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REGULAR MEETING- MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL 
November 26, 2012 

DRAFT 

Mayor Elizabeth Paterson called the regular meeting of the Mansfield Town Council to order 

at 7:30p.m. in the Council Chamber of the Audrey P. Beck Building. 

I. ROLL CALL 
Present: Freudmann, Keane, Kochenburger, Moran, Paterson, Ryan, Shapiro 

Excused: Paulhus, Schaefer 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Ms. Moran moved and Ms. Keane seconded to approve the minutes of the November 13, 

2012 as presented. The motion passed with all in favor except Mr. Kochenburger who 

abstained. 

Ill. PUBLIC HEARING 
1. Proposed Open Space Acquisitions 

a. Marshall Property 
b. Malek Property 

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, questioned the difference between the appraised and 

assessed value of the properties and wondered why the Town paid for an appraisal when 

there are appraisers on staff. He urged the Council not to rubber stamp the committees' 

recommendations. 
The public hearing was closed at 7:35 p.m. 

IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL 

Alison Hilding, Southwood Road, objected to some of the businesses being brought into 

Storrs Center, including Price Chopper. Ms. Hilding is concerned with both their 

employment practices and the types of products sold. 

Tom Peters, Michele Lane, expressed concerns with the sub optimal choices being made 

regarding tenants in Storrs Center, noting these are political decisions. 

Ric Hossack, Middle Turnpike, asked about the temporary lighting at Storrs Center. 

Chris Viles, Willimantic, suggested there are better alternatives for grocery stores. Price 

Chopper supports the Food Market Institute which works to limit nutritional labeling and 

endorses horrible labor practices. 

Betty Wassmundt, Old Turnpike Road, asked if the blasting currently being undertaken 

was planned for; whether the cost overruns incurred would be paid from Town funds; and 

if those specific funds would be reimbursed? 

Brian Anderson, Ridge Road, echoed the comments regarding Price Chopper expressed 

by earlier speakers, noting the employees are not paid a decent wage. Mr. Anderson 

thanked the Council for exploring a Responsible Contractor's Ordinance and voiced 

support for the open space purchases. 

Arthur Smith, Mulberry Road, questioned transparency in the Ethics Code and the lack of 

a defined appeals process. 

V. REPORT OF THE TOWN MANAGER 
In addition to presenting his written report the Town Manager agreed to look into whether 

the December 4, 2012 meeting with the State's Department of Construction Services 

could be expanded to include additional Councilors and what the ramifications of that 
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decision would be with regards to the Freedom of Information laws. Mr. Hart will also 
forward the CREC proposal for services and the answer to the question regarding their 
evaluation of the Town's ability to r~novate like new, posed by the Council, as soon as 
the information becomes available. The Town is awaiting the hook up of the street lights 
by the utilities, work is underway. 

VI. REPORTS AND COMMENTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS 
No comments offered 

VII. OLD BUSINESS 
2. Storrs Center Update 
Town Manager Matt Hart reported traffic patterns in Storrs Center have changed, 
additional businesses have opened, and the Planning and Zoning Commission approved 
the amendments to the Storrs Center Special Design District. In response to questions 
asked during public comment, Mr. Hart noted allegations regarding undocumented 
workers were never proven; the blasting is part of the scope of the project; and, as in the 
past, reserve accounts will be used to fund cost overruns and the accounts will be 
replenished. 

3. Community/Campus Relations 
Sergeant Cournoyer, Resident Trooper Supervisor, provided an update on community 
policing activities during the fall season and plans for the upcoming spring. 

The Mayor commended Sgt. Cournoyer and the troopers for the work they have done, 
their ability to reach out and communicate with students, and the working relationship 
they have developed with the UConn Police Department. 

Ms. Moran also commended those students who have helped to shift the culture on 
campus. 

4. Marshall Property Open Space Acquisition 
Jennifer Kaufman, Natural Resource and Sustainability Coordinator and Jim Morrow, 
Chair of the Open Space Committee, presented an overview of the proposed 
acquisitions. 

Ms. Keane moved and Mr. Ryan seconded, effective November 26, 2012 to authorize the 
Town Manager to execute the purchase of the 17 -acre Marshall Property, as identified on 
Assessor's Map 21, Block 55, Lot A, for a price not to exceed $16,000. 

Councilors discussed the value of protecting this parcel, the prioritization of properties by 
the Open Space Committee and the comparable prices in the appraisal. 

Mr. Ryan moved to call the question. Seconded by Ms. Moran the motion passed with all 
in favor except Ms. Keane and Mr. Kochenburger who voted no. 

The motion was approved with all in favor except Mr. Freudmann who voted no. 

5. Malek Property Open Space Acquisition 
Mr. Shapiro moved and Ms. Keane seconded, effective November 26, 2012, to authorize 
the Town Mamiger to execute the purchase of the Malek Property, as identified on 
Assessor's Map 33, Block 97, Lot 31, for a price not to exceed $25,000. 
The motion passed with all in favor except Mr. Freud mann who voted no. 

VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
6. Appointment to Region 19 Board of Education 
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Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded, effective November 26, 2012, to appoint Mr. 

Casey Cobb as a Mansfield Representative to the Region 19 Board of Education until the 

next municipal election. 
Motion passed unanimously. 

7. Proposed Agricultural Land Usage Agreement Policy and Model Agricultural Lease 

Jennifer Kaufman, Natural Resource and Sustainability Coordinator and AI Cyr, Chair of 

the Agriculture Committee, presented an overview of the newly proposed Agricultural 

Land Use Policy Agreement and changes to the current lease. 

Mr. Shapiro moved and Ms. Moran seconded, effective November 26, 2012, to: 

1) adopt the proposed Agricultural Land Usage Agreement Policy; 

2) approve the proposed model Agricultural Lease; and 

3) authorize the Town Manager to execute approve bridge leases with existing tenants 

for a term commencing on April 1, 2013 and expiring on September 30, 2013. 

Ms. Keane moved and Mr. Kochenburger seconded to table the motion until the 

December 10, 2012 meeting in order to include the changes to the language offered by 

the Town Attorney and Ms. Keane. 
The motion to table passed unanimously. 

A summary of properties currently covered by bridge leases will be provided for the next 

meeting. 

8. Discussion of Section 25-7(L) of the Code of Ethics 

Mayor Paterson brought this item of discussion to the Council in response to an Ethic 

Board decision regarding her oversight in noting her Town affiliations while commenting 

to the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

Ms. Moran moved and Ms. Keane seconded to have the Mayor and Town Manager send 

a brief letter to appointed and elected members of boards and commissions to remind 

them that when they are speaking in public they must identify themselves and all of their 

affiliations and who they are speaking for in accordance with the Ethics Code. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

9. Regional Performance Incentive Program Application 

Mr. Ryan moved and Mr. Shapiro seconded, effective November 26, 2012, to endorse 

the Regional Performance Incentive Program proposal referenced in Section 5 of Public 

Act 11-61 (An Act Concerning Responsible Growth) and authorize the Town Manager to 

sign the grant application on behalf of the Town. Such proposal is attached to and made 

a part of this record. 
The motion passed with all in favor except Mr. Freudmann who voted no. 

10.Registrars Compensation for 2013/14 Term 

Ms. Moran, Chair of the Personnel Committee moved, effective January 1, 2013, to 

change the Registrars' compensation to $21.56 per hour and the Deputy Registrars' 

compensation to $16.17 per hour. 
The motion passed unanimously. 

IX. DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS 

No comments offered 

X. REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES 

No reports offered 

XL PETITIONS REQUESTS AND COMMUNICATONS 

11. Legal Notice: Mansfield Zoning Board of Appeals 

12.L Hultgren re: CPIIncrease for Single-family Garbage Recycling Collection Contract 

13. M. Hart re: Appointment to Mansfield Zoning Board of Appeals 

14.M. Hart re: Connecticut Light and Power Interstate Reliability Project 
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15.L. Arnone re: State of Connecticut, Department of Correction 
16.University of Connecticut, Office of Economic Development re: Proposed Master Plan 
for UConn Technology Park flier 
17.CCM Candidate Bulletin, September 2012, "Municipal Finance in Connecticut: 
Overreliance on the Property Tax" 
18.CCM Candidate Bulleting, October 2012, "Unfunded State Mandates= Higher Property 
Taxes~' 

19.CCM, State and Local News, "CCM in the News" 

XII. FUTURE AGENDA 
No additional items identified. 

Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Shapiro seconded to move into executive session to discuss 
the sale or purchase of real property, in accordance with CGS§1-200(6)(D) and to include 
Town Manager Matt Hart in the discussion. 
The motion passed unanimously. 

