,862.47 581,416.96 595,577.80 

PUBUC REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUST· 

BANK OF AMERICA 

REAL ESTATE EQUITY FUND 1,838.94 1,560.15 1,744.18 463.48 476.62 (1,362.32) 

TOTAL CASH 1,838.94 1,560.15 1,744.18 463.48 476.62 (1,362.32} 

COMMODITIES 

BANK OF AMERICA 

PIMCOComm. Real Return Strategy Fund 2,187._43 2,099.15 2,099.15 

TOTAL COMMODITIES 2,187.4.3 2,099.15 2,099.15 

CASH: 

BANK OF AMERICA 

MONEY MARKET RESERVES 11,248.55 11,341.53 12,048.46 15,822.36 15,896.29 4,647.74 

TOTAL CASH 11,248.55 11,341.53 12,048.46 15,822.36 15,896.29 4,647.74 

TOTAL INVESTMENTS 634,984.91 657,401.07 669 455.57 669,931.33 685,276.52 51,291.61 
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EASTERN HIGHLANDS HEALTH DISTRICT 
BALANCE SHEET 

AS OF June 30th, 2012 
(with comparative totals for June 30th, 2011) 

Assets 

Cash and cash equivalents 

Total Assets 

Liabilities and Fund Balance 

Liabilities 

Accounts Payable 

Total Liabilities 

Fund Balance 

Fund Balance: 
Reserved for Prior Year Encumbrances 

Unreserved, undesignated 

Total Fund Balance 

Total Liabilities & Fund Balance 

June 30, 
2012 2011 

$ 392,378 $ 320,704 

$ 392,378 $ 320,704 

$ 6,320 $ 10,096 

6,320 10,096 

386,058 310,607 

386,058 310,607 

$ 392,378 $ 320,704 
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EASTERN HIGHLANDS HEALTH DISTRICT 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

AS OF June 30th, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30th, 2011) 

Operating Revenues: 

Member Town Contributions 

State Grants 
Septic Permits 

Well Perm its 

Soil Testing Service 

Food Protection Service 

B 1 OOa Reviews 

Septic Plan Review 

Other Health Services 

Appropriation of Fund Balance 

Total Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenditures: 

Sa ]aries & Wages 

Grant Deductions 

Benefrts 

Miscellaneous Benefits 

Insurance 

Professional & Technical Services 

Other Purchased Services 

Other Supplies 

Equipment- Minor 

Contingency 

Total Operating Expenditures 

Transfers Out: 
Transfers to CNR 

Total Operating Exp. & Transfers 0 

Operating lncome/(Loss) 

Fund Balance, July 1 

Fund Balance, End of Period 

$ 

$ 

Adopted Amended 

Budget Budget 

2011/12 2011/12 

365,530 $ 365,530 

149,950 149,950 

31,000 31,000 

20,500 20,500 

32,480 32,480 

51,710 51,710 

28,000 28,000 

28,500 28,500 

5,160 5,160 

4,370 4,370 

717,200 717,200 

4 74,340 505,450 

- (38,590) 

156,320 156,810 

6,090 6,090 

15,650 15,650 

15,700 15,700 

36,650 36,650 

8,000 8,000 

1,450 1,450 

- 6,990 

714,200 714,200 

3,000 3,000 

717,200 717,200 

- -

310,607 310,607 

310,607 $ 310,607 
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June 30th, 

2012 ' ' ' 
' ' ' ' 

$ 366,972 100.4%/ 
' 149,943 100.0%i 
' 29,295 94.5%j 

I 2,135 59 . .2o/o! 
' 31,475 96.9%! 

51,781 lOO.lo/o! 
20,770 74.2o/oj 
24,365 85.5o/o{ 

' 15,033 291.3%i 

- O.Oo/oj 
; 
i 

701,768 97.8o/o\ 
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 
i 

443,808 87.8%\ 
(31,911) 82. 7o/o \ 
137,124 87 .4o/o! 

' 3,989 65.5o/ol 
' 15,336 98.0%! 

13,061 83.2%! 
34,271 93.5o/oj 

7,223 90.3%! 
' 417 28.8%1 
' - 0.0%! 
' ' ' ' 

623,318 87.3"1 

i 

3,000 100.0°/o\ 
' I 
' 

626,318 87.3°/ol 

75,450 ~ 
i 

310,607 ! 
! 
' $ 386,058 ' ' ' 

2011 

$360,946 

148,015 

26,100 
13,604 
33,330 
46,609 
21,880 

23,215 
9,508 

683,207 

430,618 
-

15 5,642 
3,582 

14,376 

14,139 

31,998 
6,602 

924 
-

657,880 

3,000 

660,880 

22,327 

288,280 

$310,607 



EASTERN HIGHLANDS HEALTH DISTRlCT 
CAPITAL NONRECURRING FUND BALANCE SHEET 

AS OF June 30th, 2012 
(with comparative totals for June 30th, 2011) 

June 30, 
2012 2011 

Assets 

Cash and cash equivalents $ 60,032 $ 74,467 

Total Assets $ 60,032 $ 74,467 

Fund Balance 

Fund Balance: 

Unreserved, undesignated $ 60,032 $ 74,467 

Total Fund Balance $ 60,032 $ 74,467 
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EASTERN HIGHLANDS HEALTH DISTRICT 

CAPITAL NONRECURRING FUND 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES 

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

AS OF June 30th, 2012 

(with comparative totals for June 30th, 2011) 

June 

2012 

Operating Revenues: 

State Grants $ 

Transfers In-GIF 3,000 

Total Operating Revenues 3,000 

Operating Expenditures: 

Prof & Tech Services 3,200 

Vehicles 14,235 

Office Equipment 

Total Operating Expenditures 17,435 

Operating Income/(Loss) (14,435) 

Fnnd Balance, July 1 74,467 

Fnnd Balance, End of Period $ 60,032 
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2011 

$ 
3,000 

3,000 

3,000 

71,467 

$ 74,467 



MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 
BALANCE SHEET 

AS OF JUNE 30,2012 
(with comparative totals for June 30, 2012) 

ASSETS 

Cash & Cash Equivalents 
Accounts Receivable 

Total Assets 

LIABILITIES 

Accounts Payable 

Total Liabilities 

FUND BALANCE 

Fund Balance, Urueserved 

Total Fund Balance 

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 

June 30 
2012 2011 

$ 304,094 $ 292,098 
900 900 

$ 304,994 292,998 

$ 1,720 $ 3,420 

1,720 3,420 

303,274 289,578 

303,274 289,578 

$ 304,994 $ 292,998 
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Revenues: 

I ntergovermnental: 

Mansfteld General fundiCNR 

Uconn 

Mansfield Capital Projects* 

Leyland Share - Relocation 

Membership fees 

Local Support 

State Support 

C ontributions/0 ther 

Total Revenues 

Operating E;o;:penditures: 

~ 

Salaries and Benefits 

Professional & Technical 

Relocation Costs 

Office Rental 

lnsurrutce 

Purchased Services 

Supplies & Services 

Contingency 

I Total Operating E:.:pendit'mes 

Operating [ncomef(Loss) 

Fund Balance, July I 

Fund Balance, End of Period 

Contribution Recap: 

Mansfield 

Mansfield Capital Projects 

UCONN 
Total Contributions 

Actual 

2000/01 

' 32,500 ' 

32,500 

930 

930 

31,570 

s 31.570 s 

Actual 

2000/01 

' 32.500 ' 
s 32.500 ' 

Actual Actual Actual 

201)1102 2002/03 2003/04 

20,000 ' 30,000 ' 41,500 

32.500 45,000 46,500 

10,040 13,085 
1,500 

52,500 85.040 !02.585 

L5,53l 71,378 73,007 

9,519 7,386 5,406 

3,600 u,ooo 11,800 

1,650 1,760 

8,029 5,005 

3,980 4,704 2,837 

32,630 !04,147 99,815 

19,870 (19,107) 2,770 

31,570 51,4<1-0 32,333 

51.440 ' 32.333 ' 35,103 

Actual AC!lJa! Actual 

2001/02 2002/03 2-003/04 

20,000 ' 30,000 ' 41,500 

32,500 45.000 46,500 

52.500 s 75,000 s 88,000 

MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND 

CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE 

Actual Actual Actual Actual 

2004/0S 21)05/06 2006/07 2007/08 

s 50,000 s 62,000 ' 62,000 ' 125,000 ' 
60,000 62,000 62,000 125,000 

60,000 

30,210 

17,355 20,282 19,215 21,820 

1,500 

4,993 

200 2,165 (165) 

129.055 211,440 143,050 302.030 

83,974 92,800 107,140 121,544 

8,397 63,068 44.967 31,8!7 . 

20,000 40,420 

13,181 13,775 16,451 17,565 

1,764 1,772 1,702 1,704 

6,092 9,065 7,092 7,003 

2,463 4,075 2,055 2,733 

!!5,87 t 184.555 !99,407 222,786 

13,184 26,885 (56,357) 79,244 

35,!03 48,287 75,172 18,8!5 

s 48.287 ' 75,172 ' 13.815 ' 98,059 ' 

Actual Ach,at Actual Actual 

1004/0S 1005106 1006/07 2007/08 

s 50,000 ' 62,000 s 62,000 ' 125,000 s 
60,000 

60,000 62,000 62,000 125,000 

' 1!0.000 ' l8~,000 s l24.000 ' 250,000 ' 

A!loptetl I Amen tied Atluptetl 

Actual Achtal Actual Dutlgct Butlget June 30 Dtulgct 

2008/09 1009/10 1010/U 2011/12 2011/12 1012 2012/13 

125,000 ' 125,000 s 125,000 ' 125,000 s !25,000 ' 125,000 $!25,000 

125,000 !25,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 

10,000 

22,440 20,199 16,983 [5,000 15,000 16,778 15,000 

240 

272.440 270.439 276,983 265,000 265,000 266,778 265,000 

I 
133,679 !35,713 147,126 164,070 174,877 170,810 178,264 

27,202 28,893 71,561 102,100 102,100 61,608 61,700 

17,584 15,918 15,040 8,000 8,000 3,000 7,810 

1,713 1,724 1,715 1,750 1,750 1,747 2,205 

8,157 6,666 G,6l2 7,!00 7,100 9,G4! 7,000 

2,783 3,257 3,000 !,450 1,450 1,276 900 
15,000 14,193 25,000 

191, liS !92.171 245.054 309,470 309,470 253,082 282,879 

8!,322 78,268 31,929 (44,470) (44,470) 13,696 (17,879) 

98,059 179,381 257,649 289,578 289,518 289,578 303,274 

179,381 s 257.649 $ 289.578 ' 245.108 s 245.!08 ' 303.274 $285,395 

I 
Atloptccl Amended 

Actual Actual /I.Ctu:t! Dudget Butlget Actual Actual 

2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 10ll/l2 1011/12 2011/11 2011/12 

i25,000 s 125,000 ' !25,000 s 125,000 s 125,000 s 125,000 $125,000 

125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 

250,000 ' 250,000 s 250,000 ' 250.000 s 250,000 ' 250,000 $250,000 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION & ENHANCEMENT 

PROJECT #84120 through #84130 

ESTIMATED STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND 
CHANGESINFUNDBALANCE 

AS OF JUNE 30,2012 

Project Length 

Budget Actual 

Operating Revenues: 

Intergovernmental Revenues-

USDA Rural Development Grant $ 175,509 $ 175,509 

DECD STEAP Grants-!, ll, lll 1,200,000 700,000 
Urban Action Grant 2,500,000 107,274 

DOT Grant# 77-217 1,172,800 

Urban Action Grant/Rell 10,000,000 8,165,600 

DOT Grant# 77-223 2,250,000 72,818 

Federal Transit Authority (GHTD) 490,000 196,453 

Omnibus Bill (DOT) 712,500 134,719 
Federal Transit Authority (Bus Facility) 4,940,000 335,618 

Local Support (DECD grant) 115,640 53,819 

Local Share- Bonds 302,000 302,000 

Leyland Share I ,250,860 9,000 

Total Operating Revenues 25,109,309 10,252,810 

Operating Expenditures: 

Downtown Revitalization & Enhancement: 

Legal Services 226,847 234,931 

Legal Services - DECD Contract 7,442 2,442 
Contracted Services 285,884 53,396 

Architects & Engineers 2,136,207 1,778,938 
Demolition 130,460 149,631 

Environmental Remediation 70,022 79,559 

Site fmprovements 1,474,800 2,176 

Construction Costs 18,162,818 11,178,821 
Construction - Storrs Road 2,392,558 86,995 

Construction - Walkway I 

Total Operating Expenditures 25,109,309 13,789,159 

Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures* (3,536,350) 

Fund Balance, July l 

Fund Balance, End of Period $ - $ 

* Due from other agencies (grants) 
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SERIAL BONDS SUMMARY 

SCHOOLS AND TOWN 

June 30, 2012 

Schools Town Total 

Balance at July 1, 2011 $1,270,000 $2,635,000 $3,905,000 

Issued During Period 

Retired During Period 85,000 375,000 460,000 

Balance at 06/30/12 $1,185,000 $2,260,000 $3,445,000 

CHANGES IN BOND AND NOTES OUTSTANDING 

Balance at July 1, 2011 

Debt Issued 

Debt Retired 

Balance at 06/30/12 

Description 

2004 Town Taxable Gen. Obligation Bond 

2004 Town General Obligation Bond 

2004 Town General Obligation Bond 

2011 Town General Obligation Bond 

Serial 

Bonds 

$3,905,000 

BAN's 

Promissory 

Note Total 

$3,905,000 

___ 4:.:6c::O.c,O:.:Oc::0 _______________ 4;_,60,000 

$3,445,000 $3,445,000 

Original Payment Date 

Amount P & I I Bonds BAN's 

2,590,000 6101 12/01 315,000 

940,000 6101 12/01 160,000 

725,000 6/01 12101 130,000 

2,840,000 3101 09101 2,840,000 

$7,095,000 $3,445,000 
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Promissory 

Note Total 

315,000 

160,000 
130,000 

2,840,000 

$3,445,000 



ESTIMATED DETAIL OF DEBT OUTSTANDING 
SCHOOLS AND TOWNS 

AS OF JUNE 30, 2012 
Estimated 

Original Balance 
Amount 06/30/12 

Schools 

Consists of-
2004 General Obligation Bonds: 

MMS IRC $ 940,000 $ 160,000 

2011 General Obligation Bonds: 
MMS Heating Conversion 1,025,000 1,025,000 

Schools Outstanding Debt 1,965,000 1 '185,000 

Town 

Consists of-
2004 Taxable General Obligation Bonds: 

Community Center $ 2,590,000 $ 315,000 

2004 General Obligation Bonds: 
Library Renovations 725,000 130,000 

2011 General Obligation Bonds: 
Community Center Air Conditioning 173,620 173,620 
Hunting Lodge Road Bikeway 105,250 105,250 

Salt Storage Shed 263,130 263,130 
Storrs Rd/Fiaherty Rd Streetscape Improvements 302,000 302,000 
Various Equipment Purchases 93,000 93,000 

Facility Improvements 40,000 40,000 
Transportation Facility Improvements 130,000 130,000 

Stone Mill Rd/Laurel Lane Bridge Replacements 378,000 378,000 
2011 Sewer Purpose Obligation Bonds: 

Four Corners Sewer & Water Design 330,000 330,000 

Town Outstanding Debt 5,130,000 2,260,000 

Total Debt Outstanding $ 7,095,000 $ 3,445,000 
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ALL OTHER FUNDS: 

Institution 

State Treasurer 

Total Accrued Interest@ 06/30/12 

Interest Received 7/1/11 - 06/30/12 

Total Interest, General Fund, 06/30/12 

CAPITAL FUND: 

Institution 

State Treasurer 

Total Accrued Interest@ 06/30/12 

Interest Received 7/1/11-06/30/12 

Total Interest, Capital Fund@ 06/30/12 

HEALTH INSURANCE FUND: 

Institution 

MBIA- Class 

State Treasurer 

Total Accrued Interest@ 06/30/12 

Interest Received 7/1/11 -06/30/12 

TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

SUMMARY OF INVESTMENTS 

June 30, 2012 

Principal 

7,361,821 

Principal 

Principal 

2,139,740 

2,134,069 

Rate of 
Interest 

0.120 

Rate of 
Interest 

Rate of 
Interest 

0.010 

0.120 

Total Interest, Health Insurance Fund@ 06/30/12 
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Date of 
Purchase 

Various 

Date of 
Purchase 

Various 

Date of 
Purchase 

Various 

Various 

Accrued 
Date of Interest 
Maturity @ 06/30/12 

Various 

Accrued 

Date of Interest 
Maturity @ 06/30/12 

Various 

Accrued 
Date of Interest 
Maturit~ @ 06/30/12 

Various 

Various 

22,392 

22,3~2 

3,646 

3,646 



.TE July 2, 2012 

Matt Hart, Town Manager 
Cherie Trahan, Director of Finance 

Town of Mansfield 
Memo 

Jm: Christine· Gamache, Collector of Revenue 

bject: Amounts and% of Collections for 7/1/11 to 06/30/2012 comparable to 711/10 to 06/60/2011 

GRAND LIST 
2010 ADJUSTMENTS ADJUSTED LIST PAID %PAID 

23,230,929 (103,737) 23,127,191 (22,870,594) 98.9% 

R 887,978 (1 ,447) 886,531 (856,505) 96.6% 
1,866,225 (51 ,248) 1,814,977 (1 ,721,486) 94.8% 

JE 25,985,132 (156,433) 25,828,700 (25,448,586) 98.5% 

IS 211,218 (4,216) 207,001 (176,254) 85.1% 

JTAL 26,196,350 (160,649) 26,035,701 (25,624,839) 98.4% 

PRIOR YEARS COLLECTION 

July 1, 20111o June 30, 2012 

:>pense Collections 12,454.93 Suspense Interest 

::>r Years Taxes 104 326.01 ·Interest and Lien Fees 

116,780.94 

GRAND LIST 
2009 ADJUSTMENTS ADJUSTED LIST PAID %PAID 

22,250,372 (14,457) 22,235,915 22,041,596 99.1% 

:R 846,956 (9,643) 837,313 816,079 97.5% 
J 1,755,812 (56,578) 1,699,234 1,638,848 96.4% 

JE 24,853,140 (80,678) 24,772,462 24,496,524 98.9% 

JS 187,103 (2,483) 184,620 164,971 89.4% 

HAL 25,040,243 (83, 161) 24,957,082 24,661·,495 98.8% 

PRIOR YEARS COLLECTION 

July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011 

!Spense Collections 9,766 Suspense Interest Less Fees 

ior Years Taxes 434,442 Interest and Lien Fees 

444,207 
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DELINQUENT 
BALANCE %DEL 

256,598 1.1% 
30,026 3.4% 
93,491 5.2% 

380,114 1.5% 

30,748 14.9% 

410,862 1.6% 

9,264.84 

120,296.56 

129,561.40 

DELINQUENT 
BALANCE %DEL 

194,318 0.9% 
21,234 2.5% 
60,386 3.6% 

275,938 1.1% 

19,649 10.6% 

295,587 1.2% 

11,259 

254,661 

265,920 



Expenditures Prior to 92193 

UNALLQCATED !;OSTS· 

Appraisal Fees- Various 

Financial Fees 

Legal Fees 

Survey & Inspections 

Outdoor Maintenance 

Major Additions - Improvements 

Miscellaneous Costs 

Forest Stewardship-50' Cliff Preserve 

Parks Coordinator 

PROPERTY PURCHASES: 

Basselts Bridge Rd Lots 1,2,3 

Baxter Property 

Bodwell Property 

BoeUiger, Orr, Parish Property 

Dorwart Properly 

Dunnack Property 

Eaton Properiy 

Ferguson Properly 

Fesik Property 

Hatch/Skinner Proper1y 

Holinko Properly 

Larkin Property 

lion's Club POirk 

McGregor Properly 

McShea Property 

• Merrow Meadow Park Develop. 