XIII. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Sale or purchase of real property, in accordance with CGS§1-200(6) (D) 
Present: Freudmann, Keane, Kochenburger, Moran, Paterson, Ryan, Shapiro 
Also Present: Town Manager Matt Hart. 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. Kochenburger moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to adjourn the meeting. 
Motion passed unanimously. 

Elizabeth C. Paterson, Mayor Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 
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LEGAL NOTICE 

TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
PUBLIC HEARING 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ORDINANCE 

AND THE RESCISSION OF THE FEES FOR FIRE PREVENTION SERVICES 

ORDINANCE 

The Mansfield Town Council will hold a public hearing at 7:30PM at their regular 

meeting on December l 0, 2012 to solicit public comments regarding proposed 

amendments to the Building and Construction Ordinance (Chapter 107 of the Mansfield 

Code) and the proposed rescission of the Fees for Fire Prevention Services Ordinance 

(Chapter 122, Article VI of the Mansfield Code). 

At this hearing persons may address the Town Council and written communications may 

be received. Copies of said proposals are on file and available at the Town Clerk's 

office: 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, Com1ecticut. The proposed ordinance is also 

available on the Town's website (mansfieldct.org) 

Dated at Mansfield Com1ecticut this 28'h day ofNovember 2012. 

Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 

Re: 

Town Council 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Matt Hart, Town Manager;#'wtf 

PZC; Conservation Commission; Four Corners Water and Wastewater 

Advisory Committee; Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; 

Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works; Linda Painter, Director of 

Planning and Development 

December 10, 2012 

Community Water/Wastewater Issues, Draft UConn Water Supply EIE 

Subject Matter/Background 
In response to our referral, attached please find comments from the Planning and 

Zoning Commission (PZC), the Conservation Commission and the Four Corners ' 

Water and Wastewater Advisory Committee regarding the draft UConn water 

supply environmental impact evaluation (EIE). I have also attached a proposed 

transmittal letter from the Mayor and the revised executive summary of the EIE. 

(The executive summary was revised after one of our local reviewers noted some 

formatting errors in the draft.) 

As you will note, the transmittal letter envisions that the Council will forward all of 

the comments that we have received from our municipal commissions and 

advisory committees, for review and consideration by the EIE team. I have 

invited representatives from these agencies to Monday's meeting, in case the 

Council should have any questions regarding the proposed comments. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Town Council authorize the Mayor to transmit the 

attached comments to the UConn Office of Environmental Policy. 

If the Town Council concurs with this recommendation, the following motion is in 

order: 

Move, effective December 10, 2012, to authorize the Mayor to transmit to the 

UConn Office of Environmental Policy for its review and consideration the 

attached comments from the Planning and Zoning Commission, the 

Conservation Commission and the Four Corners Water and Wastewater 

Advisory Committee regarding the draft UConn water supply environmental 

impact evaluation (EIE). 
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Attachments 
1) Draft Transmittal letter from Mayor Paterson 
2) PZC re: UConn Water Supply EIE 
3) Conservation Commission re: UConn Water Supply EIE 
4) Four Corners Water and Wastewater Advisory Committee re: UConn Water 

Supply EIE 
5) M. Hart re: Referral of Draft UConn Water Supply EIE 
6) Executive Summary, Draft UConn Water Supply EIE (Revised) 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD . 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL 

ELIZABETH C. PATERSON, Mayor 

December xx, 2012 

Mr. Jason M. Coite 
University of Connecticut 
Office of Environmental Policy 
31 LeDoytRoad, U-3055 
Storrs, COimecticut 06269 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

(Sent via email to jason.coite@uconn.edu) 

Re: University of Connecticut 

Dear Mr. Coite: 

various municipal cornmJ~ 
Connecticut Water 

are more 
informative 
revise the draft 

attached comments from 
the draft University of 

the Planning and Zoning Commission 

:orr"'" Water and Wastewater Advisory 

issues, including land use and secondary 

anagement practices, governance, the water planning 

ymme'nts are directly related to the scope of the EIE and others 

in the water supply project. However, all of the comments are 

EIE project team to carefully review each submission and to 

I wish to thank you opportunity to submit these comments on behalf of the Town. We 

look forward to producing a final version of the EIE that will help guide future steps in our joint 

water supply initiative. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Paterson 
Mayor 
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CC: Town Council 
Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Mansfield Conservation Commission 
Four Comers Water and Wastewater Advisory Committee 
Matt Hart, Town Manager 
Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works 
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development 

Enc: (3) 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

JoAnn Goodwin, Chair 

December 4, 2012 

To: Mansfield Town Council 
/ 

' From: joAnn Goodwin, Chair / 

Subject: 
\ 

University of Connectic · ater Supply EIE 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3330 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

At its meeting on December 3, 2012, the Commission endorsed the following 

recommendations regarding the UConn Water Supply EIE. The focus of our review was on 

land use and wetland issues related to the three interconnection alternatives identified in 

the report, particularly with regard to the Town's Plan of Conservation and Development 

It is important to note that the Commission has significant concerns with regard to the 

potential for secondary growth impacts along any of the proposed pipeline routes. While 

we are working on developing an overlay district to prevent development that is 

inconsistent with the Town's Plan of Conservation and Development, we do believe that 

some of the options presented have greater potential to spur inappropriate development. 

That concern was one of the guiding factors in identifying recommended pipeline routes 

for each alternative. 

The following recommendations are listed in the order in which the alternatives appeared 

in the EIE; we have not identified a preference among the three. 

Connecticut Water Company Interconnection 

If the Connecticut Water Company were to be chosen as the preferred alternative, the 

following recommendations would apply: 

o Preferred Pipeline Route. Of the alternatives provided, we believe that the Baxter Road 

option would be the more appropriate route. We would also recommend that the 

pedestrian bridge at jones Crossing Road be identified as the preferred method of 

crossing the Willimantic River provided the rights-of-way in Coventry and Mansfield 

still exist. The selection of this route is based on the goal of minimizing impacts from 

secondary growth. While the Commission is working on the development of an overlay 

district to prevent secondary growth as a result of new pipelines, we believe that the 

use of Baxter Road would help to reduce pressures to place inappropriate development 

on Route 195. We also believe that this routing scenario could be substantially more 

cost effective by using local as opposed to state roads. This option would also provide 

access to the public water system to the Goodwin Elementary School, eliminating the 

need for wells. 
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o Water Tank Location. Based on the options described in the report, we would 
recommend that the water tank be placed on University property as described in the 

report. 

Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) Interconnection 
While we have not identified a preferred alternative, we do believe that the MDC option is 

the least appropriate alternative due to the distance involved; the environmental impacts 

and precedent setting nature of transferring water from one region of the state to another; 

and the potential for secondary growth along the pipeline corridors. Therefore, we 

discourage the selection of this option. If the MDC alternative was to be selected, we have 

the following comments: 

a Preferred Pipeline Route. If the MDC option were to be selected, we believe that the 

Interstate 84/Route 195 route would be preferable in that the potential secondary 

growth impacts are much less than the Interstate 384/Route 44 option. The same 

comments applied to the Connecticut Water Company route would apply to this 

alternative if the 1-84/Route 195 route were to be selected. 

o Water Tank Location. Based on the options described in the report, we would 

recommend that the water tank be placed on University property as described in the 

report. 

Windham Water Works Interconnection 
If the Windham Water Works were to be chosen as the preferred alternative, the following 

recommendations would apply: 

o Preferred Pipeline Route. We believe that the Clover Mill Road/Maple Road route is 

the most appropriate of the three options presented for the following reasons: 

• The Route 195/Storrs Road route passes through Mansfield Center, one of 

the town's most significant historic districts. As the Storrs Road route would 

require installation of a water tank in the vicinity of Mansfield Center, it 

could have a visual impact on the area's historic and rural character. 
Furthermore, while the Commission is working on development of an 
overlay zone to prevent inappropriate secondary growth, we believe the 

Route 195/Storrs Road route would present greater growth pressure due to 
its status as the main arterial connecting northern and southern Mansfield. 

• The Chaffeeville Road alternative has the greatest potential for 
environmental impacts as it involves two crossings of the Fenton River, and 

has the greatest potential for wetland impacts in the vicinity of the UConn 

Fenton River Wellfield. 
• The Clover Mill Road/Maple Road would have the lowest impact on historic 

and environmental resources and would also provide access to public water 

for the Mansfield Middle School, eliminating the need for wells. As with the . 