Morneau Property 

Moss Properly 

Mulberry Road (Joshu<~'s Trust) 

Mullane Proper1y {Joshua's Trust) 

Olsen Proper1y 

Ossfon - Bircllwood Heights Property 

Porter Proper1y 

Reed Property 

Rich Properly 

Sibley Property 

Swanson Property (Browns Rd} 

Thompson!Swan<Jy Prop. (Bone Mill) 

Totrey Property 

Vernon Property 

Esiate of Vernon- Property 

Warren Property 
Wa11s Properly 

local Funds 97/98 
local Funds 98/99 
Local Funds 99/00 
Local Funds 00/01 
Local Support June 15, 2001 

Local Funds 01102 

Support - Rich Property 

CAPITAL PROJECTS- OPEN SPACE 

STATUS REPORT THROUGH JUNE 30, 2012 

Acreage 

8.23 

25.80 

6.50 

106.00 

61.00 

32.00 

8.60 

1.19 

7.40 

35.33 

10.60 

11.70 

2.10 

15.00 

134.50 

5.90 

17.00 

59.'75 

6.70 

23.70 

102.00 

50.57 

29.00 

29.50 

3.00 

68.41 

6.80 
23.50 

899.78 

Total 
Budget 

$4,<109,389 

$4,409.·~~9 

$250,000 
227,855 
250,000 

Expended 
Thru 

6/30/2011 

130,790 

17,766 

8,975 

15,159 

6,475 

14,052 

3,000 

2,927 

3,852 

103,604 

128,439 

163,330 

42,703 

101,579 

342,482 

35,161 

162,236 

31,492 

7,636 

291,780 

62,576 

24,202 

81,871 

8,804 

1,500 

4,310 

100,000 

12,500 

10,000 

104,133 

500 

135,466 

69,527 

2133,322 

90,734 

64.423 

1,500 

91,792 

31,732 

257,996 

24,638 
92,456 

$3,167,420 

Current 
Year 

Exeendi\ures 

(100} 

500 

$400 

250,000 1~;::::::,;:::~:,;;·,~,', 250,000 jl 89190) 

250,000 

/851 01; - ISiol" Suppor1 - Hatch/Skinner Property 

Stale Support- Ol~en Proper1y 

5,000 

250,000 
75,000 

100,000 
60,000 

126,000 
50,000 

113,000 
112,534 

-Slate Suppori- Vernon Properiy 

-State Support- Dorwart Property 

14 -Bonded Funds 1,000,000 

05 -Authorized Bonds 2010/11 

Eslimeted 
Unexpended Anticipated 

Balance 

$1 241,569 

$50,000 
250 

5,457 
605 

Grants 

$0 



07/01/11 

06/30/12 

06/30/12 

Mansfield Board of Education 
Special Education Reserve Fund 

Beginning Balance 
Plus: SpEd Grants/tuition revenue 
Less: Tuition/Tranportation Expenditures from GF 

Ending Balance 

Less: Designated for 2012/13 Special Education Costs 
Reserved* 

Ending Available Balance 

$ 

$ 

* Reserved: In the event of major failure these funds will be used to cover: 
Food Service, Maintenance, and Technology Equipment- $25,000 each 
Language Arts Textbooks- $20,000 
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694,000 
306,800 

(379,919) 

620,881 

(350,000) 
(95,000) 

175,881 



MAINTENANCE PROJECTS M CAPITAL 86260 

Total 
Estimated 

Project Account 

Date Project Descri lion Stat"' Paid Encumbered Cost Balance 

07/01/10. . BegiiininQ ealant:C 

Roof Repairs to a!! Town Buildings Open 

t (American Heritage- 108697) 08109 14,974 14,974 140,261 

Roof Repairs \o All Town Buildings Completed 

2 (American Heritage 108686) 11{10 10,492 10,492 129,769 

Preventive Maintenance to all Town 

Buildings and School Completed 

3 (American Heritage -108685) 11110 15,838 15,838 113,931 

New body for uti!l!y truck Completed 

4 (New Haven Body· 108711 12109 8,430 8,430 105,501 

Repairs/Pain\ for utility truck Completed 

5 {Chris' Automotive· PV) 12/09 3,442 ~442 102,059 

Cancel 

Evalua1ion of Siemen's Project prior year 

6 \fuss & O'Neill- 7464) encumbrance (1,200) {1,200 103 259 

Roof Repairs to All Town Buildings Completed 

7 (American Heritage - Accrued NP) 07110 9,489 . 9,489 93,770 

MCC Pool Pump Repairs Completed 

B {Piela Electric) 09/10 5.879 5,879 87,891 

Firestallon 107 Roof Repairs Completed 

9 (American Heritage) 10110 3,300 3,300 84,591 --
AIC Air Handler/Curb Adpl Vinton Completed 

tO (Johnstone Supply) 10110 2.926 2,926 81,665 

Roof Repairs "Vinton Completed 

tt American Herllage 1111 317 317 87,574 

Roof Repairs - Southeast Completed 

12 American Herit?ge 1/11 715 - 715 86,859 

Roof Rep"airs , MMS Completed 

t3 American Heritage 1/11 353 - 353 86,506 

Roof Repairs - Southeast Completed 

t4 American Heritage 3/11 972 972 8~~ 
Roof Repairs- library Completed 

15 American Heritage 3111 370 370 86,232 

Roof Repairs - Southeast Completed 

t6 American Heritage 3/11 860 860 85,372 

Bolter Repairs Completed 

t7 Willimanlic WinnelsOn 2/11 4,253 4,253 81,119 

Roof Repairs - MMS Completed 

18 American Heritage 5111 - 927 927 80,192 

7/i/2011 11112 Approprialion $40,000 120,192 

Arrow Fence Completed 

t9 Goodwin 9/11 3,828 3,828 116,364 

Fuss &O'Neill Completed 

20 Modifications to Generator at MCC 12/11 3,500 -- 3,500 112 864 

Willimantic Winnelson Completed 

2t Boiler at Historical Society 1112 4,666 4,666 108,198 

Piela Electric 

22 Generator 01"0 27,508 492 28,000 80,198 

Rovic Completed 

23 Rug Exlraclor 4112 1,499 1,499 78,699 

Overhead Door 
Repairsllnsla!lation PW & Maint.Shop 

24 Doors Open 3,265 235 3,500 75,199 

Automated Building System 

25 Software license/25425 OP'n 4,820 4,820 70,379 

AM Asphalt LLC 
Vinton, Southeast, Goodwin Completed 

26 Play area repairs 11111 1,712 1,712 68,667 

Grainger Completed 

27 Air Compressor 11111 3,307 32_07 65,360 

Automated Building System 

28 Software License/25440 Open 4,920 4,920 60,440 

Nutmget Companies Completed 

29 R(;)_pairs to waste pipe al Town Hall 4112 4,642 4,642 55,798 

Depot Pump Completed 

30 Repairs to We!! Pump a\ MMS 4/12 3,666 3,668 52,131 

Willimantic Winnelson 
Plumbing/Electrical supplies 

3t MCC Generator Open 2,500 2,500 49,631 

Andert's Carpet Service 
Replaced Vinyl Flooring a\ Historical 

32 Society Completed 1,894 1,894 47,737 

Ali Signs 

33 Senior Center Sign Completed 1,750 1,750 45,987 
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1024 ~GLREVSUMRI?T. REI? l'l."int:ed 05-Sep-2012 at 18:08:11 by TRAHANCA 

Account Number and Description 

111 General Fund - To~ 

Taxes and Related Items 

40101 Current Year Levy 

401.02 Prior Year Levy 

40103 ~n~erest & Lien Fees 

40104 Motor Vehicle Supplement 

40105 susp. Call. Taxes - Trnsc. 

40106 Susp. Coll. Int. - Trnsc. 

401.08 Hotor Vehicle Penalty 

Total Taxes and Related Items 

Licenses and l?et:mits 

-!=> 
0 
I 

40201. Mise Licenses & Permits 

40202 Sport Licenses 

40203 Dog Licenses 

40204 Conveyance Tax 

40205 Vacant Property Registration 

4021.0 Subdivision Pet:mits 

4021.1 Zoning/Special Permits 

4021.2 Zba Applications 

'1021.4 !wa Permits 

40224 Road Permits 

402JO Building l?ermits 

402Jl Adm Cost Reimb-pe.rmits 

402J2 H-ousing Code Permits 

402JJ Housing Code l?ena1ties 

40234 Landlord Registrations 

Total Licenses and l?ermits 

Federal Support - Education 

40J69 FEMA Grant 

Total Federal Support - Education 

Fed. Support Gov 

'10352 ~ayment In Lieu Of Taxes 

40357 Social Se~v Block Grant 

Total Fed. Support Gov 

State Support Education 

40401 Education Assistance 

40402 School T~ansportation 

Total State Support Education 

Town of Hanstield 

YTD Revenue Summary by Source 

Fiscal Yea::: 2012 to 2012 

Appropriation Appropriation Adj 

(25,507,520.00) 

(200, 000. 00} 

[135,000.00) 

[1.65,000 00) 

{6,000.00) 

(4,000.00) 

.00 

(26,017,520.00) 

(2, 520. 00) 

(500.00) 

(8,000.00) 

{200, 000. 00) 

{300.00) 

(4,000.00) 

(18,000.00) 

{4,000.00} 

(5,000.00) 

(1,250.00) 

\160,000.00) 

(100.00) 

(136",000 00) 

(1.00. oo) 

(600. 00) 

(490,370.00) 

.QO 

. 00 

(1., 850. 00) 

.oo 

(1.,850.00) 

(10,070,680.00) 

(121, 400 .00) 

(10,192,080.00} 

00 

. 00 

.oo 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.oo 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.QO 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

00 

Debit Amounts 

123,861.81 

143,366.15 

946 4 7 

119.31 

59. 73 

10. 94. 

. 00 

2613,306.'11 

. 00 

32 00 

[67. 40) 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

120.00 

.00 

25.00 

. 00 

1, 300 .so 
. 00 

150.00 

.00 

. 00 

1,56"0.10 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

Credit .~<mounts 

25,666,211 22 
179,266.28 

126,J6"6 1? 

181,231 47 

12,46"2.38 

9,2"64.47 

25.00 

26,174, S2S.99 

2' 6"6"9. 00 

335.00 

8,17J..OO 

no,651.66 

300.00 

800.00 

17,258 00 

2,<1.00.00 

2,815.00 

400.00 

165,217 00 

216.00 

80,505.00 

700 00 

2,905.00 

<US, 342.06 

70,000.00 

70,00().00 

14,113.00 

3,:no.oo 

17,429.00 

10,065,506.00 

116,428.00 

10, lBl, 934.00 

Ending Balance % Rec'd 

34.,829.41 

(164,099.87) 

(9,580 30) 

10,112.16 

6,402.65 

s, 253.53 

25. 00 

{111,057.'1.2) 

l'l.9 00 

(1.97 00) 

238.40 

(B9,34S.J4) 

. 00 

{3,200 00) 

(862 00) 

(1, 600. 00) 

(2. 210 .00) 

(950 00) 

23,9:1.0 so 

116.00 

100 14 

17. 95 

92. 90 

109 76 

206 71. 

231.34 

. 00 

99.57 

lOS. 9:1 

00. 60 

102 98 

55 33 

1.00.00 

20.00 

95.21 

60 00 

55 so 
32.00 

1.14. 95 

216.00 

(5,645 00) 93.44 

600.00 700 00 

2.305.00 484.17 

(76,SB7.<14) 

70,000.00 

70,000.00 

12,263.00 

. 3,31.6.00 

15,579.00 

94.. 38 

. 00 

. 00 

762. S6 

. 00 

942.11 

Activity 

25,5'12,349 41. 

35, 9"00 1.3 

125,41.9. 70 

1Sl, 11.2 16 

12, <1.02 6"5 

9,2SJ.53 

25 00 

2, 6"69 00 

JOJ 00 

B. 23B .40 

110' 651. 66 

300 00 

aoo oo 
17,136.00 

2,'100.00 

2, 790 00 

400 00 

1S3, 916 SO 

216.00 

90,355.00 

700.00 

2,905.00 

70,000.00 

14,1.1.3 00 

3,316 00 

(5,174.00) 

(4.,972.00) 

99.95 10,065,506 00 

95.90 11.6,428.00 

(10, 146. 00) 9"9.90 



1624~G[,REVSUMRI?T. REP Printed 05-Sep-2012 at Hl:08:11 by TRAHANCA 

Account Number and Description 

State Sllpport Gov 

40451 l?ilot ~ State Property 

40454 Circuit Crt~parking Fines 

40455 Circuit Breaker 

40456 Tax Relief For Elderly 

40457 Library - Connecticard/ill 

~0458 Library - Basic Grant 

40459 Tax Credit New Mfg equipment 

40460 Boat Reimbursement 

40462 Disability Exempt Reimb 

40465 Emerg Mgmt Performance Grant 

40-<69 Veterans Reimb 

oJ.0470 State ReVellUB. ShaL·ing 

40494 Judicial Revenue Distribution 

40496 Pilot-holinko Estates 

~0551 Pilot ~ Senior Housing 

Total State Support Gov 

40605 Regio11 19 Financial se:.v 

40606 Health District Servic"'s 

40610 Rer::o•ding 

40611 Copies Of Records 

40612 Vital Statistics 

4061J Sale Of Maps/regs 

40620 Police Service 

40622 Redemption/Re.1ease !'ees 

40625 Animal Adoption f'ees 

40611 Postage On Overdue Books 

406<14 I.'ARKWG PL!\N REVIEr/ !'E:E 

40650 Blue Prints 

40656 Reg Dist 19 Gr:nds Mntnce 

4.0663 Zoni11g Regulations 

4.0671 Pay Care Grounds Maintenance 

40674 Charge Eoc Services 

4.0678 Celeron Sq Assoc Bikepath Main 

40684 Cash Overage/Shortage 

40699 Fire Safety Code Fees 

Total Charge for Set~ices 

Fines and Forfeitures 

40702 Parking Tir::kets ~ Town 

40710 Building Fines 

107l1 Landlord Registration Penalty 

4071J twiSANC!> ORDINANCE: 

40714. Littering Ordinance 

40715 Ordinance Violation Penalty 

40716 Noise Ordinance Violation 

Town of Mansfield 

YTD Revenue SUmmary by Source 

i"iscal Year: 2012 to 2012 

Appropriation Appropriation Adj 

\7,056, DO. 00) 

(1, 000. 00) 

(SO, 140 00) 

{2, 000 00) 

{15, 000 00) 

(2, 300. 00) 

{9,510.00) 

(2,500 00) 

{1, 200 00) 

(13,000.00) 

!7,750.00) 

. 00 

(9,000.00) 

(1),500.00) 

. 00 

(7,183,030.00) 

($8,840.00) 

(22,150.00) 

(55, 000. 00) 

"(11, 4.00 00) 

{8, soo 00) 

(100.00) 

(2,000.00) 

!2,500.00) 

{900 00) 

{17,000 00) 

(5, 700 00) 

{50. 00) 

!73,480.00) 

{200.00) 

(11, 91!0 00) 

{2,500.00) 

(2, 700. 00) 

. 00 

(20,000 00) 

{325, 000 .00) 

{7,800 00) 

{1, 000 00) 

(90. 00} 

. 00 

.00 

(500 00) 

(1,300.00) 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.oo 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

00 

. 00 

00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

Debit Amounts Credit Amounts 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

1,2a1.00 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

23,311.00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

14,S95 10 

39,487.10 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

00 

2,044.50 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

35.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

100 40 

858. 83 

3,038.73 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

250 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

7,0SS,654..34. 

2,285.00 

<!5,246 70 

2,000.00 

15,072.00 

1,281.00 

. 00 

. 00 

1,253.96 

35,600.00 

7,117.98 

54,053.96 

11,836.00 

9,85<\.00 

32,342.10 

7' 276,597.04 

88,840.00 

22,150 00 

62,0.32 00 

1J,431 66 

13,985 00 

115. 00 

71,772.90 

975.00 

645 00 

11,359 % 

6,570.00 

410,00 

69,720 00 

241 00 

11,980 00 

2, 903 76 

2,700.00 

. " 
23,241.77 

403,073.77 

10,905.00 

3,015.00 

.00 

9,72"5.00 

90 oo 
3,703.00 

06. 00 

Ending Balance ~ Rec'd 

2,524.34. 

1, 2$5 00 

(1,S93.30) 

. 00 

(1, "209. 00) 

(1,019.00) 

(9,510 00) 

(2,500 00) 

53.96 

(111. 00) 

(632 02) 

54,053.96 

2,836 00 

(3,646.00) 

17,q47.00 

54, 079' 94. 

. 00 

. 00 

7,032.00 

Z, OJ1 66 

5,485.00 

15.00 

67,726.4.0 

(1,525.00) 

(255 00) 

{5, 6-1.0 06) 

835.00 

360.00 

(3, 760 00) 

<11 00 

. 00 

4.03 .76 

. 00 

(99 66) 

2,382 94. 

75,035.04. 

3,105 00 

2, 015 00 

(90. 00) 

9,4.75.00 

90 00 

3,203.00 

(1, 212. 00) 

100 04 

228 so 
90 2<1 

100.00 

91 94. 

ss 70 

.00 

. 00 

104.50 

94 .53 

91 64 

. 00 

lJt.Sl 

72.99 

. 00 

100.75 

100 00 

100 00 

112 79 

117 62 

164.53 

115.00 

3,486.<12 

39. 00 

71 67 

66. 82 

11'1.65 

620 00 

94. 88 

120 50 

100.00 

116 15 

100 00 

. 00 

111. 91 

123.09 

139.81 

301 so 
. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

74.0. 60 

6 " 

Activity 

7,058,654.34 

2,295.00 

45,246,70 

2, 000 00 

13,791.00 

1,281.00 

.00 

. 00 

1,25J.96 

12,289,00 

7,117.98 

54,053.96 

11,636.00 

9,854 oo 
17,44.7 00 

88,840 00 

22,150 00 

62,032 00 

13,431 66 

13,985 00 

ll5. 00 

69,726.40 

975.00 

645 oo 
11,359 94 

6,535 oo 
410 00 

69,720 00 

241. 00 

11,980 00 

2, 903 76 

2,700.00 

199 66) 

22,382 94 

10,90S.OO 

3,015 00 

. 00 

9,475.00 

90 00 

3, 703 00 

68. 00 
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Account Number and Description 

40717 Possession A.lcohol Ordinance 

40?18 Open Liquor Container Ordin 

Total Fines and Forfeitures 

Miscellaneous 

40804 Rent ~istorical Soc 

40807 Rent Town Hall 

40868 Rent Seniol· Center 

<10817 Telecom Services· Payment 

40820 Interest Income 

10824 Sale Of Supplies 

40825 Rent - RlS Mainten~nce 

40890 Othar 

Total Miscellaneous 

Operating Transfers In 

40928 School Cafeteria 

Total Operating Transfers In 

~otal ill General Fund - Town 

"" I 

To,~n of Mansfield 

YTD Revenue summary by Source 

Fiscal Year: 20~2 to 201.2 

A.ppropriation A.ppropriation A.dj 

(8,500.00) . 00 

{12,000.00) . 00 

---------------- ----------------
(31,190.00) . 00 

(2' 000 001 . 00 

[200 001 . 00 

(100 001 . 00 

{55,000 00) . 00 

{25' coo "' .oo 
120 001 . 00 

(2, no 001 . 00 

(2' 500 001 . 00 

(S?, 610. Oo) . 00 

(2,500.00) . 00 

---------------- ----------------
{2,500.00) . 00 

---------------- -----------
(44,331,150.00) . 00 

Debit A.motmts Cl."ectit Amounts Ending Balance % Rec'd 

. 00 

. 00 

----------------
250. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

4' 531 90 

. 00 

.00 

'" ·" 
5,325.9} 

00 

------------
. 00 

----------------
318,028.27 

3,150.00 

_5' 1}0. 00 

35, B06. 00 

3' 300 00 

8, 150 . 00 

. 00 

54,248 " 26,923 .eo 
15 00 

2, 790 00 

l' 781 84 

97,209.06 

2,500.00 

----------------
2,500.00 

----------------
<H,6H,720.54 

(5,350. 01)) 

(6, 870 .00) 

l, }00. 00 

7' 950. 00 

(100 . 00) 

(751. 561 
(2, 608 .lOl 

IS . 00) 

.00 

(1, 5l2 .1.9) 