Baxter Road alternative described above under the Connecticut Water 
Company option, this route could also recognize significant cost savings by 

using local roads. 

o Water Tank Location. Based on the recommended pipeline route, the best option for 

the location of the water tank would be Schoolhouse Brook Park. 
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TO: Mansfield Town Council 
FROM: Mansfield Conservation Commission 

Date: November 28,2012 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing on the Water Supply Environmental Impact Evaluation 

Rank ordered by importance, The Mansfield Conservation (CC) makes the following 

recommendations and comments (ES-12 and 9-4 type page numbers referred to are those in the 

EIE, while the CDP designation is for the page numbers in the Draft 2013-2018 Conservation & 

Development Policies: A Plan for Connecticut): 

1 -A From the point of view of conservation and best management practices, the WWW is 

clearly the best option. One reason for this is the State's enviromnemtally-based hesitation to 

approve inter-basin transfers of water by water companies. In the case of the WWW, the inter

basin transfer would be from the Fenton!Mt. Hope!Natchaug River watersheds into the 

Willimantic River watershed (as is the current transfer of water from the University's Wells 

A,B,C, and D). The reason for this preference by the CC, is that all four of these rivers join to 

become the Shetucket River, i.e., this diversion results in only a detour of the water from its 

natural course, with the water pumped from the first watershed rejoining the Shetucket waterflow 

for which was destined in the first place. This position is consistent with the State's draft for the 

2013-2018 Conservation & Development Policies: A Plan for Connecticut (CDP Growth 

Management Principles# 4 and #5, pp 17-22). 

1- B. For the reasons in 1- A, the CC ranks the CWC as the second option and the MDC option 

a distant third. Other reasons include the capital costs of pipelines from more distant sources, the 

energy costs of pumping through the greater mileages of pipes, and the deterioration of water 

quality with the distance pumped. The MDC option is not consistent with many of the policies 

presented in the CDP Growth Management Principles #4 (CDP 17) and #5 (CDP 20). Nor is it 

consistent with the ecological and conservation practices utilized by a number of conservation 

organizations who attempt to base their planning activities on a watershed basis. 

1 -C. The CC is concerned with the seemingly uneven evaluations of the WWW, CWC, and 

MDC. There are several examples of this: 

a) Under "Assessment of Feasibility": For WWW (9-1) "In the event that a new diversion 

permit could be obtained .... " For MDC there is no mention of the much more serious diversion 

permit that will be required in their assessment (8-1 ). 

b) Under the concluding "Findings": For WWW(9-40) " ... A feasible alternative that may result 

in impact to downstream aquatic habitat under low stream flow conditions." This will be true for 

a relatively short reach of the Natchaug River (the already impaired portion between the WWW 

dam and the Shetucket River), but as the EIE notes, appropriate management of the Mansfield 

Dam could overcome this shortcoming. It is not clear to the CC that the difficulties of the dam 

management cannot be overcome, even if, as Jason Coite implied (the November 15, 2012 Four 

Comers Sewer and Water Committee meeting), "It might take an act of Congress." The CC does 

not understand the negativity associated with the WWW alternative. 
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The EIE is seemingly unaware of the Anny Core of Engineers approval of a hydroelectric 
generator installation below the dam that should be providing electricity within a year. It is 
assumed there will be a constant flow through the associated turbine into the WWW reservoir. 
What will this flow be and how does it compare with WWW's current water usage and the 
additional amount that UConn needs? 

Contrary to the findings statement for the WWW alternative, for the MDC proposal (8-62) the 
fmding is that it" ... will not result in significant environmental impact." Eileen Fielding, 
Executive Director of The Farmington River Watershed Association has expressed concern to · 
the CC chair about this statement. The CC does not understand how the major inter-basin 
transfer of water proposed by the MDC would not have a significant environmental impact. 

c) Another example of the apparent prejudice against the WWW in the EJE may be found in the 
Executive Summary (ES-8,9). Six cumulative Impacts are listed, including the interbasin 
transfer of water, but the WWW seems to be singled out because of the diminution of flow in a 
relatively short reach ofNatchaug River, while the CWC and MDC are said to apparently be able 
to minimize their cumulative impacts -certainly the more serious interbasin transfer of water 
proposed by the MDC will be difficult to minimize! 

2- A. The CC is concerned with the University (Jason Coite at the November 15, 2012 Four 
Comers Sewer and Water Committee meeting) apparently viewing as positive, the possibility of 
the University being able to shut down their current pumping operations along the Willimantic 
and Fenton Rivers. There are a number of reasons for this concern: 

a) It would be contrary to one of the positive benefits of an outside water source listed in 
the EIE (ES-12): to "Provide additional redundancy and flexibility to the University of 
Connecticut water system." 

b) The Town of Mansfield should not be at the mercy of a sole distributor for a 
commodity as valuable as drinking water is. The potential problems of such an arrangement are 
manifold, including the loss of the source (broken pipeline?) or contamination of the water, the 
financial implication of such a monopoly, and the general loss of control of the Town's water 
supply. 

c) The possibility of shutting down the Willimantic and Fenton River well fields points 
out a shortcoming of the EIE. It does not investigate the consequence of shutting down one, or 
both, ofthe existing well fields, including secondary development. 

2- B. In the event the University does choose to abandon its Willimantic and Fenton River 
pumping stations, the Town should be permitted to operate them, perhaps utilizing the CWC, as 
the University does at present. The current arrangement is ironic, in. that the University pumps 
its water from Mansfield aquifers and then limits what they are willing to apportion to the Town. 
The CC notes that as part of the EIE, a great effort was made to find suitable well sites at several 
locations in Mansfield, but none were found. It would make little sense to abandon the very 
productive current wells. 

3. A governing body, such as a Water Board, should be formed to establish and oversee the 
policies that will govern not only the existing water sources but the new supplier of water to the 
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Town and the University. This board must have significant representation from not only the 

Town and the University, but from the Mansfield citizens, as welL In the event that the WWW 

is chosen, an expansion of their existing Water Board might suffice for this. 

4. 
The EIE's assessment of alternatives is driven by water demand projections from UConn and the 

Town, but these projections not evaluated in this study. Considering numbers presented in earlier 

University Water Plans it may be dangerous to accept these numbers at face value. (In the late 

1990s or early 2000s UConn's Water Plan numbers indicated little or no growth, while at the 

same time they were significantly increasing UConn's enrollment.) Some numbers are puzzling, 

such as the PDD with 15% MOS value for "Committed Water Supply Demand" in Table ES-3: if 

calculated in the same manner as the other values in this column, it would be 425,500 gpd 

instead of 730,000 gpd. More generally, the basis for the projections is not clear. Also unclear is 

whether any consideration has been given to managing demand (by demand pricing, requiring 

water conserving fixtures in new construction and renovation, etc.) rather than simply supplying 

whatever amount of water is demanded. 

5. The CC is offended by the situation Mansfield finds itself in because of wording in the MDC 

charter (3-2). A very small portion of Mansfield is apparently more than 19 miles, but less than 

20 miles from the State Capitol in Hartford; above the 20 mile limit, MDC could not supply 

water to Mansfield. As it is, the MDC can supply water to the inhabitants of Mansfield and to 

any state facility located within Mansfield. If it were to supply water only to Mansfield 

residents, the Town of Mansfield would be required to pay for the Hartford to Mansfield 

pipeline, but the cost of constructing the pipeline to a state facility (UConn) would be borne by 

the taxpayers of the State of Com1ecticut. It is unclear to the Mansfield CC how the costs might 

be apportioned if UConn chooses the MDC option, in spite of the MDC proposal's environmental 

shortcomings. Would UConn be able to continue to supply water to the Town of Mansfield 

without Mansfield having to pay for a share of the pipeline? 
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December 4, 2012 
Commentary on UConn Water Supply EIE 

EIE Comments 
Ken Rawn, Chairman, Four Corners Water & Sewer Advisory Committee 

As it is because of the proposed growth in size of the Industrial/technical Park on UConn's north campus 
that UConn's water supply needs have increased since earlier studies done between 2011 and 2012 .It is 
thought that "The Water Supply EIE" needs to examine more thoroughly the future socio-economic 
consequences to surrounding communities for land use, water supply & waste disposal .The demands 
would result from the increased population in Mansfield and surrounding communities. For example the 
university has stated publicly that it would like to hire 450 new faculty at a time in the near future, the 
tech park proposal has stated that the new facilities could have as many as 2500 to 3000 employees. 
The EIE needs to consider if the surrounding communities can and will accommodate this growth. 

EIE Comments 
Peter Plante, Four Corners Water & Sewer Advisory Committee 

1. Willimantic Water Works indicated that they could not provide Mansfield water unless they 
upgraded their water treatment plant (cost $1-3 million). Was this cost included in the EIE? 

2. Prior to the onset of water there should be an authority created to deal with hook-ups, etc. and to 
provide a mechanism for the allocation of water between the Town and UConn. 

3. CT Water originally offered to share costs with UConn to provide water. Is this still so? Did any of 
the other water companies make a similar offer? 

EIE Comments 
Pat Ferrigno, Four Corners Water & Sewer Advisory Committee 

Governance, funding/grants and cost have to be key issues from our viewpoint. Another concern: does 
any option: CTWTR, MDC, WWC affect federal/state grants available? I assume there may be other 
factors as well, affecting the decision from various points of view. 