<l' 273 .1.5 

. 00 

----------------
. 00 

----------------
25,542.27 

3?. 06 

42.75 

114. 00 

165.00 

4, 075.00 

. 00 

" 63 

89 " " 00 

100 00 

)9 51 

1.04. 88 

1.00. 00 

----------
"100. 00 

----------
100.06 

A.ctiv-ity 

3,150.00 

5,130.00 

3, 300 00 

8, 150 00 

. 00 

5'1.,246.44 

2.2,391.90 

15 . 00 

2., 790 00 

"' . 81 

2,500.00 



1524 -GLREVSlJMRIT. RS!l 

~ccou~t Number and Desc~iption 

~~~~~~ Selection Legend 

Account Type; R 

FY: 2012 to 2012 

From Fund: 111 to 111 

Account Sub Type: CP 

Object Elemeot SubClass: 

Printed OS-Sep-2012 at 18:06:11 by TRJ\HA...'.fCA. 

Accounts 

To,.~ of Maru;Eield 

YTD Revenue Surr~ary by Source 

Fiscal Yea~; 2012 to 2012 

Appropriation Appropriation Adj Debit Amounts credit Amounts Ending Balance % Rec'd Activity 

(4.4,331, 150.00) .00 318,028.27 1.0o.os 44,3S6,692.:n 



1655-GLEXPSUMWIP.REP Printed 05-Sep-2012 at 18;10;52 by TRAHANCA 
Town of Mansfield 

YTD Expenditure Summary 

Fiscal Year: 2012 to 2012 

Transfers and In-Progress 
Account Number and Description Appropriations Supplementals Encumbrances Expenditures Transactions 

111 General Fund - Town 

General Government 
11100 Legislative 
12100 Municipal Management 
12200 Human Resources 
13100 Town Attorney 
13200 Probate 
14200 Registrars 
15100 Town Clerk 
15200 General Elections 
16100 Finance Administration 
15200 Accounting & Disbursements 
16300 Revenue Collections 
16402 Property Assessment 
16510 Central Copying 
16511 Central Services 
16600 Information Technology 
30900 Facilities Management 

Total General Government 

Public Safety 
21200 Police Services 
21300 Animal Control 
22101 Fire Marshal 
22155 Fire & Emerg Services Admin 
22160 Fire & Emergency Services 
23100 Emergency Management 

Total Public Safety 

Public Works 
30100 Public Harks Administration 
30200 Supervision & Operations 
30300 Road Services 
30400 Grounds Maintenance 
30600 Equipment Maintenance 
30700 Engineering 

Total ~ub1ic Works 

Community Services 
42100 Human Services Administration 
42202 Mansfield Challenge - Wincer 
42204 Youth Employment - Middle Sch 
42210 Youth Services 
42300 Senior Services 
43100 Library Services Admin 
45000 Contributions To Area Agency 

75,690.00 
191,700.00 
126,620.00 
42,500.00 
1,300.00 

63,700.00 
200,020.00 

22,800.00 
51,010.00 

220,085.00 
118,54.0.00 
209,015.00 
39,000.00 
34,000.00 
10,500.00 

898,240.00 

2,337,720.00 

994,620.00 
92,980.00 

136,130.00 
210,380.00 

1,402,370.00 
50,140.00 

2,886,520.00 

102,500.00 
93,120.00 

685,620.00 
355,970.00 
591,000.00 
1!J1,050.00 

2,009,260.00 

328,910.00 
.00 

2,-000.00 
165,970.00 
199,250.00 
541,475.00 
317,940.00 

. 0 0 
5,190.00 
2,410.00 

.00 

.00 
(9,940.00) 
1,770.00 

. 00 
1,170.00 
7,530.00 

(3,500.00) 
. 00 
. 00 
.00 

.00 
3,340.00 

7,970.00 

.00 

. 0 0 
1,350.00 
2,360.00 
2,510.00 

630.00 

6,860.00 

2,720.00 
2,040.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

. 0 0 

4,760.00 

2,250.00 
. 00 

.00 

.00 
120.00 

13,290.00 
. 0 0 

1,351.12 
. 00 

9,110.00 
. 00 
.00 

105.00 
. 0 0 

380.00 
.00 
. 0 0 

3,377.05 
. 00 

. 00 
1,500.00 

. 0 0 
9,045.81 

24,868.98 

'182.52 
. 0 0 

25. 0 0 

.00 
6,601.19 

. 00 

7,109.01 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

.00 
1,628.00 

.00 

1,628.00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 
18 .19 

4,678.95 
.00 

73,570.72 
202,8913.09 
135,840.71 

40,698.35 
4,297.00 

49,544..14 
204,_231.94 
11,946.4.3 
53,278.92 

222,024.09 
146,628.16 
208,517.29 
38,857.00 
34,790.94 
10,500.00 

895,207.83 

2,332,831.61 

1, 045,644. so 
91,783.56 

132,333.84 
203,5'11.37 

1,613,134.89 
51,996.17 

3,138,q}<i.33 

105,708.94 
90,977.98 

635,441.85 
351,195.44 
570,585.13 
121,730.70 

1, 875, 6<!3 .34 

3-32,355.29 
) 0. 07 

2,757.50 
162,049.20 
2()5,628.59 
583,953.48 
)17,938.68 

.00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 00 

-. 00 
.00 
. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

• 0 0 

.00 

.00 

.00 

. 00 
. 0 0 

. 0 0 

.00 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Remaining 
Balance % used 

768.16 9!J. 99 
(6,008.09) 103.05 

{15,920.71) 112.34 
1,801.65 

3.00 
95.76 
99.93 

4,110.86 92.35 
(2,441.94) 101.21 
10,473.57 54.06 
(1,098.92) 102.11 
5,590.91 97.54 

(4,955.21) 103.42 
497.71 
143.00 

99.76 
99.63 

{2,290.94) 106.74 
.00 100.00 

{2,673.64) 100.30 

[12,010.59) 100.51 

(51,507.02) 105.18 
1,196.44 
5,131.16 

98.71 
96.27 

9,198.63 95.68 
(214, 856 .38) 115.29 

(1,226.17) 102.42 

(252,063.34) 108.71 

(488.94) 100.46 
4,182.02 95.61 

50,175.15 92.68 
4,771.56 

18,786.57 
59,319.30 

13-6,748.66 

98.66 
9 6. 82 
67.24 

93. 21 

{1,196.29) 100.36 
{30.07) .00 

(757.50) 137.88 
3,920.80 97.64 

(6,276.78) 103.15 
66,132.57 89.90 

1.32 100.00 
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~ccount Number and Description 

Total Communi~y Services 

Community Development 
JOBOO Building Inspection 

30610 Housing Inspection 

51100 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 

52100 Planning/Zoning Inland/~letlnd 

58000 Boards and Commissions 

Total Community Development 

TOI'>'n-Wide Expenditures 
71000 Employee Benefits 

72000 Insurance 
73000 Contingency 

Total Town-Wide Expenditures 

Other Financing 

~ 92000 Other Financing Uses 

CJ1 1 . . 1 Tota Other F~nanc~ng 

Total 111 General Fund - Town 

Town of Mansfield 

YTD Expenditure Summary 

Fiscal Year: 2012 to 2012 

Appropriations 

1,655,545.00 

163,680.00 
106,625.00 
208,560.00 

7,530.00 
4,750.00 

491,165.00 

2,329,-130.00 
126,470.00 
120,680.00 

2,57-6,780.00 

Transfers and 
Supplementals 

15,660.00 

6,830.00 
1,860.00 

24,410.00 
. 0 0 

. 0 0 

33,100.00 

. 0 0 

.00 
(68,350.00) 

(68, 350. 00) 

Encumbrances 

4,697.14. 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

.00 

Expenditures 

1, 604., 713.81 

175,381. <5 
lOJ, :no . 73 
225,081. 5B 

6, 203. 70 

4' 183 . 65 

·--------------
514,071.11 

2,197,371. 4J 

122, 905 . 00 

.00 

·-----~--------
2,320,276.0 

In-Progress 
Transactions 

. 00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

----------------
. 0 0 

.00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

---~------------
.00 

1,872,660.00 .oo .00 1,957,660.00 .00 

1,372,560.00 .oo .00 1,957,660.00 .00 

13,829,750.00 . 0 0 36,303.13 13,743,630.63 .00 

Remaining 
Balance 

61,794.05 

(4,871.45) 
5,264.27 
7,908.42 
1,326.30 

566.35 

-----~-----~~---
10,193.89 

132,058.57 
3,565.00 

52,530.00 

-------------~--

188,153.57 

%' Used 

96.30 

102.86 
95 .15 
96.61 
82.39 
88.08 

98.06 

94.33 
97 .18 

-00 

92.50 

(85,000.00} 104.54 

(85,000.00) 104.5<! 

47,816.24 99.65 
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Account Number and Description 

Accounts <os 

~;~;~; Selection Legend 

Account Type: E 
FY: 2012 to 2012 

From Fund: 111 to 111 
Account Sub Type: P 
Department SubClass; 

**** Grand Total ***** 

TO'-''n of Mansfield 
YTD Expenditure Summary 

~isca1 Year: 2012 co 2012 

Appropriations 

13,829,750.00 

Transfers and 
Supplementals 

.00 

Encumbrances 

38,303.1] 

Expenditures 

13, 7<1.3, 530. 6J 

In- Progress 
Transactions 

. 0 0 

Remaining 
Balance 

47,816.24 

% Used 

99.65 
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Account Number and Description 

112 General fund - Board 

~ 

Reg Instructional ~rag 
51101 Regular Instruction 
5ll02 English 
61104 World Languages 
61105 Health & Safety 
61105 Physical gducation 
61107 Art 
61109 Mathematics 
61109 Music 
61110 Science 
61111 Social Studies 
61115 Information Technology 

61122 Family & Consumer Science 
6112) Technology-Education 

Total Reg Instructional Prog 

..;::::.. Special 
-..J 61201 

Educ. Programs 
Special Ed Instruction 

1 61202 Enrichment 
61204 Preschool 

Total Special Educ. Programs 

Culturally Disadv Pupil 
61310 Remedial Reading/1>1ath 

Total culturally Disadv Pupil 

Summer Schoo 1- Free Only 
61400 Summer School 

Total Summer School-Free Only 

Tuition Payments 
61600 Tuition Payments 

Total Tuition Payments 

Central Serv Instr Supp 

61900 Central Service-Instr Suppl. 

Total Central Serv Instr Supp 

Support Serv~students 
62102 Guidance Services 
62103 Health Services 
62104. Outside Eval/Contracted Serv 

Town of t<lansfield 
YTD Expenditure Summary 

Fiscal Year: 2012 to 2012 

Appropriations 

7,780,020.00 
49,520.00 
10,090.00 
7,730.00 

12,690.00 
14,060.00 
30,020.00 
17,240.00 
30,750.00 
20,680.00 

201,250.00 
9,080.00 

10,830.00 

8,193,960.00 

1,372,510.00 
4.04,710.00 
331,060.00 

2,108,280.00 

336,700.00 

40,500.00 

14,760.00 

14,760.00 

159,760.00 

159,760.00 

140,420.00 
208,370.00 
231,500.00 

Trans E ers and 
Supplernentals 

(1,940.00) 
. 00 
.oo 
. 0 0 

.00 

.00 

.00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

(1,940.00) 

(12, 970. 00) 
. 0 0 

380.00 

(12,590.00) 

(13, 770. DO) 

(lJ, 770.00) 

• 0 0 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 00 

. 0 0 

.oo 

90.00 
2,280,00 

• 0 0 

Encumbrances 

.00 

12,130.95 
:t_, 578. Hl 
1,172.24 
2,4.44.24 
2,554.70 
5,036.03 
1, 672.62 
1,561.77 
2,206.)3 

29,536.91 
557.40 

2,408.18 

62,859.75 

1,621.2'1 
535.31 

. 00 

2,156.55 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 00 

• 0 0 

2,928.00 

2,928.00 

10,921.85 

10,921-.95 

3,219.'l.9 
926.79 

1,938.39 

Expenditures 

7,774,901.]2 
23,738.02 

7,176.50 
5,570.76 

11,717.00 
10,199.39 
13,099.05 
11,367.60 
25,245.60 
11,499.22 

192,997.97 
2,'l.00.48 

11,511.71 

8, 101,403.62 

1,339,292.04 
395,798.97 
32"3,969.15 

2, 059,059.16 

321,326.40 

321,326.40 

'l.2,553.93 

42,553.93 

101,327.67 

101,327.67 

131,917.53 

131,917.53 

135,075.10 
214., 376.51 
237' 125.41 

In-~rogress 

Transactions 

. 0 0 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

. 0 0 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 0 0 

.oo 

.00 

. 0 0 

.00 

. 0 0 

.oo 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 00 

.oo 

. 0 0 

.00 

. 00 
. 0 0 

. 00 

Remaining 
Balance 

3,178.68 
13,651.03 

% Used 

99. 96 
72.43 

1,335.02 96.77 
987.00 87.23 

(1,471.24) 111.59 
1,315.91 

11,894.92 
4,199.78 
3,94.2.63 
6,985.4.5 

90. 5<1. 

60. 4.1 
75.64. 
8 7 .18 
66.22 

(21,284.78) 110.58 

6,122.12 32.58 
(3, 089.89) 128.53 

27,756.63 

18,626.72 
8,375.72 
7,4.71.85 

34,474.29 

1,603.60 

1,603.60 

99.66 

98.63 
97.93 
97.75 

98.35 

99.50 

99.50 

(2,053.93) 105.07 

(2,053.93) 105.07 

(89,495.67) 706.34 

(09,495.67) 706.34 

16,920.62 B9.<il 

16,920.62 89.41 

2,215.4.1 98.42 
(4,653.30) 102.21 
(7,563.80) 103.27 
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Account Number and Description 

.j:> 
CX> 
I 

62105 Speech And Hearing Services 
62106 Pupil Services - Testing 
62108 Psychological Services 

Total Support Serv-students 

Improv-Instr Services 
62201 Curriculum Development 
62202 Professional Development 

Total Improv-Instr Services 

Educ Media Services 
62302 Media Services 
62310 Library 

Total Educ Media Services 

General Administration. 
62401 Board Of Education 
62402 Superintendent-'s Office 
62404 Special Education Admin 

Total General Administration 

School Based Admin 
62520 Principals' Office Services 
62521 Support Services 
62523 Field Studies 

Total School Based Admin 

Fiscal Serv/Bus Support 
62601 Busine·ss Management 

Central 

Total Fiscal Serv/Bus Support 

Plant Oper & Maint serv 
62710 Plant Operations ~ Building 

Total Plant Oper & Maint Serv 

Student Transp Service 
62801 Regular Transportation 
62802 Spec Ed Transportation 

Total Student Transp Service 

Enterprise Activities 
63430 After School Program 
63440 Athletic Program 

Town of Mansfield 
YTD Expenditure Summary 

Fiscal Year: 2012 to 2012 

Appropriations 
Transfers and 
Supplementals Encumbrances 

151,860.00 
11,570.00 

290,380.00 

1,034,100.00 

167' 440.00 
36,990.00 

204,430.00 

70,770,00 
290,040.00 

358,810.00 

416,600.00 
372,860 .DO 
289,200.00 

1,078,660.00 

1,023,220.00 
16,490.00 
13,500.00 

1,053,210.00 

323,330.00 

323,330.00 

1, <1.91, <l.60. 00 

1, 491, <160. 00 

692,270. DO 

122,000.00 

814,270.00 

40,330.00 
36,190.00 

. 0 0 

. 00 

.DO 

2,370.00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 00 

.DO 
. 00 

. 0 0 

30,510.00 
3,890.00 

.00 

34,<100.00 

2,200.00. 

. 0 0 

.00 

2,200.00 

1,870.00 

1,870.00 

3,450.00 

3,450.00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

5<1:. 95 
.00 

368.17 

6,507.79 

16,885.00 
10,419.30 

27,304.30 

14, S-11. 96 

2,268.66 

16,810.62 

23,895.29 
7,752.00 
2,055.71 

33,703.00 

13,411.30 
6,566.38 

. 0 0 

19,977.68 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

20,695.28 

20,695.28 

10,995.00 
. 0 0 

10,995.00 

363.73 
. 0 0 

Expenditures 

140' <119. 01 
30.00 

207,026.63 

1,014,052.66 

103,558.68 
25,<118.24 

128,976.92 

66,054.75 
263,409.20 

329,463.95 

381, 71L 26 

336,101.57 
275,050.47 

992,863.30 

1,010,305.40 
9,955.79 

12,350.90 

1,040,612.09 

320,592.29 

320,592.29 

1,513,277.31 

l,Sl3,277.3l 

808,815.22 
216,094.64 

1,024,909.86 

42,245.76 
30,847.37 

In-Progress 
Transactions 

.00 

. 00 

.oo 

. 00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

. 0 0 

. 00 

. 00 

. 00 

.00 

• 0 0 

.00 

. 0 0 

.00 

• 0 0 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

. 00 

. DO 

. 0 0 

Remaining 
Balance 

1_1,386.04_ 
11,54.0.00 
2,985.20 

15,909.55 

46,996.32 
1,152.46 

48,148.78 

% Used 

92. so 
.26 

98.97 

98.47 

71.93 
96.88 

76.45 

(9,826.71) 113.89 
22,362.14 

12,535.43 

<i 1, 503.45 
32,896.<1:3 
12,093.82 

86,493.70 

92.2<1. 

96.51 

90.72 
91.27 
95. 82 

92.23 

(6,296.70} 100.61 
(32.17) 100.20 

1,149.10 91.49 

(5,179.77) 100.49 

4,607.71 98.58 

4,607.71 98 . s 8 

(39,062.59) 102.61 

(39,062.59) 102.61 

(127,540.22} 118.42 
(94,094.64) 177.13 

(221,634.86) 127.22 

(2,279.49) 105.65 
5,342.63 85.24 
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Account Number- and Description 

Total Enterprise Activities 

Employee Benefits 
58000 Employee Benefits 

Total Employee Benefits 

Transfer Out-Other Fund 
69000 Transfers Out To Other Funds 

Total Transfer Out-Other Fund 

Total 112 General Fund - Board 

Town of Mansfield 
YTD 8Xpendi~ure Summary 

Fiscal Year: 2012 ~o 2012 

Appropriations 

76,520.00 

3,217,370.00 

3,217,370.00 

66,050.00 

66,050.00 

20,572,170.00 

Transfers and 
Supplementals 

.00 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

15,990.00 

5ncumbrances 

363.73 

. 0 0 

. 0 0 

.00 

.00 

215,223.55 

Expenditu.res 

73,093.13 

3,076,211.32 

], 078,211.32 

96,050.00 

96,050.00 

20,369,691.11! 

In-Progress 
Transactions 

. 00 

. 00 

. 0 0 

.00 

.00 

. 00 

Remaining 
Balance 

3,063.14 

139,158.68 

139,158.66 

% Used 

96. 00 

95. 57 

95.57 

(]0,000.00) 145.42 

(30,000.00) 145.42 

),245.31 99.96 
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Account Number and Description 

Accounts 529 

~~==~~ Selection Legend 

Account Type: E 
FY: 2012 to 2012. 
From Fund: 112 to 112 
Account Sub Type: P 
Department SubClass: 

en 
0 
I 

**** Grand Total ***** 

Town of Mansfield 
YTD Expenditure Summary 

Fiscal Year: 2012 to 2012 

Appropriations 

20,572,170.00 

Transfers and 
Supplementals 

15,990.00 

Encumbrances 

215,223.55 

Expenditures 

20,369,691.14 

In-Progress 
Transactions 

. 00 

Reffiaining 
Balance 

3,245.31 

% Used 

99.98 



To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council ( 

Matt Hart, Town Manager.f14~(-
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Cherie Trahan, Director of 

Finance 
September 10, 2012 

Year End Budget Transfers for FY 2011/12 

Subject Matter/Background 
At its September 10, 2012 meeting, the Finance Committee will review the 

Yearend Budget Transfers for 2011/12. These transfers align with the budget at 

yearend with actual expenditures. The fiscal year ended with a $47,816 balance 

remaining unspent which reverts back to fund balance. The Finance Committee 

will consider recommending a resolution by the Town Council to approve the 

Yearend Budget Transfers as presented. 

Recommendation 
If the Finance Committee recommends acceptance of the budget transfers and 

the Town Council as a whole concurs with the Finance Committee's 

recommendation, the following motion would be in order: 

Resolved, effective September 10, 2012, to adopt the Yearend Budget Transfers 

for FY 2011112, as presented by the Director of Finance in her correspondence 

dated September 10, 2012. 

Attachments 
1) Yearend Budget Transfers- FY 2011/12 
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL 

FROM: CHERIE TRAHAN 

DATE: 09/10/12 

SUBJECT: YEAREND B1JDGET TRANSFERS 2011/2012 

Attached for your consideration is a request for budg.et transfers for the 2011-2012 fiscal year. The 

Town finished the year with $47,816 remaining unspent which will revert back to fund balance. A brief 

description of the requested transfers over $1,000 follows. 

Additional Appropriations 

> Municipal Management: $6,008 - This is primarily due to additional hours for administrative 

staff, and the annual salary increase for the Town Manager that was included in the contingency 

account of the adopted budget. 

> Human Resources: $15,921 -This is primarily due to an increase in legal services for contract 

negotiations ($9,519) and additional hours for administrative staff. 

> Town Clerk: $2,442- There was an increase in advertising costs due to the increase in the legal 

notices required for the political parties and the numerous ordinances that were enacted or 

amended. There were more than 32 separate notices published in the Chronicle. 

> Finance Administration: $1,099 - This is due to a calculation adjusunent for the Town's share 

of the Finance Director's salary and additional costs for conference and training fees for staff. 

> Revenue Collection: $4,965- This increase is due to the change in the process cif how the June 

2012 tax bills were processed through Quality Data. This inctease was offset by savings in the 

postage account. 

> Centxal Services $2,291 -This increase is for carpet and desk replacements in the Resident State 

Troopers office. 

> Facilities Management $2,674 -This is primarily due to refuse collection expenditures more 

than anticipated. 

> Police Services: $ 51,507 - Reimbursable State Trooper Overtime was more than budget but is 

also offset by the revenues collected. 

> Fire and Emergency Services: $214,856 -The over-expenditures are primarily for staffing and 

equipment repairs. Attached is a memo from Chief Dagon explaining the fiscal year needs. 
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> Emergency Management: $1,226 - This was due to a coding error for the Assistant Fire 

Marshal's position and is offset by a savings in the Fire Marshal budget. 

> Human Services 1\dministration: $1,196 -This is primarily due to an adjustment for fee waivers 

to the Mansfield Community Center. 

> Senior Services: $6,277 - Medical Services - This increase is to cover a remaining deficit 

balance for VNA services recorded in the 270 Fund. 

> Building Inspection: $4,871 -This increase was due to the temporary help, offset by savings in 

Housing Inspection. 

> Other Financing Uses: $85,000 -- Additional appropriation to the CNR fund where $60,000 

was used for Capital Projects for the police services study and improvements to Sunny Acres 

playscape . 

..................................................................................................................................... 
Due to the number of budget reductions, please find a brief description of reductions that were 

greater than $10,000. 

Major Reductions 

> General Elections: $10,474- Tlus savings is primarily due to not using as many election 

workers during the April prirnaty. A budget referendum was budgeted for but not needed 

wbich resulted in additional savings. Also, there were no equipment repairs during the year. 

> Road Services: $50,17 5 - Tbis reduction is salaty savings due to the mild winter that we had 

this past year and two employees being out on Workers Compensation. 

> Equipment Maintenance: $18,787- This reduction is also due to the mild winter we had 

resulting in overtime salary savings and savings in parts and equipment. 

> Engineering: $59,319- Tlus reduction is a result of inspection services being reimbursed by 

grant funding. 

> Libraq Services Administration: $66,133- This savings is mostly due to salaty savings from the 

vacant Libraty Director position for tl1tee months along with vacant part-time positions. Also, 

materials and system support expenditures in the general fund were less than anticipated. 
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Town of Mansfield 

Yearend Budget Transfers 

FY 2011/12 

Department Budget Add'l Reduction ApQrogriation Exgenditures Balance 
11100 Legislative 75,690 (768) 74,922 74,922 
12100 Municipal Management 196,890 6,008 202,898 202,898 
12200 Human Resources 129,030 15,921 144,951 144,951 
13100 Town Attorney 42,500 (1 ,801) 40,699 40,699 
13200 Probate 4,300 (3) 4,297 4,297 
14200 Registrars 53,760 (4,111) 49,649 49,649 
15100 Town Clerk 201,790 2,442 204,232 204,232 
15200 General Elections 22,800 (10,474) 12,326 12,326 
16100 Finance Administration 52,180 1,099 53,279 53,279 
16200 Accounting & Disbursements 227,615 (5,591) 222,024 222,024 
16300 Revenue Col!ectlons 145,040 4,965 150,005 150,005 
16402 Property Assessment 209,015 (498) 208,517 208,517 
16510 Central Copying 39,000 (143) 38,857 38,857 
16511 Central Services 34,000 2,291 36,291 36,291 
16600 Information Technology 10,500 10,500 10,500 
30900 Facilities Management 901 ,580 2,674 904,254 904,254 

Total General Government 2,345,690 35,400 (23,389) 2,357,701 2,357,701 

21200 Police Services 994,620 51 ,507 1,046,127 1,046,127 
21300 Animal Control 92,980 (1,196) 91,784 91,784 
22101 Fire Marshal 137,490 (5,131) 132,359 132,359 
22155 Fire & Emerg Services Admin 212,740 (9,199) 203,541 203,541 
22160 Fire & Emergency Services 1,404,880 2"14,856 1,619,736 1,619,736 
23100 Emergency Management 50,770 1,226 51,996 51,996 

Total Public Safety 2,893,480 267,589 (15,526) 3,145,543 3,145,543 

30100 Public Works Administration 105,220 489 105,709 105,709 
30200 Supervision & Operations 95,160 (4,182) 90,978 90,978 
30300 Road Services 685,620 (50,175) 635,445 635,445 
30400 Grounds Maintenance 355,970 (4,775) 351,195 351,195 
30600 Equipment Maintenance 591,000 (18,787) 572,213 572,213 
30700 Engineering 1 81,050 (59,319) 121,731 121,731 
Total Public Works 2,014,020 489 (137,238) 1,877,271 1,877,271 

42100 Human Services Administration 331,160 1 ,196 332,356 332,356 
42202 Mansfield Challenge- Winter 30 30 30 
42204 Youth Employment- Middle Sch 2,000 758 2,758 2,758 
42210 Youth Services 165,970 (3,921) 162,049 162,049 
42300 Senior Services 199,370 6,277 205,647 205,647 
43100 Library Services Admin 654,765 (66,133) 588,632 588,632 
45000 Contributions To Area Agency 317,940 (1) 317,939 317,939 

Total Communit¥: Services 1,671 ,205 8,261 (70,055) 1,609,411 '1 ,609,411 

30800 Building Inspection 170,510 4,871 175,381 175,381 
30810 Housing Inspection 108,485 (5,264) 103,221 103,221 
511 DO Planning Administration 232,990 (7,908) 225,082 225,082 
52100 Planning/Zoning lnland!Wet!nd 7,530 (1 ,326) 6,204 6,204 
58000 Boards and Commissions 4,750 (566) 4,184 4,184 

Total Community Development 524,265 4,871 (15,064) 514,072 514,072 

71000 Employee Benefits 2,329,430 (132,059) 2,197,371 2,197,371 
72000 Insurance 126,470 (3,565) 122,905 122,905 
73000 Contingency 52,530 (4,714) 47,816 47,816 
Total Town Wide Expenditures 2,508,430 (140,338) 2,368,092 2,320,276 47,816 

92000 Other Financing Uses 1,872,660 85,000 1,957,660 1,957,660 
Total Other Financin9 1,872,660 85,000 1,957,660 1,957,660 

Grand Total 13,829,750 401,610 (401,610) 13,829,750 13,781,934 47,816 
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To: 

Town of Mansfield 
Fire and Emergency Services 

From: 

Cherie Trahan, Director of Finance 

David J. Dagon, Fire Chief 

September 4, 2012 Date: 

Subject: Fiscal Year 11-12 Budget expenditures 