EIE Comments 
Meg Reich, Four Corners Water & Sewer Advisory Committee 

1. Purpose of the proposed action 

Page 4-511ast paragraph in section 4.5.2 re: UCONN "The purpose of the proposed action is to 
connect the University water system to an additional source of supply capable of providing an 
additional1.93 mgd." 

That was not the original seeping notice for the proposed action. The original scoping notice listed 
0.5 to 1.0 mgd as the water demand. The change in scope of the water demand needs to be 
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explained in detail and this EIE document does not currently explain in sufficient detail how the 

document's purpose morphed from the need for 0.5 to 1.0 mgd to the need for 1.2 to 1.93 mgd, or 

two to four times the amount of water originally estimated to be needed. 

While the document does not adequately explain this change, the presentation by Jason Coite did 

thoroughly detail how the scope changed over the three different seeping notices and reviews that 

took place over the past two years. His more detailed explanation should be incorporated into this 

EIE to provide a full explanation of how the numbers used to estimate water demand changed. 

There are a number of places in the document where this issue comes up, including not only in 

section 4.5.2 as noted above, but also in section 1.0 Introduction and the Executive Summary, so 

changes need to be made in multiple sections ofthe EIE, including, but not limited to the sections 

noted here. 

2. wucc 

Page 4-48 on Public Water Supply contains a section 4.5.1 which provides a summary of the Water 

Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) Process. There is no recommendation here about whether 

the WUCC should be convened or needs to be convened in the Northeast Water Supply 

Management Area, which includes the University and the Town of Mansfield. There should be 

recommendations concerning this issue in this section,or reference should be made to other 

sections of the report which address the WUCC process. 

Page 8-31 on MDC Public Water Supply contains a section 8.6.1 Exclusive Service Areas (ESA's). 

The text of the EIE asks: if MDC can interconnect water mains, ifthe action is permissible, and are 

WUCC approvals needed. It goes on to state that statutes and regulations discouraged action such 

as the MDC interconnection, but that it is "not prohibited". The EIE says the Upper Connecticut 

River WUCC must recommend and approve an MDC main extension to outside of its ESA, which was 

originally approved in that WUCC process. The EIE should also add here that the Northeast WUCC 

(which includes the University and the Town of Mansfield) has not been convened, and state 

whether it should be, is required to be, not needed to be, or other alternatives. 

In the sections on CWC and WWW there should also be text included that discusses the need for 

WUCC actions, as there are in the MDC discussions. There should be a findings listed about WUCC 

issues in every alternative action "Finding" section. 

Section 4.5 should also state that a meeting was held in Ashford, CT in the summer of 200? to 

discuss whether the WUCC for the Northeast region of the state should be convened and the 

outcome of that meeting. 

3. CT Water Planning Council 

There should be a section added to the EIE which addresses the CT Water Planning Council and the 

need to have a statewide water supply planning process beyond the regional WUCC process. In this 

new section there would be some background history about the CT WPC, how it evolved and the 

reports and recommendations of the WPC, in particular the need for a statewide process to balance 

water demand and water supply. It is evident from this EIE that the effects of providing a new large 
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source of water to the Storrs Urban Area is not able to be fully explored via the mechanism of the 
EIE. 
Or at least this EIE does not do so. 

For example, the EIE does state that the University's water pollution control facility had excess 
capacity to process additional waste water, but it does not show any calculations about how the 
addition of up to 2 mgd will affect the WPCF or the new reclaimed water facility (RWF) that the 
University has under construction. Further, while it does mention the impact of the additional 
water on the stream flow of the Willimantic River, but it does not contain any data on how much 
water might be added to the flow of that river. While this extra water might supplement the stream 
flow during the summer and low flow periods, hence supporting the fish habitat, the EIE does not 
project how much water would be added in either low or peak flow times. Could this extra water 
possibly result in higher stream flow and flooding issues downstream from the University's WPCF 
discharge pipe at Eagleville Dam? Calculations must be shown for sample water uses and the 
resultant flows thru the WPCF, the WRF and stream flow of the receiving stream, the Willimantic 
River. 

In addition, Page 8-36 Section 8.7.1 Sanitary Sewers in the last paragraph re: UCONN WPCF needs to 
address the RWF and the impact of an additional1.93 mgd on the WPCF. The text here is too 
general. Show calculations for WPCF, RWF and stream flow in high and low conditions and add text 

explaining. 

There also needs to be an attempt to address the balance of water when it is diverted from one 
watershed basin to another, and the CT WPC's work has indicated that the diversion of water from 
one basin and the disposal of the additional wastewater generated, into another basin, is not well 
studied, understood, documented or coordinated. 

The need for a more comprehensive statewide approach to water supply planning, diversion, 
wastewater disposal, and the environmental, land use, growth and development, economic and 
socio-economic impacts is noted in their reports. 

While this EIE does provide data available on each of those issues, it falls far short of coordinating 
them. Some mitigating actions are listed, but with such a broad brush that they functionally dismiss 
any impacts whatsoever. Broad statements such as are contained in the EIE, which pronounce that 
there will be few or minor impacts since mitigating actions can be implemented are simply not 
adequate. 

4. Governance Issues 

Section 12.7 addresses Technical, Managerial and Financial Capacities including how UCONN, the 
Town of Mansfield or other water users could purchase additional water and administer how it is 
delivered and billed. This section is quite brief and is not detailed enough to provide guidance to the 
University or the Town on how to proceed to govern this new additional supply of water being 
purchased from another water supplier far away from Storrs, CT. There needs to be much more 
detail as well as examples of how to accomplish this. Stating that the Town of Mansfield could 
become a water utility, as the text of the EIE does, is just the first step; there needs to be much 
more detail, including examples of other towns, preferably in Connecticut, where this happens. 
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There should also be mention in this section about the University's RFP's to contract for legal 

services about water supply issues, including the status of the RFP from a few years ago, as well as 

the November 2012 RFP and status. 

As it exists in the draft EIE, this section does not provide enough detail and needs to be significantly 

supplemented. It is not expected that a revised section will go as far as the level of detail that the 

legal services to the University (noted above) will include. 

5. Pedestrian Bridge 

There are a number of places in the EIE text where a new pedestrian bridge, crossing over the 

Willimantic River, connecting Jones Hollow Road in Coventry and Old Tolland Turnpike in Mansfield 

is mentioned. The idea comes up as a way for a new water main to cross the river in sections 

discussing alternative routes for the ewe pipeline, the MDC pipeline, and also in sections about 

recreation and open space resources. The idea if for a new pedestrian bridge to be built on the 

abutments of the former Jones Crossing Road Bridge (also known as the Scripture Bridge or the old 

Tolland Turnpike bridge over the Willimantic River in Merrow) and a water main to be attached to 

such new bridge. The text of the EIE says that, "The Town of Coventry and the Town of Mansfield 

have expressed an interest in creating" such a bridge and there has been, "Discussion" of such a 

project. Town officials in Mansfield have been asked, and no one has yet been found who has been 

involved in such discussions. While this might prove to be a good idea, it has not yet been 

discussed, so the text in the EIE should be edited. 

Pages 3-10 and 4-46 should be changed to eliminate Mansfield's knowledge of this project. 

Page 7-19 section 7.4.3 mentions the pedestrian bridge, but the text is more general and acceptable 

as written. 

Page 8-27 section 8.4.3 Town of Mansfield lacks mention here of the two MDC pipeline route 

alternatives, and that the 1-84 route would use the same pedestrian bridge crossing at Jones 

Crossing Road to hang a water main from in order to cross the river. 

6. Comprehensive Planning 

Page 4-11ists the six statewide growth management principles of the State Plan of Conservation and 

Development. Principle number 6 is to, "Promote integrated planning across all levels of 

government to address issues on a statewide, regional and local basis." 

This EIE is an attempt to assemble in one place these issues, and to present the applicable plans and 

regulations, impacts and mitigating actions, in as comprehensive a manner as is possible for one 

document. The problem, however, is that there is no entity which exists in Connecticut to carry out 

the comprehensive planning effort that is necessary to accomplish this goal. 

The EIE is the document where the issues are pointed out, and the public review of the EIE furthers 

the process. The next step of OPM review is an attempt at statewide review and coordination, but 

there is no official mechanism to take action where conflict exists. 
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The need for a new additional source of water for the University of Connecticut main campus at 

Storrs, and for the Town of Mansfield's Storrs Urban Area has morphed from a local project of 

finding a place to drill new wells within the Town, to a regional project of transporting water in a 

new regional pipeline from CWC's Shenipsit Reservoir to Storrs, ultimately to a statewide project of 

diverting water from halfway across the state from MDC's reservoirs in the hills of northwestern 

Connecticut, across the Connecticut River Basin and up into the hills of eastern Connecticut. 

The statewide planning process which exists for water supply is the WUCC process, which has never 

been convened in NE CT. The WUCC process only deals with water supply and demand and delivery 

issues, not with comprehensive land use, environmental, economic and socioeconomic issues. It is 

no one entity's charge to carry out statewide coordinated comprehensive planning. The WUCC 

· process does not go far enough to actually accomplish integrated planning across all levels of 

government and address all of the issues which concern the state the regions and the local 

communities. The CT WPC has pointed out the need to go beyond the WUCC process, but there is 

no such process in place at this point in time. 

This project points out the need for such a new approach, and so the EIE for this project should also 

include text which indicates the lack of an approach to carry out Principle 6 of the State Plan of 

Conservation and Development. 

7. Overlay Zone 

There are a number of places where the term overlay zone is used in the text of the EIE. The use of 

this term seems to refer to the overlay zone used by the Town of Middlebury, CT and the extension 

of a CWC water main across the frontage of land that town wanted to have preserved as open 

space, and not subject to development. 

In numerous sections of the EIE reference is made to Mansfield and other towns through which a 

new water main would pass, could use an overlay zoning technique to control or prevent 

premature, or indeed any development of land along the pipeline. 

Indeed the use of an overlay zoning technique is listed in land use tables as mitigating action to carry 

out town zoning, subdivision or plan of conservation and development goals. Yet, the overlay zone 

is never described and needs to be, in at least one place in the ElE. References can be made to it in 

footnotes from tables. Indeed a copy of the Middlebury, CT regulation should be in an appendix or 

otherwise summarized within the EIE. 

The constitutionality of this technique has not been tested, yet so many of the mitigating actions to 

prevent secondary development or sprawl are based on using this technique. A warning should be 

included in the EIE about this. Basing so much growth control on one untested land use regulatory 

technique could result in disastrous consequences if the technique later is overturned. 

8. Finding 

Page 5-1 Section 5.0 has no section on Findings, as do all the other alternatives. Add a new section 

5.19 Finding, in order to be consistent with the format of other sections, such as 6.19, 7.19, 8.19, et 

al. 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 

To: Conservation Commission 
Economic Development Commission 
Four Comers Sewer and Water Advisory Committee 

Plmming and Zoning Commission 
Sustainability Committee 
Town/ University Relations Committee 

Copy: Town Council 

From: Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

Re: Referral ofUConn Water Supply Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) 

On November 6, 2012, the University of Connecticut published the draft of the Water Supply 

Environmental Impact Evaluation for public review and comment. The EIE evaluates several 

different potential sources of water to serve both the University and Town, including: 

• Interconnections with the following water systems: 

o Connecticut Water 
o Metropolitan District Commission 

o Windham Water Works 
• Development of new groundwater wells in Mansfield (several sites were evaluated along 

the Willimantic River and in the Mansfield Hollow area) 

• Relocation ofUConn's existing Well A at the Fenton River Wellfield 

Last week, Linda Painter, the Town's Director of Plmming and Development, emailed each of 

your commissions/committees a link to the website where the report can be found 

(http://www.ct.gov/ceg/cwp/view.asp?a=987&Q=249438&cegNav=I#EIE). Due to the length of 

the report, I thought it might be helpful to provide key sections for your initial review. As such, I 

have attached the following chapters to this memo: 

• Executive Summary 
• Introduction 
• Selection of Preferred Alternative 
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Additionally, those interested in hearing a brief overview of the EIE findings may want to attend 

the Four Comers Sewer and Water Advisory Committee meeting scheduled for Thursday, 

November 15,2012 at 7:00 in the Town Council Chambers. Jason Coite from the University of 

Connecticut will be presenting an overview of the draft EIE at that meeting. 

Review Process 

In accordance with the process required by the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEP A), 

the University will hold a public hearing on December 11,2012 at 7:00p.m. in Room 146 of the 

Bishop Center. The doors will open at 6:00p.m. for viewing of informational materials related 

to the EIE. Written comments can be submitted until December 21, 2012. 

As this is a project of significant interest to the Town, we would like to submit one consolidated 

set of comments in response to the draft EIE. Our goal is to prepare a draft letter for 
consideration by the Town Council at their December 10,2012 meeting. Accordingly, all 

comments should be provided to my office by Tuesday, December 4, 2012. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding the process for providing comments to the 

Town Council, please contact Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development at 
860.429.3330 or painterlm@,mansfieldct.org. 

Questions regarding the substance of the EIE should be directed to Jason Coile at the University 

of Connecticut (Jason.coite@uconn.edu). Any question directed to Jason will be treated as part 

of the official comment process unless the email specifically states that the question or comment 

contained therein is not being sent as an official submittal under the CEP A process. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

Water supply planning in Storrs and Mansfield has been underway for nearly two decades. The 

University of Connecticut (University) has prepared four individual water supply plans beginning in 

1994. Additionally, the Town of Mansfield prepared a water supply plan in 2002. These water supply 

plans provided estimates of future water demand in different geographic areas, with the University's plans 

focusing on the main campus, Depot Campus, and immediately adjacent areas. The Town of Mansfield's 

plan included more distant areas that could benefit from water supply, such as the Mansfield Four Corners 

area and residential neighborhoods to the west of the main campus. 

Two parallel efforts brought water supply issues to the forefront in 2010 and 20 II: the University's 

development of its updated individual Water Supply Plan (submitted to siate agencies in May 20 11) and 

the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the Mansfield Four Corners 

area. The University's 2011 Water Supply Plan identified four areas of future potable water service that 

were committed by the University: The Stons Center development, the North Campus Technology Park, 

Depot Campus redevelopment, and the King Hill Road Planned Business Area. The 20 I I Water Supply 

Plan further identified the need for an additional 0.5 mgd to 1.0 mgd of available supply to bolster 

available water during certain months of the year and boost margins of safety' (MOS) above 1.15 over the 

50-year planning period. This amount of water was needed in the short/intermediate tenn to meet MOS 

requirements during periods of peak demand when Fenton projection is curtailed or ceased. 

Meanwhile, the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the Mansfield 

Four Corners area identified future areas of water need in the town that were not committed to by the 

University in its 2011 Water Supply Plan. Specific to the Mansfield Four Corners area, a total of 0.17 

mgd of water demand has been estimated for this area through the 20-year planning period. 

Given the mutual need for water to address potable water demands identifi.ed in the 20 II Water Supply 

Plan and the 2011 Mansfield Four Comers study report, the University and the Town of Mansfield began 

to collaborate to identify a source of water supply that would meet combined future needs. In June 201 I, 

the University and the Town of Mansfield initiated the subject Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) 

under the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) to allow for a detailed evaluation of potential 

interconnection and groundwater supply alternatives. An additional water supply will have the dual 

benefit of increasing the University's MOS while also providing potable water for use on campus and in 

the town of Mansfield consistent with the town's Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD) and 

zoning regulations. 

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

In order to enable growth of the University and the surrounding area consistent with the University's 

master plans and associated environmental analysis and the Town of Mansfield's Plan of Conservation 

1 Margin of Safety is defined as the ratio of available supply over demand. A margin of safety of 1.15 implies that a 

water system h.as 15% more water available than demand. This 15% provides a buffer against unforeseen 

circumstances, such as water main breaks or other emergencies. 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 

CEP A Environmental Impact Evaluation 

November 2012 
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and Development, the University and the Town of Mansfield are in need of a viable long-term public 

water supply source. This additional supply would have the dual benefit of increasing the margin of 

safety of the University's water supply system while also providing potable water for use on campus, in 

the Mansfield Four Corners area, and elsewhere in town. The need for additional water supply is driven 

by existing and future water demands as follows: 

I. Need for Sufficient Margin of Safety CMOS)- MOS is thoroughly evaluated in the University's 

Water Supply Plan (2011) and in the water demand projections of the Water and Wastewater Master 

Plan (2006). A minimum of0.32 mgd of new water supply will be necessary to meet the maximum 

month MOS goal of 1.15 during periods of peak demand and when the Fenton River Wellfield is 

curtailed or offline. This includes existing system demands plus committed water supply both on and 

off campus. It also accounts for the reduction of demand that will occur once the reclaimed water 

facility comes on line. Off-campus committed demands include Storrs Center and King Hill Road 

Planned Business Area. Of the 0.32 mgd quantity, only 0.04 mgd would be needed for consumption; 

the remainder would be placed on standby for MOS. A minimum of0.73 mgd of new water will be 

necessary to meet the peak day MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060. Of the 0.73 mgd quantity, only 0.38 mgd 

would be needed for consumption; the remainder would be placed on standby for MOS. 