Personnel Costs 

The most significant over expenditure in the Fire & Emergency Services budget occurred 

in areas related to personnel costs. A total of$157,008 (73% of the over expenditure) 

took place specifically in the following line items: 

• Regular Salaries 

• Part-time Salaries 

• Training Salaries 

• Overtime- Time and One-Half 

• Work Clothing 

• Protective Clothing 

The expense was associated with personnel vacancies that took place starting in the 

previous fiscal year and extended into fiscal year 11-12 even as the department was 

engaged in an entry level hiring process to fill tbe vacancies. 

A full time vacancy occurred in fiscal year 10-11 which was followed quickly by four (4) 

part time firefighter vacancies. These vacancies, taken in total, severely impacted the 

department's ability to staff shifts with part time firefighters. In the absence of an 

adequate number of part time firefighters, full time firefighters were hired to staff shifts 

on overtime. 

As soon as the department and town became aware of the vacancies an entry level hiring 

process was initiated for tbe full time and part time positions. The hiring process 

extended into frscal year 11-12 before the vacancies were filled. At the time the 

department decided to hire seven (7) part time firefighters to help control personnel costs. 

The appointments took place in August of2011 but it was not until late October and early 

November that the majority of the new part time firefighters became qualified to staff 

shifts, thus enabling the department to gain more control over salary expenditures related 

to staffing shifts. 
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Additionally, with the hiring of 7 new part time personnel, both work clothing and 
protective clothing was needed to outfit the new hires properly. It was not anticipated 
that the funds in the fire & emergency services operational budget for unifonns and 
protective clothing would be sufficient to cover a large group of new hires; funding is 
usually provided only for replacement of a limited number of ensembles of protective 
clothing and unifotms each year. 

Vehicle Repairs and Maintenance 

The second area of over expenditure in the Fire & Emergency Services budget occurred 
in areas related to maintenance 9fvebicles. A total of$48,859 (23% of the over 
expenditure) took place in the following line items: 

• Vehicle Repairs and Maintenance 

• Ambulance Repairs 

• Truck Parts 

The over expenditure in these line items can generally be attributed to the fire 
department's aging fleet of apparatus. However, the quality and timeliness of 
maintenance are perhaps the most significant factors in determining how well apparatus 
age. Fire apparatus that breaks down at any time during an emergency operation not only 
compromises the success of the operation but might jeopardize the safety of the 
firefrghters relying on that apparatus to support their role in the operation. 

Medical Supplies 

Unfortunately the depariment had to purchase 2 vitals monitors to replace monitors that 
were no longer functioning; the cost tor the 2 monitors was $5,198. In addition, we 
experienced an increase in cost for medical oxygen as well. These two expenses account 
for 60% ofthe over expenditure in this line item. 

Firefighting Supplies 

An analysis of spending in this account does not reveal any specific expense attributable 
to the over expenditure. This account is used for the purchase of a wide variety of items 
used during responses to calls for service as well as items needed for light maintenance 
and upkeep of the fire stations. 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council , I 
Matt Hart, Town Manager$A-tt 

Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Cherie Trahan, Director of 
Finance 

September 10, 2012 

Capital Improvement Program Closeouts/Adjustments 

Subject Matter/Background 
Attached please find correspondence from the Director of Finance 
recommending adjustments to the Capital Projects Fund. Throughout the fiscal 
year, we do periodically recommend such adjustments, and the Director will be 
available at Monday's meeting to address any questions you may have. 

Recommendation 
The Finance Committee will review the proposed adjustments at their meeting on 
September 10, 2012. If they recommend approval, the following motion is in 
order: 

Move, effective September 10, 2012, to approve the adjustments to the Capital 
Projects fund, as presented by the Director of Finance in her correspondence 
dated September 10, 2012. 

Attachments 
1) C. Trahan re: Capital Projects Fund 
2) Proposed Capital Fund Budget Changes 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF FINANCE 

CHERIE TRAHAN, Director of Finance 

TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
RE: 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 
Cherie Trahan, Director of Finance 
September 10,2012 
Capital Projects Fund 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3344 
fax: (860) 429-6863 
E-Mail: trahanca@mansfieldct.org 

A ttacbed is an analysis of current and proposed Revenue and Expenditure Budgets for specific Capital Projects as of 

June 30, 2012. The additional funding for Strategic Planning will pay off the balance of the Police Services Study. 

As discussed during the 2012/13 budget process, yearend funds are available to make some improvements to the 

playscape at Sunny Acre Park. If adopted as presented, it will accomplish the following. 

I. lncrease/(Decrease) funding for the following projects: 

8 I 9 I 9 Strategic Planning- Police Services Study 
85811 Playscapes New/Replacements- Sunny Acre Park 
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(l1 

CD 
I 

JOB# DESCRIPTION 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

85811 P!ayscapes New/Replacements CNR 

81919 Strategic Planning Study CNR 

Recap of Funding Changes: 
CNR 

PROPOSED CAPITAL FUND BUDGET CHANGES 

REVENUE BUDGET 
OVER/ 

CURRENT PROPOSED AMENDED ACTUAL {UNDER) 
BUDGET CHANGE BUDGET REVENUES PROPOSED 

50,000 50,000 (50,000) 

165,000 10,000 175,000 175,000 
$ 165,000 $ 60,000 $ 225,000 $ 175,000 $ {50,000) 

60,000 

EXPENDITURE BUDGET 

CURRENT PROPOSED 
BUDGET CHANGE 

50,000 

165,000 10,000 
$ 165,000 $ 60,000 

BALANCE 
AMENDED 
BUDGET 

ACTUAL TO SPEND 
EXPEND. {OVERSPENT) 

50,000 50,000 

175,000 173,550 1,450 
$ 225,000 $ 173,550 $ 5'1,450 



PAGE 
EAK 
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MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 
MEMBERSHIP DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 

Mansfield Town Hall, Conference Room B 
May 21, 2012 

8:30AM 

MINUTES 

Present: Frank McNabb (Chair), Alexinia Baldwin, Jim Hintz, June Krisch 

Staff: Cynthia van Zelm 

1. Call to Order 

Frank McNabb called the meeting to order at 8:35am. 

2. Approval of Minutes from April 23, 2012 

June Krisch made a motion to approve the minutes of April 23, 2012. Jim Hintz seconded the motion. 
The motion was approved unanimously. 

3. Follow-up on Renewals 

The Committee reviewed the list of members who had not yet renewed. Committee members 
determined that adequate follow-up had been conducted. 

4. Update on Membership Outreach and Volunteer Calendar 

Cynthia van Zelm said she had written an additional article for the ReminderNews about the economic 
benefits of downtowns including Storrs Center. 

Mr. McNabb asked if the Partnership should have Partnership and Storrs Center information at the 
Nutmeg Summer Theater series. Ms. van Zelm said she will ask Frank Mack, the Managing Director, if 
we can provide materials. 

The Committee discussed who could be the liaison to include information on the UConn campus since 
Mr. Hintz will be leaving for his new job at Purdue. 

Ms. van Zelm said she would like to make contact with Steve Rugens at UConn who works on 
conference scheduling to ensure that the word gets out about businesses in Storrs Center. Mr. Hintz 
said he would make that initial contact. 

5. Adjourn 

The Committee thanked Mr. Hintz for his service and wished him well in his new position at Purdue. 

The meeting adjourned at 9:00am. 

Minutes taken by Cynthia van Zelm. 

C:\U sers\BourqueSV\ppDa.ta\Locai\Microsoft\ Windows\ Temporary Inten;.et Fi les\Content.Outlook\ONIZWG66\Minutes052112.doc 
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Town of Mansfield Traffic Authority 
Minutes of the Meeting, August 2, 2012 

Present: Hart, Hultgren, Meitzler, Painter, Raiola 

The meeting was called to order at 5:40PM. The minutes of the 5/29/12 meeting were reviewed and no 

corrections made. 

Ravine Road -no change, still waiting for DOT response to our request for additional wayfinding signs 

approaching UConn from the west. 

South Eagleville Road "walk facing traffic" sign request- no change, still waiting for DOT response. 

Route 275 (west of Separatist Road) request for pedestrian/bicycle improvements- no change, still 

waiting for DOT report. This will be on the Transportation Advisory Committee's August 301
h meeting 

agenda as well. 

Route 89 and Mt Hope Road- no change, Hultgren to contact the DOT project manager for an update. 

Construction traffic/Storrs Center- no issues. 

Commercial Traffic on Bone Mill Road- Hultgren to contact the Peter Pan bus company. 

Willowbrook Road traffic concems- signs are up on either end of Willowbrook; Engr is looking at 

possible intersection changes for the future if traffic increases materialize. 

Gurleyville Road curve- Chevron and anow signs are up and the curve sign was moved to the west. 

Hunting Lodge/Separatist Road intersection -the suggestion to make this a 3 way stop was discussed, but 

members did not believe this was warranted or would significantly improve the safety of this intersection. 

Slow Children/Crosswalk request on Merrow Road (at the new Dance Studio)- Slow Children signs were 

approved in both directions, but a crosswalk was not. 

Removal of signs on Route 195 (UConn request)- no change, still waiting for a response from DOT. 

Employee parking areas at Town Hall- the map and guidelines for employee parking in the Town Hall 

and Community Center lots will be recirculated to Town Hall employees as a reminder of where they are 

supposed to park. 

Northwood request for "walk facing traf±lc" signs on North Eagleville Road- since a new walkway will 

soon be constructed on the north side of North Eagleville Road between Northwood and Hunting Lodge 

Roads, members felt it would not be appropriate to place these signs at this time. 

EO Smith Crew Road Race- approved with the usual stipulations (abide by all traffic laws, notify 

emergency services, coordinate with Resident State Trooper's office). 

Camp Challenge Ride- ditto. 
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Huskython Cam1ing Request (North Eagleville/Route 195)- members expressed serious safety concerns 

about having students in and out of the traffic on Town/State roadways; however, since this is a state 

intersection the request will be forwarded to the DOT. 

Davis Road speed hump request- this road's ADT was less than 400 vehicles per day the last time it was 

checked and therefore did not meet the rninimwn traffic criteria for speed hump consideration. This was 

refened to the DPW for to update the traffic count this fall. 

Mansfield Center Sidewalk paving request- this will be discussed with the Historic District Commission 

at its September meeting. It is possible that a colored, stamped bituminous material made to look like 

cobblestones could satisfy the historic look requirements. 

Request for signal or warning beacon at the EO Smith exit driveway (for the group bus exit)- Hultgren 

explained that mid-block signals and warning beacons are no longer authorized by the DOT, but he will 

discuss with the Stons Center Traffic Engineer to see ifthere are any other options for the District 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:20PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lon Hultgren 
Director of Public Works 
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Town of Mansfield Transportation Advisory Committee 
Minutes of the Meeting- September 15,2011 

Present: Frantz (chair), Lindsey, Hall, Ryan, Nash, HultgTen (staff), Tristan Baker (Hertz Car Sharing) 

The meeting was called to order by chair Frantz at 7:30PM. 

The minutes of the January 27,2011 meeting were approved on a motion by Nash!Frantz with Ryan abstaining. 

Hultgren reported that the fare-free program for the Ston·s to Willimantic bus had been funded for the current (I 1-
12) academic year by both the Town and UConn. He said that he thought this would be helpful in that the Town 
was in the midst of a $6M grant from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for bus and bike transportation in 
Storrs Center. 

Hultgren also reported that the Stone Mill Bridge replacement project was about to get started and the Laurel Lane 
Bridge project was in its final stages of design approval at the DOT. He said that the Birch Road bikeway had been 
completed in the early summer and the pathways to Liberty Bank and Storrs Heights were still in final design. The 
Route 275 walkway (Separatist Road to Maple Road) will be on the November ballot, and a Safe Routes to School 
grant application was filed this summer for extending the Mansfield Center walkway north on Route 89 to the 
Southeast School. 

Hultgren further rep01ted that the volunteer senior driver transpo1tation program was underway with approximately 
18 drivers patticipating. A new grant-funded van is being purchased by the Town. 

In the Storrs Center development, the parking garage construction is slated to start by the end of the month within 
which there will be space for both car charging stations and vehicles that are part of the UConn car sharing 
program. The design of the Storrs Center Transportation Center and transit pathways is continuing and is expected 
to be submitted to the FTA for review in mid-November. Options for operating the transportation center for its first 
year of operation are being developed. 

Tristan Baker of the Hertz on Demand car sharing company, which has been selected by UConn to be the campus 
area car sharing vendor, gave a presentation as to what car sharing is and how it will be implemented in Storrs. 

Hultgren and Lindsey summarized the Storrs Center Parking Steering Committee's progress in working out a 
cooperative parking enforcement plan for the downtown area. The Steering Committee felt that many ofthe 
Town's parking fines are too low, and the Town's Traffic Authority will be reviewing these in their next couple of 
meetings. 

Hultgren explained that he was working with UConn to have it make signs to be placed on Route 32 and North 
Eagleville Road to warn drivers that Ravine Road is not a recommended route to or tfom the UConn campus. He 
circulated sample sketches of these proposed signs. 

A subcommittee composed of Lindsey and Frantz will work with Hultgren to draft an update of the Town's 
walkway/bikeway priority listing. 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9 PM on a motion by Nash/Lindsey. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lon Hultgren 
Director of Public Works 
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SUBJECT: PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE ROUTE FOR THE NEW ENGLAND EAST-WEST 

· SOLUTION for the Interstate Reliability Project 

FROM DONALD B. HOYLE 

As a result of meeting and touring the proposed route with the Siting Committee and attending the 

public hearing on April 24, 20 14,', I suggest and encourage the following alternate through Mansfield 

Hollow and the Hawthorne Lane-crossing of the Interstate Reliability Project I believe this could 

i. save CL&P and its customers money, 
2. help to preserve some agricultural and natural land 

3. use less land for right of way, 
4. be more in keeping with the rural nature of our area, 

5. be less harmful to the health of our children and future generations. 

As a resident property owner, volunteer member of Friends of Mansfield Hollow and a resident of our 

corrnnon horne, planet Emth, and also using the Site Council's criteria of economic sustainability and 

environmental preservation, I purpose the following alternative route for the area going into Mansfield 

Hollow I purpose an underground cable go from transmission tower 75 directly to transmission tower 

83 for the new 345-kV transmission line. I believe this could save CL&P and thereby!, their customers 

through the elimination of five (5) transmission towers even though underground cable is said to be 

more costly Environmental protection and preservation would be enhanced by avoiding the need to go 

by the Montessori School and Green Dragon Home Day care Center. The potential transition station 

now proposed for between towers 79 and 80 would be eliminated and would be placed on the Army 

Corps of Engineers land at the base of tower 83. I have been led to understand that underground cable, 

although more expensive, only takes 25' to 50' ofROW instead of !50 to 300' that above ground towers 

take. This would also eliminate easement of town land for the proposed Hawthorne alternative route. 

As a member of Friends of Mansfield Hollow and the Mansfield Hollow community, I would be glad to 

communicate with the effected landowners by the new route. I would also be willing to write the Army 

Corps of Engineers for the ROW and additional land needed for this purposed underground cable route 

and the transition station. I started the whole procedure in March of2010 when I wrote, as a member 

of Friends of Mansfield Hollow, to the Army Corps of Engineers and they referred it to DEEP 

Another possibility that should be considered at this time is the potential hydro-electric power 

generated by Kirby Mills. A transition station in closer proximity to the Mills may be important in the 

future. 
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NEEWS 

lntrors:twto;; 
f}dl<thHity Profed 

August 31, 2012 

Christopher & Jessica Duers 
21 Hawthorne Lane 
Mansfield, CT 06250 

Scott Welden 
25 Hawthorne Lane 
Mansfield, CT 06250 

Thomas Mindek 
27 Hawthorne Lane 
Mansfield, CT 06250 

Wayne Hawthorne 
28 Hawthorne Lane 
Mansfield, CT 06250 

Dear Residents: 

The Connecticut Siting Council ("CSC") concluded its evidentiary hearings on CL&P's 
Interstate Reliability Project yesterday, and I want to provide you with an update on CL&P's 
final testimony regarding the proposed "Hawthorne Lane Alternative". 

As you'll recall, we first discussed Hawthorne Lane alternatives in 2008 when you and your 
fellow Hawthorne Lane pl·operty owners ("owners") presented CL&P ("Company") with a 
proposal intended to reduce the visibility from your homes of the planned new transmission 
line that will cross your properties. To accomplish this objective, the owners proposed a 
modification of property easements between the Company and the owners that would fJllow a 
shift of the existing righfof-way (ROW), and therefore the existing and new lines, away from 
your homes. 

Based on its initial consideration of the proposal, CL&P agreed to include a ''shifted ROW" 
configuration as part of the alternatives considered in the Field Management Design Plan 
section of its CSC Application for the Interstate Reliability Project. Throughout our 
discussions, however, the Company made it clear that this alternative configuration was not 
the proposed configuration for the Project, and the Company would build the higher-cost 
Haw tho me Lane Alternative only if it was ordered to do so by the CSC .. 

As you know, after further study of the alternative, the Company found that a conservation 
easement had been placed on a portion of the property where the Company would acquire 
new casement rights. Notwithstanding that additional complication, the Company continued 
to cooperate with you and the other owners, and with the Town of Mansfield, to facilitate 
releases of the conservation easement from the new easement area to be acquired, so that the 
shiftecl ROVii configuration could be built if ordered by the CSC. 
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To date, not all of the agreed-upon items needed for timely implementation of the easement 
modifications are complete. Specifically, not all property owners have received mortgage 
subordinations that the Town of Mansfield needs in order to release its dedicated 
conservation restriction, and that CL&P must have in order to ensure that the relocated 
easement will have the same priority over encumbrances as the existing easement. As we 
agreed, in order to move forward, CL&P needed to have the executed documents placed in 
escrow before the close of record in the Siting Docket. 

CL&P understands that the mortgage lenders who currently hold the mortgages have begun 
a review process and that a subordination decision will be forthcoming although the receipt 
dates are not exactly known at this time. If their decision is favorable, additional time will 
then be required for review and execution of the necessary easement modification documents. 
It appears likely, the1·efore, that CL&P may not have escrowed all of the executed documents 
needed for the easement modifications prior to the close of the record in this Docket. As we 
have discussed; the close of the record is the last opportunity for CL&P to provide such 
information to the CSC. At the end of yesterday's hearing, the CSC set October 1, 2012 as 
the close-of-record date. 

As we have discussed with you and your attorney, without these unencumbered easement 
rights to property that would make possible construction of the Hawthorne Lane Alternative, 
CL&P had no choice but to request in its final testimony on August 30, 2012, that the CSC 
approve the route and line configuration proposed in the Application, which would use the 
existing ROW. If, however, the owners are able to deposit all of the necessary executed 
documents into escrow before the close ofrecord on October 1, 2012, we will make the 
necessary representations in our closing brief to the CSC and continue to be open in our 
willingness to build the Alternative if so ordered by the esc. 

In addition, in case the owners are not able to provide CL&P with those executed documents 
in escrow before the close of record, CL&P also put forth another approval option for the 
CSC's consideration. In its testimony, CL&P noted that if, after consideration of the record, 
the Council is amenable to the Hawthorne Lane Alternative and considers the $1.8 million 
incremental cost of the Hawthorne Lane Alternative to be justified by the interests of the 
property owners, the Council could approve the route and configuration proposed in CL&P's 
Application and also conditionally approve the Hawthorne Lane Alternative. Were the 
Council to do this, the conditional approval could remain in effect for the period between the 
issuance of the CSC's Decision and Order (D&O) in January 2013 and CSC's issuance of a 
subsequent construction plan approval, i.e., the Development and Management Plan (D&M). 
Such a conditional approval might state that if CL&P determines that all of the required real 
estate rights are available prior to submitting a D&M Plan for this segment of the route, the 
Company should propose the Hawthorne Lane Alternative in its D&M Plan. As a practical 
matter, CL&P would make that determination if, but only if, all of the rights necessary to 
relocate the I'tOW were acquired in a closing before the proposed D&M Plan is filed with the 
CSC by CL&P. We currently estimate that we will be filing the proposed D&M plan early in 
the second quarter of 2013. 

Of course, although we have requested the Council to consider holding open the possibility of 
approving the Hawthorne Lane Shift at the D&M Plan stage by means of this conditional 
approval in their Decision and Order scheduled for January 2013, there is no assurance that 
it will do so. Indeed, we know of no precedent for such an approvaL 
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If such a conditional approval were to be granted by the esc, 1 hope that you and your 