2. Additional Incremental Demand to Supply the Technology Park- The proposed Technology Park on 

the University's North Campus was allocated a committed water demand of 89,600 gpd in the 2011 

Water Supply Plan. This figure was revised in May 2011 from prior estimates through a tabulation of 

potential gross square footage of buildings to be constructed in the Technology Park. At the present 

time, higher average water demands are being forecast for the Technology Park. Current estimates 

are approximately 423,500 gpd. With 89,600 gpd already set aside in the 2011 Water Supply Plan 

and analyzed as part of the water needed to maintain future margins of safety, the increment of 

333,900 gpd is therefore an additional future water demand. Maximum month demands and peak day 

demands will be somewhat higher although the timing of peaking factors is likely to be different for 

each parcel in the Teclmology Park, depending on the use (i.e., classroom versus year-round 

research). The analysis on page 6-25 of the 2011 Water Supply Plan provides the rationale and 

justification to support a ratio of 1.33 for peak day planning calculations. This factor is applied to the 

average day demand of 333,900 gpd to estimate a peak day demand of 444,087 gpd. Applying the 

desired I 5% MOS yields the following demand forecasts: 

TABLEES"l 
Additional Incremental Technology Park Demand 

Condition Base Demand 
Base Demand Plus 

15%MOS 
Average Day 333,900 ~pd 383,985 gpd 

Peak Day 444,087 gpd 510,700 gpd 

3. Future Town of Mansfield Demand- In addition to the previously committed water service in the 

Town of Mansfield, the town bas identified previously uncommitted demands associated with the 

Mansfield Four Corners development (170,000 gpd), a planned elderly and assisted living facility 

(30,000 gpd), and a number of residential development areas as identified in Tables 2-9, 2-10, and 2-

11 of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan (totaling 253,500), for a total average day demand of 

453,500 gpd. Provision of public water to these areas is consistent with Mansfield's Plan of 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sources ofWateJ· Supply 
CEPA Environmental impact Evaluation 
November 20/2 
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Conservation and Development. Similar to the Technology Park, factors are applied to obtain peak 

day demand as well as a 15% MOS as follows: 

TABLEES-2 
Additional Demand Within the Town of Mansfield 

Condition Base Demand 
Base Demand Plus 

15%MOS 

Average Day 453,500 gpd 521,525 gpd 

Peak Day 603,155 gpd 693,628 gpd 

In total, the. following additional water supply is needed to meet peak day demands in the 50-year 

planning horizon (2060) with a 15% MOS: 

TABLE ES-3 
Incremental Water Supply Demand in 2060 

Average Day Peak Day Demand 
Need Demand With 15%MOS 

With 15%MOS 

Committed Water Supply Demand *320,000 gpd 730,000 gpd 

Additional Incremental Technology Park Demand 383,985 gpd 510,700 gpd 

Additional Town of Mansfield Demand 521,525 gpd 693,628 gpd 

TOTALS: 1,225,510 f(pd 1 934,328 f(pd 

*Due to the manner m which the demand was computed m the Umvers1ty's 2011 Water Supply Plan, 

maximum month average day demand is used in this table as a proxy for average day demand. 

TI1e above numbers are consistent with the University's Water Supply Plan and the Water and 

Wastewater Master Plan, both of which have been vetted by the public, Town of Mansfield officials, 

and state regulatory agencies. 

4. Additional Future University Demand- The water supply planning period extends to the year 2060. 

It is likely that additional on-campus demands will materialize in that timeframe for uses that are as

of-yet undefined. Potential demand generators include the following: 

• 
• 

• 
• 

Increased student population, with associated housing needs . 

Expanded student recreational and/or athletic facilities, potentially including practice facilities, 

indoor recreational facilities, recreational fields (i.e. flag football, recreational soccer, rugby, 

baseball, and softball), athletic fields (i.e. football, soccer), and ice sports. 

Additional classroom space, student laboratory space, and faculty offices . 

Additional research space . 

The extent to which the above demands may materialize is unknown at this time, as any associated 

timing. As such, a specific value cannot be ascribed to the water demand such uses might require. 

However, some measure of growth is likely. As such, alternatives will be evaluated for their ability to 

expand to accommodate additional future potential on-campus growth. 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 

CEPA Environmental impact Eva!uation 
November 2012 
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

In accordance with CEP A requirements, numerous alternatives have been analyzed for providing water 

supply to the University and Town of Mansfield. Four different types of actions have been evaluated: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

The 11 DO action 11 or "no-build" alternative; 
Relocation or replacement of Fenton River Wellfield Well A; 

Interconnection with neighboring wholesale water providers; and 

Construction of new public supply wellfield(s) . 

Specifically, the seven alternatives considered in this EIE are as follows: 

No action or no-build; 
Relocation or replacement of Fenton River Wellfield Well A; 

Alternative#! -
Alternative #2 -
Alternative #3 - Interconnection with The Connecticut Water Company's (CWC) Northern Operations 

Western System in Tolland; 
Alternative #4 - Interconnection with The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) system in East 

Hartford; 
Alternative #5 -
Alternative #6 -
Alternative #7 -

Interconnection with Windham Water Works (WWW) system in southern Mansfield; 

Development of New Groundwater Supply Source along Willimantic River; and 

Development of New Groundwater Supply Source Near Mansfield Hollow Lake. 

Table ES-4 summarizes the capability of each alternative relative to the project purpose and need. Only 

Alternatives 3, 4, an 5 (the interconnections with water utilities) are capable of providing 1.23 million 

gallons per day average day demand (ADD), 1.93 mgd peak day demand (PDD), and have the ability to 

expand to accommodate additional future growth in water demand. 

TABLEES-4 
Capability of Each Alternative to Deliver Potentially-Desired Quantities of Water 

All.# Alternative Name 

#l No action 
#2 Replacement of Fenton Well A 

#3 Interconnection wjth CWC 

#4 Interconnection with l\.1DC 

#5 Interconnection with WWW 

#6 
Development of New Groundwater 
Supply along Willimantic River 

#7 
Development of New Groundwater 
Supply Near Mansfield Hollow Lake 

ewe- ConnectiCUt Water Company 
MDC= Metropolitan District Commission 
WWW ~Windham Water Works 

Able to 
Deliver ADD 
of 1.23 mgd? 

No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 

Able to t.xpand 

Able to Deliver 
to 

PDDofJ.93 
Accommodate 

Additional 
mgd? Future 

Growth? 

No No 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

No No 

No No 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 

CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation 
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND ANALYSIS OF IMPACT 

Land Use- Table ES-5 summarizes state-designated land uses and current zoning by town for the 

interconnection pipeline routes. The State Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut 

discourages provision of public water supply in Existing Preserved Open Space, Preservation Areas, 

Conservation Areas, Rural Lands, Aquifer Protection Areas, and Historic Areas. 

The intended developments for which a new source of supply is needed are all located within the Town of 

Mansfield in areas where such development is consistent State Plan designations as well as local zoning 

and the Town of Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and Development. The Town of Mansfield is 

undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its regulations and has proposed overlay zones to 

restrict development in areas of public water supply such that local development is consistent with the 

State Plan. The proposed overlay zones will restrict development along potential pipeline routes for the 

purpose of controlling unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth. 

Land uses in the Towns of Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton may also be affected by potential 

interconnection pipeline routes, Tolland for the MDC and CWC interconnection alternatives, and 

Coventry and Bolton primarily related to the MDC interconnection altemative. 

Water Resources -Impacts to source waters will vary depending on the selected alternative: 

• 

• 

• 

Provision of water from CWC would draw upon the Shenipsit Reservoir while the Powder Hollow, 

Hunt, Preston, and other Northenl Region wells will offset some of the treated water from Shenipsit 

that is distributed to the west and north. While system improvements are proposed, no new sources 

would be developed under this alternative and withdrawal rates would largely not exceed historic 

withdrawals. Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as they are today, through continued 

releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum River, to be supplanted in the future with 

releases that are consistent with Connecticut's streamflow regulations. 

Provision of water from MDC would draw upon the Barkhamsted and Nepaug Reservoirs in the 

Farmington River basin. Withdrawals would not exceed existing registered rates, and source and 

treatment plant improvements are not proposed. MDC is not required to release water under 

Connecticut's streamflow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage releases from the West 

Branch Farmington River reservoirs. 

Provision of water from WWW would draw upon the Willimantic Reservoir upstream of the Natchaug 

River. A new or modified diversion pennit would be needed as well as removal of sediment from the 

reservoir to maintain adequate water quality. WWW operates its source of supply as a run-of-the-river 

withdrawal rather than relying on reservoir storage. Mitigation could take the fonn of increasing 

releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although this is beyond 

the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW. · 

No direct impacts are expected to occur to surface water or groundwater as a result the installation of 

water mains and pipelines. The integrity of bridges and culverts will not be compromised, as water mains 

will be primarily installed using directional drilling or attached to bridges. 
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TABLE ES-5 
State Plan Designations, Zoning, and Summary of Recommended Mitigation per Town 

Alternatives 
Considered 1 

1. CWC"' The Contlecticut Water Company 
MDC"' The Metropolitan District 
WWW"' Windham Water Works 

2. State Plan Designations· 
RC Regional Center 
NC Neighborhood Const:rvation 
GA Growth Area 
RCC Rural Community Center 
EPOS E:-tisting Preserved Open Space 
PA Prescrva~km Area 
CA 
RL 
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Socioeconomics- The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield is 

expected to have a positive impact on the local and regional socioeconomic horizon through creation of 

direct new employment on campus as well as indirect and induced job creation off campus. The Town of 

Mansfield and its neighboring communities are well positioned to absorb any incremental increase in 

population and housing demand resulting from new water supply, even with the land use controls that will 

be enacted to limit development along the pipeline route in Mansfield. 

Community Facilities and Services- The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town 

of Mansfield is consistent with current community services. The burden on municipal and University 

emergency services personnel is not expected to increase significantly. 

Aesthetic and Visual Resources- The provision of additional water supply to the University and 

Mansfield will enable additional development on-campus as well as in portions of north em Mansfield in 

areas proximate to the University's Main and Depot campuses and Agronomy Farm. On-campus 

development will be congruent with the architecture and building heights throughout the campus. Any 

off-campus development within the Town of Mansfield will be guided by local regulations relative to 

aesthetics and will require approval through Mansfield's Planning & Zoning Commission. Additionally, 

the aesthetics of pumping stations and storage tanks will need to be sited and designed such that they are 

congruent with the aesthetic character of the sunor.mding area. 

Public Utilities and Services- The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of 

Mansfield will increase the capacity of the University's water system. Benetits to small community, non

transient non-community, and transient non-community water systems will be realized through 

interconnections or direct connection to new pipelines. However, the furtherance of duplicative water 

service in the State (specifically in Manchester, South Windsor, Vemon, and Tolland for the MDC 

interconnection) is contrary to the State's statutory obligation for coordinated water supply planning. 

Significant adverse impacts to stonn sewer, electric, gas, telephone, and cable services are not anticipated. 

Cultural Resources- Where pipeline is installed outside of previously disturbed public rights-of-way, 

sensitivity to historic or archeological resources is possible along pipeline routes in Mansfield, Tolland, 

Coventry, and Bolton. In such instances, site-specific investigations will be undertaken in consultation 

with state and local entities such that impacts to cultural resources are avoided or minimized to acceptable 

levels. 

Traffic. Transportation and Parking- The provision of additional water supply to the University and 

Town of Mansfield will cause temporary impacts to traffic, as water mains will be installed in state and 

town roadways. No pennanent impacts to traffic will occur. Individual development that occurs as a 

result of the availability of a source of public water supply will require site-specific review through local 

approval processes and, where applicable, through the Connecticut Office of State Traffic Administration 

(OSTA). 

Flood Hazard Potential -Installation of pipelines will have minimal impacts where they cross special flood 

hazard areas (SFHAs), as piping and appurtenances will be below grade. 

Biological Environment- The majority of pipeline installation will occur where roads are currently paved 

and therefore do not support significant biological communities. Best practices will be undertaken to 

minimize disturbances to adjacent biological resources. Protection of fishery resources and fish habitats 
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will be of paramount importance for all of the alternatives. For the WWW alternative, increased 

withdrawals from the Willimantic Reservoir may adversely affect riffle and run habitats downstream of 

the reservoir in the Natchaug River. Removal of sediment from the Willimantic Reservoir will likely 

impact some wetland vegetation, although the extent and length of such impact can only be evaluated 

following a specific proposal for excavation. Based upon similar projects undertaken at other 

Connecticut Reservoirs, sediment excavation can be achieved without unacceptable impacts to wetlands 

or fisheries. 

Physical Environment- No significant changes will occur to the physical environment as a result of 

provision of water to the University and Mansfield. Significant modifications to area topography are not 

contemplated. 

Air Quality- The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will not 

significantly impact air quality in the Town of Mansfield or the region. Numerous controls are proposed 

for minimizing short-term construction related impacts to air quality from fugitive dust and other 

pollutant emissions. 

Noise Quality- Minor temporarY noise impacts are anticipated during construction of the water pipeline. 

The majority of construction activities will occur in the daylight hours to minimize noise impacts. New 

pumping stations for the CWC, MDC, and WWW alternatives will become localized sources of noise, 

although such noise will be minimal. 

Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials- Other than temporarY construction and demolition-related 

impacts, minimal impacts related to solid waste and hazardous materials are expected as a result of 

provision of water to the University and Mansfield. 

Energy Resources -Increases in energy usage would occur for all of the feasible alternatives. For the 

ewe interconnection alternative, energy will be used to. withdraw additional groundwater from wells in 

the Western System, filter and treat additional water at the Rockville WTP, and pump water through the 

pipeline. For the MDC interconnection alternative, energy will he used to filter and treat additional water 

at the West Hartford and Bloomfield WTPs and to pump water through a series of pumping stations along 

the pipeline. For the WWW alternative, energy will be used to filter and treat additional water at the 

WTP and pump water through the pipeline. Systems that are more proximal and at higher elevations 

(CWC and WWW) will use less energy than systems that are distant and at lower elevations (MDC). The 

periods of peak water demand at the University (late August and early September), and hence peak 

electrical demand for pumping and treating, does not typically coincide with peak Statewide electrical 

demand (typically July). Energy usage will also increase where additional water allows development; 

however, these are not anticipated to be regionally significant. 

Cumulative Impacts- Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental impact of the 

proposed action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative 

impacts associated with the feasible alternative include the following: 

• Additional groundwater and/or surface water supply withdrawals; 

• J nterbasin transfer of water; 
• Fonnation of additional disinfection byproducts in treated water due to higher water ages along the 

pipeline; 
• Additional water mains within roadways; 
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• Incremental energy demands; and 

• Additional development due to the presence of public water. 

Cumulative impacts are most likely for the alternatives that cause further diminution of flows in nearby 

watercourses, such as the WWW interconnection. On the other hand, CWC and MDC have a greater 

ability to actively mitigate for dimiriution of flows below their reservoirs, and the cumulative impacts will 

be minimized. 

Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts- Certain adverse impacts associated with provision of 

water to the University and Mansfield are unavoidable. Delivery of water to the University and · 

Mansfield from CWC, MDC, or WWW will constitute an interbasin transfer of water and resulting loss of 

water from local donor basins; this cannot be avoided. The CWC and MDC altematives would involve 

transfers of water from the Connecticut River major basin whereas the WWW altemative would involve 

the transfer of water within the Thames River major basin. CWC and MDC are capable of managing 

releases to downstream watercourses. WWW does not have such capabilities because it operates a run

of-the-river dam. 

The project will undergo a construction phase wherein additional equipment will be utilized. Mitigation 

measures have been identified with respect to associated short-tenn air and noise quality. However, a 

certain degree of additional truck and equipment use and access will be necessary during this time period, 

which is unavoidable. Potential soil erosion and sedimentation impacts will be largely mitigated through 

proper construction management techniques. 

Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts are possible along some of the pipelines, especially in the 

rural communities of Tolland, Bolton, Coventry, and Mansfield. These unavoidable adverse impacts 

could be mitigated by local land use regulations and zoning, with the Town of Mansfield considered most 

equipped and well-positioned to directly address the risks for development along pipelines. By virtue of 

the shorter potential pipelines, the ewe and www alternatives present a Jesser degree of risk than the 

MDC alternative. 

No other unavoidable adverse environmental impacts have been identified. 

kreversible and Irretrievable Commitment o[Resources- The construction of any of the interconnection 

altematives will utilize nonrenewable resources during the construction and implementation (i.e., 

construction supplies, fuel, personnel time, etc.). Since these resources cannot be reused, they are 

considered to be irreversibly and inetrievably committed. Specifically, these include the following 

actions: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Clearing; 
Access road construction; 

Installation of water mains to connect to the University and Mansfield; and 

Installation of associated infrastructure, treatment plant expansion, etc . 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR MITIGATION 

Numerous opportunities for mitigation of adverse impacts have been identified. These have been 

described throughout the document. Table ES-6 provides a summary. The two primary areas for 
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mitigation are for land uses and associated secondary growth and streamflow mitigation associated with 
increased water withdrawals. 

As indicated above, the Town of Mansfield is undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its 
regulations and has proposed an overlay zone to restrict development in areas of public water supply such 
that local development is consistent with the state plan. The proposed overlay zone will restrict 
development within potential pipeline areas for the purpose of controlling unwanted or unanticipated 
secondary growth. 