neighbors would take full advantage of this additional and final opportunity to complete the 
necessary requirements that would allow for the implementation of the Hawthorne Lane 
Alternative. 

If you have any questions regarding CL&P's testimony before the CSC, please don't hesitate 
to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

/ .•. , .~ 

L/t ( wd-<--
Anthony P. Mele 
Project M"anager, 
Interstate Reliability Project 

cc: Linda Painter, Director of Planning & Development, Mansfield 
Dennis O'Brien, Esquire 

NEW ENGLAND 

EAST- WEST 
SOLUTI.ON 
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My name is Jim Raynor. I live on Moulton Road in Mansfield. I'd like to speak to you 
about the upcoming vote on building 2 new schools in town. Specifically, I'd like to 
address the timing of the vote on this proposal. I sent a letter to you a few weeks ago 
expressing my feelings on your proposal, so there is no need to repeat what I hope you've 
already read. But I would like to address one specific part of this issue- namely the date 
to be chosen for our vote. I know some of you are concerned about diminishing the 
voting rights ofUemm students who opt to vote in Mansfield in the presidential election, 
and therefore qualify to vote on this issue. I hope you will be equally aware of 
diminishing the value of the votes of the permanent residents of the town- those of us 
residents who elected you to represent us. I am concerned about Uconn students who 
come from Greenwich, Litchfield, Chicago, or Los Angeles voting on a purely local 
Mansfield issue of which they probably have little or no knowledge. Their vote on this 
issue is probably not an informed vote, but it counts just as much as your vote and mine. 
That doesn't seem fair to the permanent residents of Mansfield. You were all elected by 
Mansfield residents to serve Mansfield residents. I think we should decide what the 
design our grammar schools will be. 

Even if you don't feel your first responsibility is to the residents of Mansfield, and I 
suspect that most of you do, if you will schedule this referendum vote on a date separate 
from the presidential vote, anyone interested in voting on this issue can do so. No one's 
right to vote is taken away. If a Ucom1 student wishes to vote in our referendum, he or 
she can. If doing so means coming to the polling place for the sole purpose of voting on 
our schools, chances are he or she will be someone who is informed on the subject and 
who will cast an informed vote, not someone who is there to vote for a president, and oh 
yes, while I'm here, I can vote for, or against, new schools in Mansfield, even though I 
know little about Mansfield, and don't really care all that much. Holding the referendum 
on a different date enables anyone who wishes to vote to do so. 

I think the council owes it to the people who elected you, to not diminish the value of our 
votes. And by the way, as I said in my previous letter, thank you for your service on tbe 
town council. It is a big commitment on your part. 

Thank you for your time. 
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Town Council 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Mansfield, CT 06268 

Arthm Smith 
74 Mnlbe.ny Hoail 

Mansfield Center, CT 06250 

Dear Members of the Town Council: 

August 28, 2012 

I am concerned that documents recently requested through the Connecticut Freedom of 

Information Act were either not provided as required or were not retained as needed. 

Because of recent concerns about a Town check that appeared to be written by the Board 

of Education for Downtown Partnership re-location expenses and in my preparation for 

attendance at the Town Finance Committee, I reqnested "all documentation, that has not 

been destroyed including but not limited to internal correspondence, emails, text 

messages, memoranda, authorization requests and policy related to the use of Board of 

education funding for non-educational sites and purposes; and also, specifically, all 

documentation related to the use of Board of Education funding to pay for the relocation 

of business at the Storrs Downtown project." In response to my CTFOIA request, I was 

told by the keeper of the record to "[P)lease address this request to the Mansfield Board 

of Education." A Finance Director memo of 8/17112 outlining her position on the issue 

was not provided. This Town of Mansfield memo written prior to my request was later, 

after the Finance Committee Meeting had concluded, provided by the Board of Education. 

Out of concern for rising Municipal Employee Retirement (MERS) costs, I requested the 

employment contract of Jeffrey Smith and was told that "Exempt Town Administrators 

do not sign contracts with the town of Mansfield." Here, the re-direction to Region 19 

may have been, arguably, warranted because of Mr. Smith's retired status with Region 19, 

but I was not re-directed. I was told that such documents do not exist. I have since 

obtained a copy of that contract and also have employment contracts for the Town 

Manager, presumably a Town employee with exempt status. 

Out of concern about the calculation used by Lawrence Associates to determine whether 

the Town qualified for state funding, under "Renovation like New" (where the Town 

must, in part, establish that 75% of the structure, here of our three elementary schools, are 

30 years or older), I requested the original square footage of each of our elementary 

schools and was told that "there are no existing documents which identify the square 

footage of the 3 elementary schools as originally built." I seek confirmation of this 

assertion and information about the retention schedule for such documents, which 

common sense, a prudent regard for safety, dictates should be retained by the Town. 

Sincerely, 
Arthur Smith 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Item H 13 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 

August 29, 2012 

Mr. Quentin Kessel 
97 Codfish Falls Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

Re: Reappointment to Conservation Commission 

Dear Mr. Kessel: 

(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

I am pleased to reappoint you to the Conservation Commission, for a new term to expire on 

August 31, 2014. 

I trust that you find the work of the Commission to be rewarding and I greatly appreciate your 

willingness to serve our community. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions regarding your reappointment. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Cc: Town Council 
Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 

U : \_Bou rq neS\Com mi1tees\Letters\Comm i t1 ces - ReAppointment .:: .. 5fi/.:_ti on. doc-
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Item #14 

Matthew W. Hal1, Town Manager AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 

August 29, 2012 

Mr. Scott Lehmann 
532 Browns Road 
Stons, CT 06268 

Re: Reappointment to Conservation Commission 

Dear Mr. Lehmann: 

(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

I am pleased to reappoint you to the Conservation Commission, for a new tenn to expire on 

August 31, 2014. 

I trust that you find the work of the Commission to be rewarding and I greatly appreciate your 

willingness to serve our community. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions regarding your reappointment. 

Sincerely, 

J;v~v/a/ 
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Cc: Town Council 
Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 

U:\_BourqueS\Committees\Letters\Commit1ees- ReAppointment..:.901]S9".Ation.doc 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNlt~G AND DEVELOPIVIENT 

LINDA M. PAINTER, AICP, DIRECTOR 

Memo to: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Background 

Town Council 
Planning and Zoning Commission 

Conservation Commission 
Sustain ability Committee 

Open Space Preservation Committee 
Agriculture Committee 

Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development 

August 20, 2012 

Conservation and Development Policies: A Plan for Connecticut (DRAFT) 

The Office of Policy and Management (OPM) is in the process of updating the State Conservation and 

Development Policies Plan. This plan drives decisions on state projects as well as establishes guiding 

principles for growth at the·state, regional and local levels. Local impacts of the plan include the 

following: 

• The next update of the Town's Plan of Conservation and Development (POCO) must be 

consistent with the 2013-2018 State Conservation and Development Policies Plan. 
• Any projects undertaken .by state agencies that are financed with state or federal funds must be 

reviewed for consistency with this plan. This requirement includes any grants that are made to 
local communities, such as the STEAP program. Since the adoption of the current plan, a new 

requirement has gone into effect that will prohibit state agencies from providing funding for a 

'growth related project' that is outside the boundaries of Priority Funding Areas as identified in 

the new plan, unless the project meets the criteria for an exception to that prohibition (CGS 

§16a-35d). 

The policy section of the plan is organized by six Growth Management Principles: 

• Redevelop and revitalize regional centers and areas with existing or currently planned physical 

infrastructure 
• Expand housing opportunities and design choices to accommodate a variety of household types 

and needs 

Item #15 

• Concentrate development around transportation nodes and along major transportation corridors 

to support the viability of transportation options 
• Conserve and restore the natural environment, cultural and historic resources, and traditional 

.rural lands 
• Protect and ensure the integrity of environmental assets critical to public health and safety 
• Promote integrated planning across all level of government to address issues on a statewide, 

regional and local basis 
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The last section·of the plan··is Telated to the Locationai·Guide Map (tGM), which identifies the Priority 

Funding Areas (PFAs) referenced above. Please note that the draft LGM has been provided separately 

and has not yet been embedded in the draft plan. For ease of review, the Windham Regional Council of 

Governments has prepared print maps for each town in the region. The draft LGM is also available in an 

electronic, interactive map, through OPM's website. 

How to Interpret the Locational Guide Map 

The Locational Guide Map (LGM) associated with the new policy plan uses a completely different 

approach than the previous plan. The main categories you will see on the attached map are Priority 

Development Areas (PDA), Priority Conservation Areas (PCA), and Balanced Growth Areas (which are 

areas where PDAs and PCAs overlap). These three designations are all considered Priority Funding 

Areas. 

Priority Development Areas 

Due to the criteria and methodology used to define these areas, significant portions of Mansfield are 

designated as 'Priority Development Areas.' This is due to the use of census blocks as the defining 

geographic area. As a rural community, our census blocks are fairly large; which means that any census 

block that meets one or more specific criteria has been included in the PDA. It is important to note that 

this designation in no way implies that the entire area is appropriate for more intense development, 

and it does not supersede our own Plan of Conservation and Development. In other words, the 

planned development·areas·define'd in the Town's POCO can be (an·d are) much smaller than those 

shown on the Locational Guide Map. 

The criteria1 used to determine whether a census block is designated as a Priority Development Area 

are: 
• Designation as an Urban Area or Urban Cluster in the 2010 Census 

• Existing or Planned Sewer Service 

• Existing or Planned Water Service 

• Boundaries that intersect a Y, mile buffer surrounding existing or planned mass transit stations 

• Local Bus Service 

• Location on the New-Britain/Hartford Bus way 

The attached map further breaks down the Priority Development Areas based on the number of criteria 

that were met in each census block. The lightest color PDA areas meet only 1 or 2 of the criteria; the 

darkest meet between four and six ofthe criteria. The maximum score in Mansfield for any census block 

was a 4, and the applicable criteria for those blocks were urban area, sewer service, water service, and 

local bus service. 

1 Additional priority is given to any census block that meets one or more of the above criteria and is located within a 

Designated Public Investment Community, Targeted Investment Community, or Distressed Municipality. Mansfield does not 

have any of those designations. 
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··Priority Conservation Areas 

While the Priority Development Areas are defined using census blocks, Priority Conservation Areas are 

defined based on existing natural conditions such as soils, topography and other natural resources. As a 

result, the boundaries of the Priority Conservation Areas are much more natural and fluid. The criteria 

used to designate Priority Conservation Areas include: 

• Core forest areas greater than 250 acres based on the 2006 Land Cover Dataset 

• Existing or potential drinking water supply watersheds 

• Aquifer Protection Areas 

• Wetland Soils greater than 25 acres 

• Prime or locally important agricultural soils greater than 25 acres 

• Category 1, 2, or 3 Hurricane Inundation Zones 

• 100 Year Flood Zones 

• Critical Habitats 

The attached map further breaks down the Priority Conservation Areas based on the number of criteria 

that were met in each census block. The lightest color PDA areas meet only 1 or 2 of the criteria; the 

darkest meet between four and six of the criteria. The maximum score in Mansfield for any Priority 

Conservation Area was a 5, and the applicable criteria for that area was aquifer protection, 100-year 

flood zone, wetland soils, water supply watershed and core forest. 

Balanced Growth Areas 

The areas where Priority Development Areas and Priority Conservation Areas overlap are designated as 

Balanced Growth Areas. In these areas, state agencies must provide a balanced consideration of all 

factors in determining the extent to which the project is consistent with the policies of the plan. 

Examples of projects where conflicting priorities would need to be considered are provided on page 28 

of the draft plan. 

Summary 

A draft of Conservation and Development Policies: A Plan for Connecticut (2013-2018) is attached for 

your review. Comments on the draft plan are due to the Office of Policy and Management by October 5, 

2012. As part of this review, we have the ability to request specific changes to the Locational Guide Map. 

For those of you interested in learning more, I will be briefingthe Planning and Zoning Commission at 

their September 4, 2012 meeting. Advisory Committees that are interested in having their comments 

included in an official town response shpuld provide reports to the Planning and. Zoning Commission by 

September 28, 2012. 

-183-



Connecticut POCO Location Guide Map 
Legend 
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BACKGROUND 
In 1 971, House Joint Resolution No. 40 called for the development of a state plan of conservation and 
development (State C&D Plan). A plan was published on September 27, 197 4, and it served as the official 

policy for the Executive Branch in matters pertaining to land and water resource conservation and 

development, in accordance with Executive Order No. 28. 

In 1976, the General Assembly established a process for direct legislative participation in the preparation, 

adoption, and implementation of the State C&D Plan. That process, as amended from time to time, is codified 

in Section 16a-24 through Section 16a-33 (Ch.apter 297) of the Connecticut General Statutes (CGS). The 

Office of Policy and Management (OPM) is responsible for administering the State C&D Plan revision process 

on a recurring 5-year Cycle, under the oversight of the Continuing Legislative Committee on State Planning and 

Development (Continuing Committee). 

The General Assembly adopted the first State C&D Plan in 1979, with subsequent revisions adopted in 1983, 

1987, 1992, 1998, and 2005. Although the current Plan covers the period 2005-2010, it remains in effect 

until the General Assembly formally adopts the 2013-2018 State C&D Plan as anticipated in 2013 (per Public 

Act 09-230, as amended by Public Act 1 0-1 38). 

Once the 2013-2018 State C&D Plan is adopted, in accordance with CGS Section 16a-30, stole agencies will 

proceed to implement the Plan pursuant to the requirements of CGS Section 16a-31 and Section 1 6a-35d. 
(Noteo This latter section is codified in CGS Chapter 297a, which entails new requirements for Priority Funding 

Areas that take effect upon adoption of the 2013-2018 Stole C&D Plan.) 

Finally, CGS Section 16a-32 provides a mechanism for amending the State C&D Plan in between the statutory 

five-year revision cycle, and it also requires OPM to report annually by February 15th on the extent to which 

state sponsored actions were in conformity with the Plan. 

APPLIC.A.TION OF THE PLAN 
CGS Section l6o-31 requires state agencies to determine the consistency of their proposed actions with the 

State C&D Plan, whenever they undertake any of the following actions with state or federal fundso 

( 1) The acquisition of real property when the acquisition costs are in excess of two hundred thousand 

dollarsi 
{2) The development or improvement of real property when the development costs are in excess of two 

hundred thousand dollars; 
(3) The acquisition of public transportation equipment or facilities when the acquisition costs are in excess 

of two hundred thousand dollars; and 
(4) The authorization of each state grant, any application far which is not pending on July 1, 1991, for an 

amount in excess of two hundred thousand dollars1 for the acquisition or development or improvement 

of real property or for the acquisition of public transportation equipment or facilities. 

State statutes also require OPM to review each Bond Commission agenda and issue an advisory statement on 

the extent to which the items on the agenda are consistent with the State C&D Plan. Also, OPM reviews draft 
state agency plans for consistency with the State C&D Plan, when they are in the process of being updated. 

Finally, OPM provides advisory statements, upon request by another state agency, on the extent to which a 

proposed action is consistent with the State C&D Plan. 
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Effective upon adoption of the 20T3-2.018-State C&D Plan by the General Assembly, CG"-S Section lba-33C 

further requires that no state agency provide funding for a "growth-related project" that is 

boundaries of priority funding areas, unless it meets any of the listed criteria for exceptions. 

Statutory Requirements below.) 

NEW STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

outside the 

(See New 

There have been some significant amendments to state planning statutes since the current State C&D Plan was 

adopted in 2005, 

e Public Act 05-205 expands the definition of "funding" to include "any form of assurance1 guarantee, 

grant payment, credit, tax credit or other assistance, including a loan, loan guarantee, or reduction in 

the principal obligation of or rate of interest payable on a loan or a portion of a loan", as well as 

require OPM to develop recommendations for the delineation of boundaries of "p~iority funding 

areas". (CGS Sec. 16a-35c through Sec. 16a-35h) 

• Public Act 08-182 outlines new performance-based planning and programming requirements. 

Although this Draft includes examples of performance indicators for measuring progress, OPM 
recognizes that there still needs to be broad consensus developed around a set of meaningful and 

measurable performance indicators. OPM views the establishment of benchmarks for each Growth 

Management Principle as a longer term goal that will be addressed only after a high degree of 
confidence has been developed around the baseline data to be collected on the performance 

indicators. (CGS Sec. 16a-27(e)) 

e Public Act 09-230 defines "principles of smart growth" and Public Act l 0-138 requires state agencies 

to consider whether certain grant application proposals comply with such principles. (CGS Sec. 4-371) 

• Public Act 10-138 directs OPM to develop a new process for the revision, adoption, implementation 

and amendment of the State C&D Plan, and to submit a draft of such process to the Continuing 

Committee. OPM submitted said report in January 2011 and has proceeded to implement the new 
process accordingly, so that the "planning policies of different levels of government are compared and 

differences between such policies are reconciled with the purpose of attaining compatibility between 
local, regional and state plans." A summary of this "Cross-Acceptance Process" is included below. 

CROSS-ACCEPTANCE PROCESS 
Due to the desire of many for a more bottom-up approach to the State C&D Plan revision process, OPM 

proceeded to implement the new cross-acceptance .process as described in its January 2011 report to the 

Continuing Committee. Following the report's submission, OPM conducted initial outreach workshops ·over the 

next several months, which are summarized in Attachment B. OPM incorporated its findings from these 

workshops in the initial Draft 2013-2018 C&D Plan that was submitted to the Continuing Committee in 

December 2011 for a required 90-day review. 

From January through March 201 2, OPM proceeded to implement the plan comparison phase of the cross

accePtance process. Durin·g this period, OPM conducted fourteen regional workshops and various coordinating 

meetings with state agencies, which are summarized in Attachment C. The Continuing Committee opted not to 

comment during this early review period. 

In total, 135 municipalities and 14 Regional Planning Organizations (RPOs) participated in the voluntary plan 

comparison phase. The participating municipalities and RPOs reviewed their respective plans of conservation 

and development to determine the extent to which they were compatible with the planning policies of the initial 

Draft C&D Plan. That effort, combined with input from affected state agencies, provided OPM with general 
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consensus in support of the policies listed under each Growth Management Prindpte.-TfieOutcome of the plan 

comparison phase provided OPM with the basis for producing this revised Draft C&D Plan for public review 

and comment. 

The public comment period will run from May through September 2012, and OPM will coordinate with RPOs to 

schedule public hearings in each of the state's fourteen planning regions. In addition to the statutory public 

hearing requirements, any municipality that wishes to continue its participation in the voluntary cross-acceptance 

process may request1 through its RPO or other designated regional cross-acceptance facilitator, an informal 

workshop to discuss any element(s) of the Draft C&D Plan. Such workshops are intended to provide local and 

regional officials with additional opportunities to address any unresolved issues or to seek clarification on the 

Draft C&D Plan before progressing to the plan negotiation phase of the cross-acceptance process. 

Upon conclusion of the public hearings in September 2012, OPM will begin scheduling plan negotiation 

meetings when requested by an RPO or other designated regional cross-acceptance facilitator or- ~~half of its 

municipalities. These meetings are intended to address any remaining unresolved issues before the regional 

and state negotiating entities set out to draft an optional Statement of Agreements and Disagreements for 

inclusion in OPM's recommended Draft C&D Plan that will be submitted to the Continuing Committee _prior to 

the start of the 20 l 3 legislative session. The inclusion of such statements in the recommended Draft C&D Plan is 

intended to provide state legislators with information pertaining to their constituent municipalities' level of 

support for the Draft 2013-2018 State C&D Plan when it is considered for adoption by the General Assembly. 

FORMAT OF THE PLAN 
The State C&D Plan is defined in CGS Section 16a-25 as "the text of such plan and any accompanying 

locational guide map." In order to address the new statutory requirements noted above, OPM is taking a 

stepped approach to building consensus on potential changes to both-the text and map com.ponents of the Plan. 

The. text of the State C&D Plan is presented in a new condensed format that is built around six Growth 

Management Principles: 

1) Redevelop and Revitalize Regional Centers and Areas with Existing or Currently Planned Physical 

Infrastructure 

2) Expand Housing Opportunities and Design Choices to Accommodate a Variety of Household Types 

and Needs 

3) Concentrate Development Around Transportation Nodes and Along Major Transportation Corridors 

to Support the Viability of Transportation Options 

4) Conserve and Restore the Natural Environment, Cultural and Historical Resources, and Traditional 

Rural Lands 

5) Protect and Ensure the Integrity of Environmental Assets Critical to Public Health and Safety 

6) Promote Integrated Planning Across all Levels of Government to Address Issues on a Statewide, 

Regional and Local Basis 

Not only do the Growth Management Principles serve as the chapters of the State C&D Plan, but municipalities 

and RPOs must also consider these principles when they update their respective plans of conservation and 

development (CGS Sections 8-23 and 8-35a). Therefore, it is important that the State C&D Plan clearly 

convey itself in a manner that municipalities, RPOs and state agencies can all relate to. 
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Each Growth Management Principle begins with a brief summary statementoflts-objectives:-· This fs-lolloWeC1 _______ _ 

by, 

• A list of relevant policy statements that provide the basis for state agencies to assess the consistency of 

their proposed plans and actions with the State C&D Plan (Note, OPM recognizes that a number of 

policy statements can apply to more than one Growth Management Principle; however, there was an 

intentional effort to limit such cross-references. Whenever a state agency must make a determination 

of consistency for a proposed action with the State C&D Plan, it shall not be limited to citing any 

policies contained in the Plan- regardless of the particular Growth Management Principle under which 

the policy statement appears.); 

• A list of plans prepared by state agencies under state or federal law, which are reviewed by OPM for 

consistency with the State C&D Plan prior to their adoption. Links to such agency plans are intended to 

provide interested parties with access to more detailed information and policy guidance on various 

subject matters; 

• A list of examples of performance indicators for measuring progress in implementing the State C&D 

Plan, including financial indicators; 

• A reference to relevant Principles of Smart Growth, as defined in Public Act 09-230 and listed in 

Attachment D. This reference is included to assist state agencies in complying with CGS Section A-371, 

which requires agencies to consider whether certain grant applications under their purview comply with 

some or a!! of the Principles of Smart Growth; and 

0 A map that reflects the geographic areas generally supported by the policies of the particular Growth 

Management Principle. Each map is based on a limited number of criteria and, therefore, is intended 

for illustrative purposes only. 

In addition to the changes to the text noted above, the Locational Guide Map component of the State C&D 

Plan has also undergone significant changes. With the priority funding area legislation set to take effect upon 

adoption of the 2013-2018 State C&D Plan, OPM recognizes that there may be greater interest in the Plan's 

Locational Guide Map. As a result, OPM has devoted a separate chapter to the Locational Guide Map, which 

describes the role of the Map, its use and application1 and the criteria for delineating the boundaries of 

Priority Funding Areas. 

Finally1 Attachment A lists a number of Examples of State Agency-Administered Programs. This list was 

developed with input from state agencies and serves as a general guide for agency staff to locate relevant 

policies for consideration when determining the consistency of their proposed actions. Attachment A is also 

intended to help fulfill some of the new requirements of CGS Section 1 6a-27(e), such as identifying potential 

funding sources and the entity responsible for program implementation. 
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLE #1 
~ ... -~......_~-~..- ~ l?'io~i B...,_~.n~&~j" t!~ 0 "1-'>~ ... ~~$-e.~ rt"""·~.;; • ..... , ""'Vl!L"'~ ft..u•"•-~''"' ''~~;:.11.<.. ~.,.·~·-~·t._.,....., ,P,!J' ~~';,.\l~.,·EHCq:i ~;:~¢! f':..~V. ~lri-~Zo;;; ..... e.:::P~i·H .. •d 'i.,.d..-q6~:;'$ ""'nw r;n;;;~.:t ':i¥~::de "'""""";,&; .n~ '-'t. 

~u~·r<::r"ai~y Plarn-~ed Physi-ca~ ~nfrastn; i..He 

A region's development potential is highly 

correlated with its accessibility to urban-scale 

infrastructure. Connecticut has invested 

significant resources in the physical 

infrastructure of its cities and towns to provide 

for wastewater treatment capacity, potable 

water supplies, highways and railways, air and 

sea ports, broadband access, energy 

generation and transmission, and other related 

facilities. In order to help position the state for 

growth1 state agencies, regional planning 

organizations, municipalities, private 

developers, and other stakeholders must 

coordinate their actions to leverage these 

assets in a manner that will take full advantage 

of Connecticut's strategic location within the 

Northeast Megaregion1 while also proactively 

Shelton Downtown Revilolizotion Pfoiecf- Vofious uses incfude a former's mar/.~ef, 

Veteran's Memorial, River walk, and Condominiums, Photo Cfedit; Shelton Cconomic 

Development Corporofion 

addressing the needs and desires of a changing demographic base. 

Repairs and upgrades to the state's aging, and sometimes underutilized, ir~frastructure represent a significant 

ongoing cost to taxpayers, who sometimes view investments in new or expanded infrastructure and facilities as 

a more cost-effective and preferred use of their tax dollars. Compounding this perception is the fact that 

deferred maintenance is typically a less controversial option for balancing government operating budgets than 

cutting public services. Over time, the cumulative effect of deferred maintenance can create an unsustainable 

long-term financial burden on taxpayers. 

A life-cycle cost analysis can raise important considerations about taxpayers' long term liability associated with 

maintaining an ever-expanding infrastructure base. For example, timely repairs and upgrades to aging 

infrastructure can save taxpayers money by extending an asset's useful life and forestalling the need for 

costlier renovations or replacement in the future. Such an analysis can also provide a better understanding of 

the combined total capital and operational costs associated with ·a proposed proiect. In addition1 it can 

provide a context for considering a projecfs other potential costs or benefits to the environment that may not 

be easily quantified, such as greater energy efficiency, water conservation, pollution prevention, and historic 

prese·rvation. 

Stale Agency Policies: 

• ENSURE the safety and integrity of existing infrastructure over its useful life through the timely 

budgeting for maintenance1 repairs and necessary upgrades; 

• F 0 C U S on infill development and redevelopment opportunities in areas with existing infrastructure, 

which ·are at an appropriate scale and density for the particular area; 

• EN C 0 U RAGE multidisciplinary approaches to infrastructure planning and design. For example, 

for transportation proiects in areas with combined sewers, seek to preserve the functional capacity of 
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··~-· - .. w·astewa·t·e·r t-r~~tm-~·nt ··pyants· by-·des!gnrng ·p·r~t~c-ts ·that·-·· 
enhance the infiltration of stormwater generated by the 

existing street network and other impermeable surfaces 
through measures such as pervious pavement material 

and the incorporation of urban green spaces; 

• C 0 0 R DIN ATE the timing of any planned 
expansion of existing infrastructure to meet state and 

regional growth objectives; 

~a UNDER T A K: E a life-cycle cost analysis for any 

proposed action involving the expansion of infrastructure 
beyond the currenJ· limits of the existing or planned 

service area for the particular form(s) of infrastructure, 

except when necessary to address immediate public 

health and safety concerns; 

a P R 0 fV1 0 T E the continued use or adaptive reuse of 

eXisting facilities and developed property, including 
b·rownfields in strategic locations; 

• PROACTIVElY IDENTIFY AND 
IV\ P. R K E l available properties that are currently 

served by infrastructure and that could meet the needs of 

new or expanding businesses, especially those within close 

proximity to existing industry dusters; 

e P R 0 M 0 T E supportive land uses around rail stations, 

airports and sea ports, and discourage uSes that are not 

dependent upon, or complimentary to1 the available 

infrastructure; 

• Uti l ~ Z E the state's strategic location and infrastructure to promote expansion of markets for 

Connecticut grown and manufactured products; 

o EN C 0 U RAGE local zoning that allows for a mix of uses to create vibrant central place~ where 

residents can live, work, and meet their daily needs without having to rely on automobiles as the sole 

means of transport; 

• P R 0 M 0 T E urban areas as centers for arts, entertainment ond culture, while also supporting 

community-based agriculture and historic preservation; 

e CAP! TAli Z E: on opportunities to develop and deploy innovative energy technologies 1 and 

promote distributed generation facilities where practicable to address localized load management 

issues; and 

• M I N i M i Z E the potential impact from natural hazards, such as flooding, high winds and wildfires 
when siting future infrastructure and developing property. 

Plans Prepared by Slate Agencies under Stale or Federal Law: 

o Master Transportation Plan (DOT) (includes listing of major transportation projects and plans per 

CGS Section 1 6a-27) b.!!Qj /www.ct.gov /doti[ib /dot /documents/dpolicy(mtp/20 1 1 mtp.pdf 

• Economic Strategic Plan (DECO) 

ht1£:LL www.ct.gov /ecd /lib/ecd /connecticut esp-final.pdf 

• Comprehensive Energy Plan for Connecticut (DEEP) New requirement per Section 51 of Public Act 

11-80 (July 1, 201 2) 
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Examples of Performance Indicators for 
Measuring Progress: 

e Percentage of State capital investments 
in Priority Development Areas 

• Number of new businesses registered in 

Priority Development Areas compared 
to total statewide new business 
registrations 

o Percent increase in development in 

Priority Development Areas 

• Number of businesses started or 
expanded in Priority Development 

Areas 

Number of brownfield sites/acres 
redeveloped 

.::o Percent of state highways and bridges 
in fair or better condition 

• Number of historic facilities preserved 

in Priority Development Areas 

• Number of registered farmers markets 

in Priority Development Areas 

ApProaching the f-84/Roule 8 lnferchonge known os the "Waterbury Mixmo5fer" 

Pholo: Joe Perrelli, COGCNV 
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Geographic Depiction of GMP 1 
The following mop reflects the geographic areas generally supported by the policies of GMP 1. State-sponsored efforts to 

redevelop and revitalize regional centers and areas with existing or currently planned infrastructure are broadly il!ustrafed 

by these map criteria: 

1) Public Water and Sanitary Sewer Service Areas; 

2) Primary Highways 

3) Rail Lines and Busways; 

4) Maiar Electricity and Gos Transmission Lines; and 

5) U.S. Census Bureau-Delineated Urban Areas. 

Growth Managment Principle 1 

-- t·Jew Briloin · Hortford Busw<Jy M.ajor Gas Lines Sew'i!r ServicP. and/or Vlfaler Sl!rvice 

-t---+ Passneger --·lnl.erstale ~1j Urban Areas 

-Freight -- U.S. Route 

Major Electric Trans..'nission lines -- State Route 
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLE #2 

Demographic trends indicate that Connecticut's population, along with most of the nation, is aging. The sheer 

magnitude of the number of members in the "baby boom" generation1 combined with increased life 

expectancy, will have profound effects on our communities and society in general well into the future. Notably1 

the "millennia!" generation, whose members are now entering the 25 to· 34 year old age group, outnumbers 

the "baby boom" generation. The different needs and desires of these two large generations will present 

unprecedented challenges, as well as opportunities, for the state and its communities to attract and retain a 

diverse and innovative citizenry. 

ln order to expand the economy and promote a vibrant population, state and local governments must 

proactively address current policies and regulations that hinder private developers from building the types of 

housing options and lifestyle amenities that the market demands. The high cost of housing is often cited as one 

of the primary factors why Connecticut has lost a large percentage of its young adult papulation over the past 

twenty years. However, a number of municipalities are positioned to create higher density, mixed-income 

housing stock in areas that are within walking distance to retail1 recreational and cultural attractions, jobs and 

public transit. Coordinated marketing of each region's unique assets and lifestyle amenities will help to attract 

prospective developers, employers and residents, while also providing new housing options for the local 

workforce. 

The 0/de Oak Vil/aoe in Wollinpford inwraoroles ollrodive affordable and market role homes. Photo Credit: Parlnershio for Strano Communities 

Stale Agency Policies: 

• EN H A N C E housing mobility and choice across income levels and promote vibrant, mixed-income 

neighborhoods through both ownership and rental opportunities; 

• SUP P 0 R T adaptive reuse of historic and other existing structures for use as residential housing; 

• P R 0 V! DE favorable loan terms for multifamily housing and mixed-use properties in targeted 

areas; 
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• MAR K E T urban communities to people most likely 
attracted 1·o working and/or living in urban environments1 

such as young people and "empty nesters"; 

• S U P P 0 R T local efforts to develop appropriate urban 
infill housing and neighborhood amenities to make better tJse 

of limited urban land; 

ca P R 0 ~l~ 0 T E housing and/or affordable housing as part 

of mixed use and transit-oriented developments within 

walking distance to public transportation facilities; 

• I D EN T F F Y innovative mechanisms, utilizing decentralized 

or small-scale water and sewage systems, to support 

increased housing density in village centers and conserval"ion 

subdivisions that lack supporting infrastructure; and 

• E N C 0 U R A G E A N D P R 0 M 0 T E access to 
recreational opportunities, including trails and greenways, 

for affordable ond mixed-income housing. 

Plans Prepared by Stale Agencies under Stale or Federal law: 

• State Long-Range Housing Plan (DECD) 

http: //www.ct.gov /ecd /lib/ecd /201 0-1 5 slrhp - final .pdf 

• Annual Action Plan for Housing and Community Development 

(DECD) 

http,//www.ct.gov /ecd /lib /ecd/housinq plans/final action plan .. 

gQf 

Examples of Performance Indicators for Measuring Progress: 

~ Number of new affordable housing units created 

e Number of towns with 1 0°/o of their housing stock designated 

affordable 

e Number of towns with approved Incentive Housing Zone overlays 

o Percentage of population in high density areas ( 1,000 per sq mi) 

II) Percentage of renters paying more than 30°/o of income on rent 

Historic 1855 Wauregan Hotel turned into a 
mixed use project comprising of 70 units 
moderate income housing, 41 000 s.f_ of 
rel"ailspace, ballroom restoration, and 100-
space parking garage 

Pholo Credil: Porlnenhip for Slrong Communities 
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Geographic Depiction of GMP 2 

The following map reflects the geographic areas generally supported by the policies of GMP 2. State~sponsored 

expand housing opportunities and design chokes to accommodate a variety of household types and needs are broadly illustrated 

through the following map criteria: 

1) Public Wafer and Sanitary Sewer Service Areas; 

2) Village Centers (defived from the 2005-2010 C&D Plan's "Rural Community Centers"); 

3) Rail and Busway Station Areas; 

4) Local Bus Routes; and 

5) Greenways (for more detail, please see: 

http:/} www.ct. gov / dep /cwp /view .asp? a =2707 & g= 3:2 3 8 52 & de p Nov GID -1 704&depN avP cge=%7 C 

Growth Managment Principle 2 

G~ Busway Stations --- Greenvvays Village C enlefs 

® Rail Stations -- Local Service Bus Routes 1111 Sewer service anaior Water Service 
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLE #3 
Con~entr~te Devait';:!iprr~:Srat P~rouncl 
fvlai~;:n· Tn:!lnspo ion Cordclt:lt'S fo 

Transportation corridors and hubs are critical 

assets that affect Connecticut's ability to 

compete for economic development. In 

addition to providing expanded business 

access to markets, they provide residents with 

access to jobs, education, recreation and other 

daily activities. In order to fully leverage their 

ability to generate new economic growth, land 

use decisions within s:uch corridors and around 

hubs must include a mix of complementary 

strategies that target the long-term 

development goals of each region. 

While improving access to the New York and 

Boston metropolitan area markets is a key 

transportation goal for the state, it is even more essential that the points in between (i.e., Connecticut's cities 

and towns) are integrated into the economic fabric of the greater region and Its labor market. Experiences in 

other states have shown that transit hubs can be effective drivers of new office, commercial, and residential 

development. Regional coordination will be needed to maximize s:tate investments in the transportation 

infrastructure through transit-supportive land use regulations around hub and station areas, effective feeder 

and connector services within the corridor, and access management planning to preserve the highway capacity 

on urban arterial roads with :Significant commercial development. 

State Agency Policies: 

s. P R 0 M 0 T E compact, pedestrian-oriented, mixed use development patterns around existing and 

planned public transportation stations and other viable locations within transportation corridors and 

village centers; 

• EN C 0 U R A. G E a network of pedestrian and bicycle paths and greenways that provide convenient 
inter- and intra~town access, including access to the regional public transportation network; 

• i fvi P R 0 V E transit service and linkages through better integration of all transportation options and 

adv·ances in technology, to provide competitive modal choi~es, safety and convenience; 

• C 0 0 R D I N ATE with host municipalities on supportive land use regulations, such as transit-oriented 

development overlay zones and freight villages where practicable, to make the most effective use of 

transportation facilities for the movement of people and/or goods; 

• i D EN T! F Y brownfields and other strategic sites that are (1) within one-half mile/walking distance 
of public transportation facilities and/or (2) near other inter-modal transportation nodes and 

facilities, and consider them for designation as pre-approved development areas; and 

-199-



............................. c.,onser.ration & Dev.~l?f!.~_f;_.~t._ .. ~-~--~-~.~~.:-~-~-- A Pfqn for Connecticut 

• REST 0 R E strategic shipping channels and pier 
areas to their authorized depths when dredging is required to 
accommodate regional economic development p!ansi 

Plans Prepared by State Agencies under State or Federal 

Law: 

Strategic Long-Range Transportation Plan, 2009-2035 

(DOT) 

http://www.ct.gov /dot /cwp/view.asp2a-3531 &q-2597 

60 

Connecticut Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Transportation Plan (DOT) 

http://www.ct.gov /dot /cwp/view.asp?ac- 1390&q-2596 

56 

Connecticut State Rail Plan (DOT) 

http: //www.ct.gov /dot I cwp/view.asp?o-1 3 86&q-437 6 

48&PM=l 

Connecticut Statewide Airport System Plan (DOT) 

b.t!.p://www.ct.gov /dot /lib /dot /documents/ dpolicx/Execut 

iveSummary.pdf 

Examples of Performance Indicators for Measuring 

Progress: 

~ Number of passengers using public 

transportation 

• Number of locally-designated transit-oriented 

development zones (i.e.1 TOD overlay zone) 

• Percen1· of Surface Transportation Program 

funds used for bicycle/pedestrian access 

• Percent of state capital investments made within 

V2 mile of a rail station or a bus rapid transit 

(BRT) station 

• Number of housing units/amount of commercial 

building space built or renovated within V2 mile 

of a rail station or a bus rapid transit (BRT) 

station 

• Number of Bradley International Airport 

passengers 

• Volume of goods transported by mode within and through Connecticut 

• Average per rider subsidy by mode/service 
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Geographic Depiction of GMP 3 
The following mop reflects the geographic areas generally supported by the policies of GMP 3. State-sponsored efforts fo 

concentrate development around transportation nodes and along major transportation corridors to support the viability of 

lronsportotion options are broadly illuslraled through the following mop criteria: 

1) Rail and Bus way Stations; 
2) Passenger Rail and Freight Rail Lines 
3) Commercial, General Aviation & Reliever Airports; 
4) Deep Water Seaports; 
5) Ferry Service 
6) Local Bus Roules; 
7) U.S. Census Bureau-Delineated Urban Areas; and 

B) Village Centers (derived from the 2005-2010 C&D Plan's "Rural Community Centers"). 

Growth M;m1l:gment Prh1ciple 3 c e:,_.,.,.,,.,~,! S,;,:yl,:~ 

+ s., • .,_,~U,\-~tt>~ 
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLE #4 

It is widely recognized that Connecticut's natural, cultural and historical resources, along with its rural 

!andscapes
1 

have intrinsic values which contribute to the state's high quality of life. Less obvious are the 

functional values that these resources provide, such as storm water management, flood control, oxygen 

production and carbon storage, and the filtration and purification of water for human consumption and habitat 

preservation. Similar to the need to maintain the physical infrastructure of cities qnd towns, there is a 

corresponding need to strategically invest in and maintain a system of jjgreen infrastructure", which relies upon 

natural landscape features and ecosystems to perform or supplement the types of functions performed by 

costlier human-engineered systems. 

''Too oflen communities focus on developing land versus preserving agriculture. Both 

hove their pluses, bul only ogricu/lure provides susloinoble value in terms of the 
environment, municipal finance, aesthetics, and food security, which con be 
appreciated by everyone."- Philip Chesler, Lebanon Town Planner 
Groywa/1 farms- Lebanon, CT: Phofo.Courlesy of Robin Chesmer 

Furthermore, a number of Connecticut industries, 

such as agriculture and aquaculture, outdoor 

recreation, and culture and tourism 1 are 

important contributors to the state economy and 

to the communities in which they are based. 

Since the economic value of such industries is 

oftentimes derived from the natural and cultural 

resources upon which they are based, it is critical 

that public and private interests take a strategic 

and coordinated approach to protecting and/or 

managing the long-term viability of both the 

conservation and development functions of such 

resources. 

Rural communities in Connectkut1 which typically 

lack urban-scale infrastructure, face especially 

difficult challenges to grow in a manner that is 

consistent with their rural character. Their growth 

prospects _are oftentimes perceived to· be limited 

to strip commercial development along rural 

highways. While the conservation of open space 

and farmland can have a net positive impact on the local tax base and the region's quality of life1 there should 

also be complementary efforts to plan for the development of new, or the expansion of existing, village-scale 

mixed use centers. Decentralized water and wastewater systems, along with cluster development techniques, 

can accommodate growth without the need for more costly expansions of water and sewer infrastructure. 

State Agency Policies: 

• C 0 NT~ N U E T 0 P R 0 T E C T permanently preserved open space areas and facilitate the 

expansion of the state's open space network through public-private partnerships for the acquisition and 

maintenance of important multi-functional land; 

• l ~ 1\1\ IT improvements to permanently protected open space areas to those that are consistent with the 

long-term preservation and appropriate public enjoyment of the natural resource and open space 

values of the site; 
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• P R 0 T E C T A N D P R ESE R V ~ natural areas, 

Connecticut Heritage Areas, and archaeological areas 

of regional and statewide significance; 

• EN C 0 U RAGE collaborotive ventures with 

municipal and private entities to provide a system of 

appropriately preserved and managed natural areas 

and resources that allow for a diversity of well

functioning habitats and the sustainable use of 

resources; 

• SEEK T 0 A C H IE V E no-net-loss of wetlands 

through development planning that: 1) avoids wetlands1 

whenever possible; 2) minimizes intrusions into wetlands 

when impacts are unavoidable; 3) mitigates any 

resulting impacts through wetland enhancement or 

creation; and 4) encourages ongoing maintenance of 

functional wetlands. 

REV! TAt i Z E rural villages and main streets by 

promoting the rehabilitation and appropriate reuse of 

historic facilities, such as former mills, to ollow a 

concentration of higher density or multiple use 

development where practical and consistent with historic 

character; 

• EN C 0 U R AGE municipalities to build capacity and 

commitment to agricultural lands preservation; 

o D t: VEl 0?, through the Governor's Council on 

Agricultural Development, a comprehensive Statewide Food and Agriculture Policy Plan; 

• P R 0 Nl Q T E: agricultural businesses and supportive industries that are vital to the local and regional 

economy, while simultaneously preserving prime farmland through the acquisition of development rights 

and, to the extenl practical, the avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation of the loss or conversion of 

prime farmland associated with state-sponsored development actions; 

• P R 0 P.A 0 T E Connecticut's commercial and recreational fishing and aquaculture industries consistent 

with marine productive capacities and environmental protections; 

., U T ll! Z E the landscape to the extent practical to maintain ot restore natural hydrologic processes 

and to help meet or exceed state and federal water quality standards, so that the state's waters can 

support their myriad functions and uses; 

• M AN AGE water resource conflicts by balancing the competing needs of water for human 

consumption, waste assimilation, habitat sustainabi1ity, recreation, power production, and transporting 

people and goods; 

<~~~ RElY upon the capacity of the land to provide drinking water and wastewater disposal needs fn 

rural areas. Support the introduction or expansion of public water and sewer services in such areas 

only when there is a demonstrated environmental, public health, public safety, economic, social, or 

general welfare concern and then introduce such services only at a scale which responds to the existing 

need without serving as an attraction to more intensive development; 
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• UN D SRI A K E development activities within coastal 

areas and river corridors in an environmentally sensitive 

manner consistent with statutory goals and policies set 

forth in the Connecticut Coastal Management Act and 

the Multiple Use Rivers Act; and 

• P R 0 M 0 T E innovative land conservation and 

banking practices that further local, regional and state 

conservation and development objectives, and minimize 

the need to expand infrastructure to support new 

development in rural areas. 

Plans Prepared by State Agencies under State or Federal Law: 

• State Historic Preservation Plan (DECD} 

~/www.cl_gov.f-cc;,.t/Jlb /cct /state historic _preserva!l 

on pl_on_l"-tldi' 

• The Green Plan: Guiding Lond Acquisition and 

Protection in Connecticut (DEEP} 

http,f/www.ct.gov /dep /lib ( dep/open space/ green P 

ian. PDF 

o Connecticut Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 

Recreation Plan (DEEP} 

)lttpo//www.;:_hgpv /d~!;> /dep/outdoor recreation /sco 

rp/2011 ct scarp reviewdroft.pdf 

o Connecticut Forest Resource Assessment and Strategy (DEEP) 

''The lost Green Volley"- Northeastern CT: Aerial from 

www.~Jsweetnam.com 

http://www.ct.gov /dep.Llib /c!~.R.Lforestry I assessment an.d strategy/assessment strategv.pdf 

• Connecticut's Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (DEEP} 

http)/ www.ct.gov ( dep/cwp /view.asp2a= 2723&0 =329 520&deoN_\J_'L..YID= 171 2. 

• Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan (DEEP} 

httpo //www.ct.gov/dep /cwp /view.asp?a=2720&q= 3 25652&depNav GID= 1 654 

Examples of Performance Indicators for Measuring Progress: 

• Acreage of preserved/protected open space 

o Acreage of land being farmed in Connecticut 

• Acreage of preserved farmland 

• Percentage of Connecticut consumer dollars spent on locally produced farm products 

• Total value of Connecticut's agricultural industry 

• Number of beach closings 

• Acres of Inland Wetlands affected by activities subject to local or state permits 

• Tons of Nitrogen delivered to Long Island Sound from Connecticut 

• Oxygen depletion in Long Island Sound 

o Miles of stream supporting wild brook trout 
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Geographic Depiction of GMP 4 
The following map reflects the geographic areas generally supported by the policies of GMP 4. State-sponsored efforts to 

conserve and restore the natural environment, cultural and historical resources, and traditional rural lands are broadly 

i11ustrated through the following map criteria: 
1) Critical Habitat; 
2) Protected Open Space; 
3) La·rge Wetlands; 
4) Preserved Farmland; 
5) local Historic Districts 
6) l 00 year Flood Zones; and 

Growth ManagrnentPrincip[e 4 

·(//~~,~ Loc3! Histone Dis-\ricls 

8: Pr:J-teded Opt< .'I Sp3ce 

•• Lcrge 'Net!antl Soils("- 25 ac ) 

8 PreseiV~d Farml;:m<:! 

M 100Yo::ar Flood Zvne 
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLE #5 
p~~gteei· ~~)cl En~;eJte the h~*egdty t:o~ Envh©nrrtsnt~:d ,4ss.e?s Cd~~(;u~ h'f 

Pubfic HeaBh ~n:dl Saf-etv . - . ' 
Among the competing interests faced by land use dedsion

mokers1 none is of greater importance than protecting the 

public health and well-being of Connecticut's citizens. Best 

practices for protecting the air we breathe, the water we 

drink, and the food we eat are rooted in the value 

Connecticut h as placed upon its environment and working 

lands when planning for the future. Protecting and 

maintaining the functional qualities of natural systems is vital 

to maintaining our quality of life. 

A number of regulatory programs' of state agencies ore 

intended to protect Connecticut's residents by maintaining 

healthy air quality, ensuring a sofe and adequafe drinking 

water supply, requiring proper waste management and 

material handling, and preventing the s_pread of contagious 

diseases. Furthermore, planning for Connecticut's energy future will hove particularly broad implications on our 

environment and society. Regulatory approaches that are environmentally sound, allow for least-cost 

compliance options, provide operational flexibility, and offer incentives for pollution prevention should be 

actively pursued wherever practical to reduce the time and cost associated with doing business in Connecticut. 

It is also important that municipal land use commissions fully consider the bro~der regional implications of their 

decision-making processes, whenever there are potential impacts to the integrity of environmental assets and 

working lands that are critical to the well-being of citizens beyond their local- boundaries. 

State Agency Policies: 

• U T ll I Z E a multiple barrier approach, including source water protection and appropriate treatment, 

to ensure the availability of safe and adequate public water supplies that meet or exceed state and 

federal drinking water standards; 

• IDENTIFY water supply resources sufficient 
to meet existing demand, to mitigate water 

shortages during droughts, and to meet 

proiected growth and economic development 

over at least the next 50 years; 

• E N 5 U R E that water conservation is a priority 
consideration in all water supply planning 

activities and regulcitory decisions; 

• U T I ll L E an integrated watershed 
management approach to erisure that high 

quality existing and potential sources of public 

drinking water are maintained for human 

consumption; 

• MAN AGE development activities within 

floodplain areas in an environmentally sensitive 
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Conservation & Deve{op,r,n_ent Po-Hdes: '!- P!~n for Connecticut 

manner and seek to prevent the loss of life and. 

property in floodway~ by maintaining dikes1 channels, 

doms1 and other barriers; 

• PRESERVE and maintain traditional working 
lands for the production of food and fiber, and 
support niche ogricultural operations that enhance 

community food security throughout Connecticut; 

• AT T A! N National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
with emphasis on cost-effective strategies and 

effective enforcement of regulated sourcesi 

12o RED U C E carbon dioxide emissions in this state 

consistent with the recommendations of the Connecticut 

Climate Change Action Plan; 

e. P R 0 N\ 0 T E transportation alternatives to the 

automobile, such as bicycling, walking, and public 

transportation as a means to reducing energy 

consumption, air pollution, and obesity-1--elated health 

care costs; 

• 

• 

E M P H A S ! Z E pollution prevention, the efficient 
use of energyr ond recycling of material resources as 

the primary means of maintaining a clean and 

healthful environment; and 

P R 0 b. C T IV E l 'f AD tl R E $ 5 climate change 
adaptation strategies to manage the public health 
and safety risks associated with the potential 

. ~~-n ' , .. 

,_\sin$s 

c:'if::;~d,·dcL~ ·;;::, b.:~~~~>c;:hr·,H~; · f: 

increased frequency and/or severity af flooding and drought conditions~ 

water supplies, air quality and agriculture/aquaculture production. 

including impacts to public 

Plans Prepared by State Agencies under Stale or Federal law: 

• State Solid Waste Management Plan 

http)/www.ct.gov/dep/lib/depjwaste management and disposal/solid waste management _plan/ 

swmp final chapters and execsummar:t.J2.fif 

Q- Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan 

h!!J:2: //www.ct.gav /waterstatus/lib..L'ft 

aterstatus/Drought Preparedness & 

Response Plan.pdf 

e Connecticut Climate Change Action 

Plan 

http:// ctcl im atechange.com /wp

content /uploads/2009/03/CT Climat 

e Change Action Plan 2005.pdf 

111 State Natural Disaster Plan 

b.J.mdLwww .ct .gov / demhUlili/ demhs/ 

plans/connecticut natural disaster pi 

an - 2009.pdf 

Household Hazardous Waste co!!ection facility in Essex, established by the CT River Estuary 

Regional Planning Agency. Photo Credit: CRERPA 
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Conservation & Policies: A Plan for Connecticut 

Examples of Performance Indicators for Measuring Progress: 

• Percent of public water systems meeting drinking water quality standards 

o Number of HGood Air Days" 

• Pollution Index Values (average of all measured air pollutants) 

• Amount of municipal solid waste sent to landfills 

• Number of school systems, restaurants and state institutions contracting with Connecticut 

farms 

Geographic Depiction of GMP 5 
The following mop reflects the geographic areas generally supported by the policies of GMP 5. State~sponsored 

efforts to protect and ensure the integrity of environmental assets critical to public health ond safety are broadly 

illustrated through the following mop criteria: 

1) Aquifer Protection Areas; 

2) CT Hurricane Surge Inundation; 

3) Area of Contribution to Water Supply Well; 

4) Suitable Drinking Water Ouo!ity Areas; 

5) Water Quality Improvement Areas; and 

6) 100 year Flood Zones. 

Growih Managment Principle 5 

V/0] Aquifer Protection Area 

~ CT Hurricane Sl.lrge Inundation 

lllfioO Year Flood Zone 

500 Year Flood Zone 

W:J. Area of COI'ltrlbution to Public supply vve!l 
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Conser~_at~o_rl __ & __ ~ev.ef_o_p_~ertt __ ~(J-~-~-~~~s: -~ Pion for Connecticut 

GROWTH MANAGEMENT PRII'-ICIPLE #-6 

P!anni'ng Regions in Connecticut 

In order for Connecticut to 

compete and thrive in the global 

economy over the coming years 

and decades, the constituent units 

of state, regional and municipal 

government must leverage their 

myriad assets in a manner that 

will enhance the vibrancy of the 

overall state _economy and its, 

populace. While Connecticut· is 

considered a small state in 

geographic terms, it must also be 

recognized that there is a wealth 

of diversity and character that 

defines each of its regions. 

In order to better capture the 

unique qualities of each region1 

Public Act 1 0-1 38 requires that 

the 2013-2018 State C&D Pion 

revision be prepared through a new process known as "cross-acceptance." The Act defines cross-acceptance 

as "a process by which planning policies of different levels of government are compared and differences 

between such policies ore reconciled with the purpose of attaining compatibility between local, regional and 

state plans." 

OPM will continue to facilitate the cross-acceptance process on a voluntary basis with regional planning 

organizations and their member municipalities, state agencies and the public, in order to develop consensus 

around a set of conservation and development priorities far each region. Once this is accomplished, there will 

be a reciprocal responsibility far both local land· use decision-makers and state agencies to _plan and act 

according to the regiOnal growth strategies. 

State Agency Policies 

• DE VEl 0 P AND IMPLEMENT o robust framework for geographic information shoring that 

will service the common needs of all users ond permit the orderly storage, arganization1 and handling 

of Iorge amounts of geographic data; 

• f N ~ T tATE a progressive progrom for the shoring of planning data among state agencies, regional 

planning organizotions1 and municipalities; 

• SUP P 0 R T the creation of an objective and uniform public water and sewer need assessment 

protocol that considers the capacity of the land to accommodate decentralized water and sewage 

systems far existing and future development needs; 
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• P R 0 \f! DE advisory statements to state 

required under CGS Section 1 6a-31 
agencies as 

when they 

prepare required programmatic plans and undertake 

certain actions using state or federal funds, to ensure 

that the State C&D Plan is implemented on a consistent 

basis; 

• ASS! S T municipalities and regional planning 

organizations in the planning and implementation of 

cooperative ventures that are intended to reduce the 

property tax burden on residents1 while providing 

essential services and equipment mor~ efficiently; and 

e EN C 0 U R AGE regional planning organizations 

and economic development districts to develop 

coordinated and effective regional plans and 

strategies for implementing projects that address 

region-specific needs. 

Plans Prepared by State Agencies under State or Federal 

Law: 

• State Facility Plan 

http,/ /www.ct.gov / opm /lib /opm / assets/facilityplans/s 

tate facilitt_ plan - 2011-201 6.pdf 

Examples of Performance Indicators for Measuring Progress: 

• Number of 

requirement 

plans of 

municipalities ond regional 

for updating their 

conservation and 

development; 

e Number of municipalities that have 

adopted the CT Geospatial 

Information Systems Coun.cil-

endorsed parcel standard; 

o Number of applications received 

by OP M for interim changes to the 

State C&D Plan; 

.. Number of new cooperative 

ventures (inter-municipal and 

regional) for sharing regional 

services or equipment; and 

planning organizations 

"· 

· hcush~~; 
::!~1.bk:: 1:<; hF..;>,;s,'.'h·<;)ids •.;.f 

[) 

in compliance with the 1 0-year 

• Estimated annual cost savings from 

cooperative ventures begun under 

the Regional Performance Incentive 

Program and the Inter-town Capital 

Equipment Sharing Program. 

lond Use Academy Training by the University of Connecticut Center for Land Use Education 

and Research ICLEARl ct Utonn. Phcto Credit: Uc:cnn CLEAR 
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LOCA TIONAL GUIDE MAP 

CGS Section 16a-31 (a} requires state agencies to determine the consistency of their proposed actions with the 

State C&D Plan. CGS Section 16a-25 defines the State C&D Plan as "the text of such plan and any 

accompanying locational guide map." Whenever a state agency is uncertain of a proposed action's 

consistency with the State C&D Plan, it shall request an advisory report from OPM under CGS Section 1 6a-

31 (b). 

Past revisions of the State C&D Plan included policies in both the Plan text and the locational guide map 

(LGM), in order to assist state agencies in determining the consistency of their pro,posed actions. The LGM 

policies included four "development" classifications (i.e., Regional Centers, Neighborhood Conservation Areas, 

Growth Areas & Rural Community Centers) and four "conservation" classifications (Existing Preserved Qpen 

Space, Preservation Areas, Conservation. Areas & Rural Lands). . 

The existence of both text and map policies increasingly caused confusion over recent years, leading some 

individuals to believe that the LGM alone could be relied upon for determining a proposed action's consistency 

with the State C&D Plan. This was never intended to be the case, nor is it the case with this new LGM .. 

The new requirements associated with the Priority Funding Area (PFA) statutes have necessitated a shift in the 

role of the LGM. First and foremost 1 the LGM no longer reflects its .traditional policy-based classifications 

noted above. Instead, the LGM more generaHy reflects the predominant existing conditions associated with the 

map criteria used to delineate the boundaries of PFAs (see below). 

In order to more appropriately reflect the diversity of state agency administered programs, such as identified 

in Appendix A, OPM recommends that the LGM criteria be used to separate PFAs into both Priority 

Development Areas and Priority Conservation Areas. The intended result of this distinction is a better 

integration of the LGM with the Growth Management Principles and associated policies in the text. 

This new role is· intended to serve two purposes: 1) it reinforces the policies contained in the text of the State 

C&D Plan as the primary determinant of consistency for a proposed action; and 2) it ensures that any LGM 

reference is a secondary consideration only after a proposed action has been deemed consistent with the 

policies of the State C&D Plan. This will allow state agencies to operate with suffitient discretion and 

transparency, as afforded to them in CGS Section 1 6a-35d. 

After a sponsoring agency determines that a proposed action is cOnsistent with the C&D Plan policies, it shall 

consult the LGM to determine whether the proposed action falls within a PFA. 

The PFA exception process provided in CGS Section 16a-35d recognizes that the scale of the State C&D Plan's 

LGM cannot accurately reflect the land use detail of a municipal plan of conservation and development 

prepared under CGS Section 8-23. The PFA exception process provides a mechanism for state agencies to 

consider funding projects that have been deemed consistent with the State C&D Plan policies and are locally 

supported, even though they may not be located in a PFA. CGS Section 16a-35d(c) requires agencies to 

report annually on grants provided for such proiects located outside of a PFA, and the reasons therefore. 
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While the LGM attempts to make a general distinction between Priority Development Areas and Priority 

Conservation Areas, the PFA exception process enables an agency such as the Department of Agriculture to 

support community-based agriculture in urban areas and, likewise, an agency such as the Department of 

Economic and Community Development {DECD) to support rural community development, when appropriate. 

Similarly, in areas that do not contain conservation or development criteria (i.e., Undesignated Areas), on 

agency may also consider funding a proposed action that has been deemed consistent with the policies of the 

State C&D Plan and has fulfilled the procedural requirements of the PFA exception process. An agency may 

also exercise its discretion to not fund a project, even one that has been deemed consistent with the State C&D 

Plan ond is located in the appropriate PFA. 

Finally, the definition of "growth-related proiect" in CGS Section l 6a-35c provides several examples of state 

agency actions that are exempt from the PFA requirements, including: 

a maintenance, repair, additions or renovations to existing facilities, acquisition of land for public safety 

telecommunications towers, parks, conservation and open space, and acquisition of agricu!turql, 

conservation and historic easements; 

• funding for certain single or multi-family housing projects and projects that promote fair housing choice 

and racial and economic integration; 

o projects at existing facilities needed to comply with state environmental or health laws or regulations; 

111 school construction proiects funded by the Department of Education; 

• libraries, municipally owned property or public buildings used for government purposes. 

Priority Development Areas 

Priority Development Areas are delineated based on conditions that exist at the Census Block level, which is the 

smallest geographical unit delineated by the U.S. Census Bureau. Census Blocks are statistical areas which in 

Connecticut are typically bounded by visible features, such as streets, roads, streams, and railroad lines. 

Generally, Census Blocks in denser urban communities are small in area, such as a block in a city that is 

bounded on all sides by streets. However, Census Blocks in suburban and rural areas may be large, or 

irregular, and bounded by a variety of features, such as roads or streams. The use of Census Blocks is 

intended to allow for greater flexibility in the application and use of the LGM reflecting characteristics of an 

area. For example, a specific Census Block may be partially served by public water and/or sewer, and thus 

the entire block would appear to be served by these utilitfes. Any such limitations in the use of Census Blocks in 

this LGM should not be construed as influencing local land .use and zoning decisions or municipal plans of 

conservation and development; nor should it create any expectation for future utility service where none 

currently exists. 

Priority Conservation Areas 

Priority Conservation Areas are delineated based on more natural conditions that reflec::t environmental or 

natural resource values. In contrast to the Priority Development Areas, which are based on man-made Census 

Blocks, Priority Conservation Areas are based on existing environmental Conditions, such as soils or elevation, 

which typically do not have visible boundaries. Like Priority Development Ar'eas, these areas are not defined 

based on zoning or land use, but rather the presence of natural resources or areas that contribute to the 

conservation or protection of those resources. 

Additional Considerations: 

l) Balanced Growth Areas -Areas that meet the criteria of both Priority Development Areas and Priority 

Conservation Areas are classified as Balanced Growth Areas. State agencies that propose certain 
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actions in these areas must provide balanced consideration of all factors in determining the extent to 

which it is consistent with the policies of the State C&D Plan. For example, a state-sponsored 

development action (e.g., business expansion) proposed in a Balanced Growth Area that is also 

characterized as a Drinking Water Supply Watershed would need to consider the integrity of the 

drinking water supply in determining the consistency of its· proposed action. Likewise, a state

sponsored conservation action (e.g., farmland preservation) in a Balanced Growth Area that includes 

water and sewer utilities would need to consider the ¥lability of the operation as well as other local 

and regional interests. 

2) Vi/fage Growth Areas -In the stale's more rural municipalities, traditional village centers are considered 

to be Priority Funding Areas. The inclusion of Village Growth Areas is intended to recognize the unique 

characteristics and development needs of these areas, in accordance with CGS S,ection 16a-35e. 

Village Growth Areas are based on. the boundaries of the former Rural Community Center classification 

from the 2005-2010 State C&D Plan. Such "boundaries will be modified, as necessary, upon 

consideration Of municipal input and public c.omrilents. 

3) Undesignated Areas - Undesignated Areas on the LGM are typically rural in nature and lack the 

criteria necessary for being delineated as either Priority Development or Priority Conservation Areas. 

LGM Classifications' 

Priority Development Areas are classified by Census Blocks that include: 

& Designation as an Urban Area or Urban Cluster in the 2010 Census 

tl- Boundaries that intersect a 1/2 mile buffer surrounding existing or planned mass-transit stations 

G Existing or planned sewer service 

o Existing or planned water service 

• Local bus service 

Note: Additional priority is assigned to a Census Block that meets any of the above criteria and is 

located within a Distressed'Municipality, Targeted lnvestment1 ar Public Investment Community 

Priority Conservation Areas include: 

e Core Forest Areas Greater than 250 acres based on the 2006 Land Cover Dataset 

119 Existing or potential drinking water supply watersheds 

0 Aquifer Protection Areas 

• Wetland Soils greater than 25 acres 

e Prime or locally important agricultural sOils greater than 25 acres 

o Category l, 21 or 3 Hurricane Inundation Zones 

• 1 00 year Flood Zones 

• Critical Habitats 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Examples of State Agency-Administered Programs 

Name 

Small Town Economlc Assistance Program 

Housing for Economic Growth Program/Incentive Housing 

Zones 

Coastal Management Program 

Lakes 

Administering 

Various 

DEEP 
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1 agencies are 

here because such agencies rnoke every effort to implement their programs in a manner that is consistent with the State C&D Plan. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Initial Outreach on the 2013-2018 State C&D Plan Revision Process 

(February 2011 -September 2011) 

State Agency Workshops 

1. March 2, 2011 

Regional Workshops 

l. March 3, 2011 

2. March 23, 2011 

3. March 29, 2011 

4. March 29, 2011 

5. April 4, 2011 

6. April 6, 2011 

7. April 7, 2011 

8. April 11, 201 1 

9. April 14, 2011 

10. April 20, 2011 

11. April 27, 201 1 

1 2. June 21, 201 1 

DECD, DEP, DOAg, DOT, DPH, DPW, CDA, CHFA, SHPO 

Southwestern Planning Region 

Central CT Planning Region 

Litchfield Hills Planning Region 

Northeastern CT Planning Region 

Greater Bridgeport Planning Region 

Central Naugatuck Volley Planning Region 

Windham Planning Region 

Lower CT River Valley Planning Region 

South Central CT Planning Region 

Housatonic Volley Planning Region 

Southeastern CT Planning Region 

Capitol Planning Region 

Note: Northwestern CT and the Valley Planning Regions reported insufficient interest for organizing regional 

workshops. Member municipalities of those regions were invited to attend workshops in their respective 

neighboring regions of Litchfield Hills and Greater Bridgeport. 

Outreach to Other Organi:zations (upon request) 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

April 5, 201 1 

April 5, 2011 

April 29, 2011 

May 20, 2011 

CT Partnership for Strong Communities 

CT Water Planning Council 

CT Association of Water Pollution Control Authorities 

CT Water Works Association- Legislative Committee 

5. June 10, 2011 CT Chapter of the American Planning Association- Hot Topics in 

land Use law and Practice Forum 

6. June 15,2011 

7. July 25, 2011 

8. August 3, 2011 

CT Farmland Preservation Advisory Board 

The Nature Conservancy in Connecticut, Connecticut Fund for the 

Environment, CT Forest and Park Association, 1000 Friends of 

Connecticut, CT Audubon Society, CT league of Conservation Voters, 

CT land Conservation Council, CT Chapter of the Sierra Club 

Middlesex Chamber af Commerce- Environment, Land Use and 

Energy Committee 

9. September 15, 2011 CT Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Board 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Comparison of Municipal and Regional Pia ns of Conservation and 

Development with the Initial Draft of the 2013-2018 Stale C&D Plan 

Stole Agency Workshops 

1. January 11,2012 

2. January 30, 2012 

3. January 30, 2012 

4. February 2, 2012 

*quasi-public agency 

Plan Comparison Workshops 

1. January 17, 2012 

2. January 19, 2012 

3. January 24,2012 

4. January 31,2012 

5. February 1, 2012 

6. February 2, 201 2 

7. February 7, 2012 

8. February 8, 2012 

9. February 9, 2012 

10. February 15, 2012 

11. February 16, 2012 

12. February 17, 2012 

1 3. February 23, 201 2 

14. March 8, 2012 

(January 2012- February 2012) 

DECD, DEEP, DOAg, DOT, DPH, DCS, CDA*, CHFA*, Cl* 

DEEP 

DOT 

DPH 

Southeastern CT Planning Region 

Valley Planning Region 

Capitol Planning Region 

Central Naugatuck Va!!ey Planning Region 

Southwestern Planning Region 

Central CT Planning Region 

Northeastern CT Planning Region 

Greater Bridgeport Planning Region 

Housatonic Valley Planning Region 

Litchfield Hills Planning Region 

Lower CT River Valley Planning Region 

Windham Planning Region 

South Central CT Planning Region 

. Northwestern CT Planning Region 
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ATTACHMENT D 

"Principles of Smart Growth" as defined by Public Act 09-230 

"Principles of smart growth" means standards and objectives that support and encourage smart growth when 

used to guide actions and,decisions1 including, but not limited to, standards and criteria for: 

(A) integrated planning or investment that coordinates tax, transportation, housing, environmental and economic 

development policies at the state, regional and locO I level, 

(B) the reduction of reliance on the property tax by municipalities by creating efficiencies and coordination of 

services on the regional level while reducing interlocal competition for grand list growth, 

(C) the redevelopment of existing infrastructure and resources, including, but not limited to brownfie!ds and 

historic places, 

(D) transportation choices that provide alternatives to automobiles, including rail, public transit, bikeways and 

walking, while reducing energy consumption1 

(E) the development or preservation of housing affordable to households of varying income in locations 

proximate to transportation or employment centers or locations compatible with smart growth, 

(F) concentrated, mixed-use, mixed income development proximate to transit nodes and civic, employment or 

cultural centers, and 

(G) the conservation and protection of natural resources by (i} preserving open space, water resources, 

farmland, environmentally sensitive areas and historic properties, and (ii) furthering energy efficiency 

CGS Sec. 4-371 states1 "When considering any grant application submitted in connection with a proposed 

development, rehabilitation or other construction project, a state agency shall consider whether such proposal 

complies with some or all of the principles of smart growth provided in Section l of Public Act 09-230* 

*Note: Section 1 of Public Act 09-230 is special in nature and therefore has not been codified but remains 

in full force and effect according to its terms. 
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ATTACHMENT E 

Glossary of Terms 

Connecticut Heritage Area - "a place within the state that has been identified by the General Assembly as 

having significant historic, recreational, cultural, natural and scenic resources that form an important part of the 

state's heritage." (CGS Sec. 23-81) 

Note: CGS Sec. 23-81 a slates that the "General Assembly recognizes two Connecticut. Heritage Area so ( 1) 

The Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage Corridor, and (2) the Upper Housatonic 

Valley National Heritage Area." 

Freight Village (a.k.a. Integrated Logistics Center) - "A defined area within which all activities relating to 

transport, logistics and the distribution of goods, both for national and international transit, are carried out by 

various operators." 

Howard J. Mann, Manager, Freight Planning, NYMTC, "Freight Village: What it is; What if does; Feasibility in NYMTC 

Region" 

Infrastructure- "The physical components of interrelated systems providing commodities and services essential 

to enable, sustain, or enhance societal living conditions", such as roadways, rail stations, rail lines, airports and 

facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, pump stations and collection systems, public water supply treatment 

facilities, electrical grids, telecommunications. etc. 

Fulmer, Jeffrey (2009). "What in the world is infrastructure?" PEl Infrastructure Investor (July/August): 30-32. 

life-Cycle Costs- The total costs of ownership of an asset or facility from its inception to the end of its useful 

life. The costs include the design, engineering, construction, operation, maintenance, and repair of the asset. 

Life-cycle costs provide the information to compare proiect alternatives from the perspective of least cost of 

ownership over the life of the project or asset. Life-cycle cost calculotions use the "time value of money" 

concept to evaluate alternatives an a common basis. Net Present Value {NPV) computations bring all 

anticipated expenses of a proiect or asset, over its entire useful life, to a present day value that is then used 

for comparison with other alternatives. 

CT Siting Council Investigation into the Electric Transmission Line Life-Cycle Costs- Draft Report dated March J 6, 2012 

Natural Area "an area of land or water, or land and water, containing, or potentially containing, plant or 

animal life or features of biological, scientific, educational, geological, paleontological, or scenic value worthy 

of preservation in their natural conditionn (CGS Sec. 23-Sb) 

Northeast Mega region- The string of metropolitan areas from Boston, MA to Washington, DC 
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Regional Center- Municipalities identified as such on the 2013-2018 State C&D Plan's Locational Guide Map 

Transit-Oriented Development -"the development of residential, commercial and employment centers within 

one-half mile or walking distance of public transportation facilities, including rail and bu's rapid transit and 

services, that meet transit supportive standards for land uses, built environment densities and walkable 

environments, in order to facilitate and encourage the use of those services" (CGS Sec. 13b~79kk) 

Waters (of the State) - "all tidal waters, harbors
1 

estuaries, rivers, brooks, watercourses, waterways1 wells, 

springs, lakes, ponds, marshes, drainage systems and all other surface or underground streams, bodies or 

accumulations of water, natural or artificial, public or private, which are contained within, flow through or 

border upon this state or any portion thereof" (CGS Sec 22a-367) 

State Agency Acronyms 
OPM -Office of Policy and Management 

DPH - Departmentof Public Health 

DOT- Department of Transportation 

DOAg- Department of Agriculture 
DEEP- Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

DECO- Department of Economic and Community Development 

DCS- Department of Construction Services 

CHFA- Connecticut Housing Finance Authority 
CEFIA- Clean Energy Finance and Investment Authority 

CDA- Connecticut Development Authoirty 

-220-



Item #16 

TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

Fax To: 
Chronicle: 423-7641; Journal Inquirer: (860) 646-9867; Daily Campus: 486-4388; WI-JUS: 486-

2955; WILl: 456-9501; Hartford Courant: (860) 241-3866; Reminder Press: 875-2089 

Point of Contact: CINDY DAINTON, SENIOR CENTER COORDINATOR 

MANSFIELD SENIOR CENTER 
860-429-0262 

For Immediate Release 

National Senior Center Month celebration at the Mansfield Senior Center 

September 10-15, 2012- The Mansfield Senior Center is celebrating National Senior 

Center Month during the week of September 1oth through the 151h Theme Days and 

Special Events will be held throughout the week. Making Connections at the Senior 

Center is the overall theme for the week. 

All individuals age 55 years of age or older are invited to see what happens at the 

Mansfield Senior Center. Programs will be offered free of charges so that individuals 

have the opportunity to experience a class or program before making a longer term 

commitment The Senior Center offers 8 to 12 programs a day providing a full spectrum 

of social, recreational, and educational classes. 

Cindy Dainton, Mansfield Senior Center Coordinator, states "I am excited to show the 

community all of the activ.ities that go on at the Mansfield Senior Center"_ According to 

reports from last year, over 21,000 logged events were done at the senior center by 785 

unduplicated individuals arid 1,000 guests. 

The Senior Center is open Monday through Friday from 8:30am to 4:30pm. It is located 

at 303 Maple Road in Storrs/Mansfield. Come and see what the Mansfield Senior 

Center has to offer. 

For additional information on the news that is the subject of this release (or for a 

sample, copy or demo), contact Cindy Dainton or visit www.mansfieldctorg_ 

### 
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Town of Mansfield 
Proclamation in Recognition of September 2012 as Senior Center Month. 

WHEREAS, older Americans are significant members of our society, investing 
their wisdom and experience to help enrich and better the lives of younger 
generations; and 

WHEREAS, the Mansfield Senior Center has acted as a catalyst for 
mobilizing the creativity, energy, vitality, and commitJnent of the older residents 
of Mansfield; and 

WHEREAS, through the wide array of services, programs, and activities, the 
senior center empowers older citizens of Mansfield to contribute to their own 
health and well-being and the health and well-being of their fellow citizens of all 
ages; and 

WHEREAS, the Mansfield Senior Centers affinns the dignity, self-worth, and 
independence of older persons by facilitating their decisions and actions; tapping 
their experiences, skills, and knowledge; and enabling their continued 
contributions to the community; 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Mayor Elizabeth C. Paterson do hereby proclaim 
September 2012 Senior Center Month, and call upon all the citizens of Mansfield 
to recognize the special contributions of the senior center participants and the 
special efforts of the staff and volunteers who work every day to enhance the well
being of the older citizens of our community. 
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August 14,2012 

Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 
Town of Mansfield 

Government Finance Officers Association 
203 N. LaSalle Street- Suite 2700 
Chicago, IL 6060 I 

Phone (312) 977-9700 Fax (312) 977-4806 

4 So. Eagleville Road 
Storrs Mansfield CT 06268-2574 

Dear Mr. Hart: 

Item fll8 

We are pleased to notify you that your comprehensive annual financial report for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011 
qualifies for a Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting. The Certificate of Achievement is the 
highest form of recognition in govemmental accounting and financial reporting, and its attainment represents a significant 
accomplishment by a government and its management 

The Certiftcate of Achievement plaque will be shipped to: 

Cheryl A. Trahan 
Director of Finance 

under separate cover in about eight weeks. We hope that you will arrange for a formal presentation of the Certificate and 
Award of Financial Reporting Achievement; and that appropriate publicity will be given to this notable achievement. A 
sample news release is enclosed to assist with this effort. In addition, details of recent recipients of the Certificate of 
Achievement and other information about Certificate Program results are available in the "Awards Program" area of our 
website, www.gfoa.org. 

We hope that your example will encourage other government officials m their efforts to achieve and maintain an 
appropriate standard of excellence in financial reporting. 

Sincerely, 
Govemment Finance Officers Association 

Stephen J. Gauthier, Director 

Technical Services Center 

SJG/ds 
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Two New Juvenile Review Boards Established to Service the 
10 Town United Services Youth Service Bureau Region 

The United Services, Inc Youth Service Bureau has been working 

closely with the Nonheasrern Connenicut Juv~nile Review Bo:ud 

subcommittee and recently announced plans to establish rwo Juvenile 

Review Boards to serve the ten cown Youth Service Bureau area, 

partnering with the local non-profit organiz3tion TEEG. 

Juvenile Review boards are community based progr~tms cslablished 
to deal with juvenile delinquency issues, and to provide a process for 

youth w be held accountable without placing them into the Juvenile 

Justice system. For most )RBs, the youth and the p:nents must sit 
before the board and answer questions abom the youth's behavior. 

The JRB then comes up with a plan for the youth- The youth is 
expected to acknowledge his/her mistakes, agree ro make restitution for 

any cost that their transgression may have caused, agree w perforrn 
some type of community service commensurate with their transgression 

and demonstrate thar they have lca.rned from their mistakes. Sometimes 
the Youth Service Bureau will also need to help the yourh/family 

acquire mental health services when necessary. 
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• Item #20 

I 
INSIGHT INTO THE LATEST SOCIAL, FINANCIAL AND POLITICAL MOVEMENTS SHAPING AMERICA'S COMMUNITIES 

A rash of California 
bankruptcies don't tell 
the full story of cities' 
fiscal health, experts 
say. Local conditions 

and different state 

regulations affect how 
individual cities fare. 

or a while, it seemed as 
if the sky was falling-
thJ'ee California cities in 
quick succession headed 
toward fonnal bankn1ptcy, 
bringing the total munbel' 

oflLS. municipalities filing or declaring 
intentions to ftle bankruptcy tbis year to 
nine. Still, though it's clear that many 
cities are racing nnanclal challenges, 
the full picture of cities' flscal health 
is a lot murkier and mot'e complicated 
than a sinlple Chicken Little tale. 

Consider, for example, this number: 
19,000. That is how many municipalities 
Lhere are in the United States. In that 
context, nin~ bankruptcies is not very many. 

In fact, since 1980, less than 0.5 percent 
of all localities issuing debt have gone 
through bankruptcy, according to a report 
from the Pew Center on the States. That rate 

August 2012! www.america.ncityandco~-,B;9crm 

remained unehanged even dnL'i11g the Great. 
Hec~ssion~ which ~)fficially (:'nded~ in 2000. 

"These have always been rare cases," 
says Chris Hoene, researd1 director for 
the National Le.ague of' Cities. "It'll be a 
little Jess rare [now]. But in a couol.ry vvit.h 

"19,000 rnunit~ipaliLie.s, the totalJHilnhers in 
1'l1<·~ end won'l.lell <1 story that's indicative 
of' most of l hf: l"C::It of' the COUll try." 

Take the c~u;es of those three 

California cities. Stockton, lVlamn1ot.h 
Lakes and San Bern<lrdino declared 
they would seek bankntptcy protection, 
a !I within about a month. Stockton, 
with ahuost 300,000 people, is the 
biggestlLS. city to file bankruptcy. 

But all three cities fell victim to particular 
circmnstances, Hoene says. In ?vlammoth 
Lakes, a tiny 'tourist town, a major contract 
went awry. Stockton and San Bernardino, 
meanwhile, "represent the more exlrerne 
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issues~ rends 

end of the impact oftbis recr::ssion on
cities,'' he says. "They·were siTuggling 
cities before the recession ... And they were. 
extremely hard-hit hy t·he hm1sing m:wkeL" 

Stod:ton and San Bern;u·dino ~tre 
located in regi(lllS that Hre among the 
top fJ-ve areas h<n·dest hit by the housing 
bust, I:T.oene snys. Stockt'Oil btl$ the second 

highest f'oreclosure rate in the country. 
Indeed. while many cities are suffering 

H.nancially, some ftre hurting more than 
others. The difference, Hoene says, 
"depends almost entire'Jy on where the city 
is. There are cert<1in regions that are doing 
better than others. And within regions, it 
often depends on '\-vhat parr of the bo"using 
rnarket you're .in ... Geogr<~phy matters here.'' 

It rnatters, too, the state in which a 
city is located. Some states prevent local 
governments from filing bankruptcy 
-- it looks bad for everybod,v, including 
the state. So \Vhen a city's fmances 
look shaky} t.he·state \viii step in. 

That's ,.vhat happened in Harrisburg~ 
Pa., after the capital city's deht service on 
incineratot· bonds grew to $68 milliop, 
more than the city's entire general fund 

August 20121 WVV'N.americancityandcounty.cO~ 3 0-

V'eryfew 
i·~)cal governments 
~~ave defaulted 

budget. In 2011, the state appointed 
a receivet· for Harri.slmrg and blocked 
the city f'rom ftling fOr bankruptcy. 

Iv'lichigau also sel%ed control of several 
stntgg.ling comnJuniti.es, including Flint and 
Pont-iac, a11d it forced Den·olt. to cut~~ deal 
t.o avoid takeovel'. Rhode Island tookc.ontrol 
over finHnces in t·ln:ee troubled cities. 

EYen if a city declares banki.·uptc.y, 
that doesn't me au it's off the book for 
its bills. A court or other arbitrator 
decides wlw gets paid, when and how 
n1uch. Bondholders Bre almost always 
protected in that process, though 
employees aucl retiret:s n1ay fare \Norse. 

The bott01n line, Hoene says, is that 
assessing cities' financial health these 
days is tricky. "It's lH1rd to aggregate 
across the country because situations 
vary so nmch,'' he says. "But generally 
speaking, after a recession of this 
magnitude and several years of dO"wntnrn 
for recovery, most citjes are facing some 
heightened level of fiscal stress." 

l ... any Con le.y 
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