Secondary growth mitigation is possible in other communities where potential pipeline routes traverse 
land that, were it developed as a direct result of the availability of public water supply, would be contrary 
to the State Plan, local planning and zoning designations, or local plans of conservation and development. 
This is the case in Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton; however, those communities have not committed to 
such protections at this time. ln the case of Coventry and Bolton, discrepancies exist between the 
community's local vision and the State Plan such that mitigation through development protections may 
not have local support. 

TABLEES-6 
Opportunities for Mitigation 

Mitigation Opportunities 

Actively mana(,.e releases to rivers located downstream of reservoirs 
Jmplementation of overlay zones to reduce future development densities 
Coordination with various local departments, commissions, and committees 
reuardiri~ proposed pipelines 
Pipeline designs that hang pipe on bridges or include directional drilling to 

· prevent direct wetland impacts 
Construction occurring in the summer whenever possible to minimize traffic 
impacts near the University 
Perfonning a biological survey for endangered~ threatened, or spedal concern 
species during the design phase to establish buffers and construction timetables 
to minimize the impact to these species 
Adherence to best manage~ent practices to mitigate impacts to stormwater 
runoff 
Perfonnance of construction activities during daylight hours to minimize noise 
impacts 
Reduction of water age, mixing in tanks, and blending with groundwater (the 
University's or otherwise) to reduce DBPs 
Provide benefits such as emergency interconnections with other water utilities 
where pipelines are contrary to exclusive service areas 
Provide emergency interconnection with Tolland's municipal water system 

Alternative 
3 4 5 

ewe MDC www 
Yes Yes No 
Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

No Yes No 

Yes Yes No 

Under the CWC interconnection alternative, Shenipsit Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as they 
are today, through continued releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum River, to be 
supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut's streamflow regulations. For 
the MDC interconnection alternative, MDC is not required to release water under Connecticut's 
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streamflow regulations; however, they will continue to manage releases from the West Branch 
Farmington River reservoirs. Under the WWW interconnection alternative, Mitigation could take the 
form of additional releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although 
this is beyond the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW. Overall, CWC and MDC 
have a greater ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs. 

CosT AND BENEFITS 

Table ES-7 presents a summary of capital costs associated with the feasible alternatives, as well as a 
nonnalized cost per million gallons (MG) of water. 

TABLEES-7 
Summary of Estimated Interconnection Costs 

ewe MDC www 
lnterconnection Interconnection Jnterconnection 

Capital Cost $20,268,000 $47,570,400 $47,556,200 
Normalized per MG* $10,134,400 $23,785,200 $23,778,100 

*Assumes 2.0 mgd 

Table ES-8 presents a comparison of potential water rates for residential and commercial customers using 
the Public Utility Regulatory Authority (PURA) annual household consumption value. For this analysis, 
commercial customers are assumed to consume an equal amount of water as residential customers, and 
the estimates include any applicable service charges (though not initial construction and connection fees 
which would be borne by the consumer). 

TABLEES-8 
Summary of Average Annual Water Costs to Customers 

Public Water System Residential Commercial 

ewe $643 $577 

MDC $549 $549 

www $371 $371 

Town of Tolland $413 $413 

University of Connecticut $393 $393 

Sources: CWC webs1te, MDC WebSite, WWW, Tolland Water CommiSSion, UConn, Tighe & Bond 
Note: Tolland rates assume that an equal amount of water is used each quarter. 

Although this EIE has not estimated additional energy costs for the alternatives, the water systems that are 
more proximal and at higher elevations (CWC and WWW) will use less energy than systems that are 
distant and at lower elevations (MDC) to move water to the University and Mansfield. 

The following positive benefits are expected to occur as a result of the construction of or connection to 
additional sources of water supply: 

• Increase the University water system's MOS to above I 15 for the 50-year planning period while 
meeting the four committed demands. 
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• Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed expansions on the University campus, such 

as the University Teclmology Park and redeveloped facilities at the Depot Campus as outlined in the 

University of Connecticut Academic Plan that will result in an overall improvement of the campus 

environment. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Provide additional redundancy and flexibility to the University of Connecticut water system . 

Allow for the University to reduce potential impacts to fisheries within the Willimantic and Fenton 

rivers during low streamflow periods by utilizing water supply from a less sensitive area. 

Supply the Mansfield Four Comers area with public water supply, eliminating the need for utilizing 

existing wells in a historically contaminated area and spurring redevelopment of this area that is one 

of the gateways to the University of Connecticut. 

Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed growth areas identified in the Town of 

Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development. 

The potential for supply redundancy to one or more small community water systems in Mansfield, as 

well as a potential increase in access to public water for adjacent residents with low-yielding wells or 

wells with poor water quality. 

Temporary engineering and construction jobs related to implementing the eventual project, as well as 

additional long-term jobs in tbe proposed University Technology Park, the redeveloped buildings on 

the Depot Campus, and in commercial developments in Mansfield Four Corners. 

SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

ln light of the foregoing analysis, three alternatives are potentially feasible, with the ability to meet the 

project purpose and need. While the degree and types of potential impacts vary among the alternatives, 

none is believed to cause significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated. For the 

ewe and www alternatives, potential impact is similar among the alternate routing scenarios within 

each alternative. For the MDC interconnection, routing alternative #4B will result in significantly fewer 

land use conflicts between existing land uses, local zoning regulations, and the State Conservation and 

Development Policies Plan. In all cases of conflict, land use overlay zones could overcome such 

inconsistencies; however, at the present time, only the Town of Mansfield has committed to such a 

course. 

Issues of cost, phasing, and financing will be critical to the ultimate action taken. Financial feasibility and 

project affordability will be informed by funding sources, cost sharing arrangements, financing 

mechanisms, and project phasing. Project affordability includes the total cost of ownership over time in 

combination with how that cost might be shared among the parties who will be the beneficiaries. 

Each of the interconnection alternatives must overcome financial, technical, regulatory, and contractual 

hurdles to become a reality, any one of which could prevent the alternative from moving forward. As 

such, it is the University's intent to proceed with multiple potential "preferred" alternatives for 

interconnection with CWC, MDC, or WWW. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Water supply plmming in Storrs and Mansfield has been underway for nearly two decades. The 

University of Connecticut (University) has prepared four individual water supply plans beginning 

in 1994. Additionally, the Town of Mansfield prepared a water supply plan in 2002. These water 

supply plans provided estimates of future water demand in different geographic areas, with the 

University's plans focusing on the main campus, Depot Campus, and immediately adjacent areas. 

The Town of Mansfield's plan included more distant areas that could benefit from water supply, 

such as the Mansfield Four Comers area and residential neighborhoods to the west of the main 

campus. 

The University and Town of Mansfield water supply plans published prior to 2005 each noted 

that the University's registered water supplies (the Fenton River wells and the Willimantic River 

wells) were together adequate for the foreseeable future, with over 3.0 million gallons per day 

(mgd) available per the water diversion registrations on fi.le with the Connecticut Department of 

Energy & Environmental Protection (CT DEEP), and that future sources of supply would be 

needed mainly to begin supplying public water service to new areas in Mansfield. 

Based on the results of the Long Term Impact Analysis of the University of Connecticut's Fenton 

River Water Supply Wells on the Habitat of the Fenton River (more commonly known as the 

Fenton River Study) in 2006, the need for reducing withdrawals from the Fenton River wells 

during periods of low in stream flow was conclusively articulated for the first time. The 

University's 2007 Water and Wastewater Master Plan recognized that, moving forward, the 

Fenton River supply would be limited during the summer and fall to much lower withdrawals 

than the diversion registration allowed for and that additional supply sources would be needed in 

the future. 

Meanwhile, questions were beginning to be raised about the hydrogeologic capability of the 

Willimantic River Wellfield to supply its registered withdrawal. Environmental groups were 

interested in having the Willimantic River analyzed in a manner similar to the Fenton River 

Study. These questions led, in part, to the Report of the Willimantic River Study: An Analysis af 

the Impact of the University of Connecticut Water Supply Wells on the Fisheries Habitat of the 

Willimantic River (more commonly known as the Willimantic River Study) that was completed in 

2010. The study evaluated potential-impacts to fisheries habitat in the Willimantic River dueto 

withdrawals from the Willimantic RiverWellfield and evaluated potential additional withdrawals 

at the wellfield from the standpoint that the timing of withdrawals could potentially be 

manipulated to reduce impacts to the river. 

The two river studies concluded that the existing wellfields had likely reached their limits for 

public water supply. 

0 The Fenton River Study published in 2006 evaluated the impact of withdrawals at the Fenton 

River Wellfield on the fisheries habitat of the Fenton River and concluded that withdrawals 

should be reduced or ceased during low streamflow periods. Expansion ofthe Fenton River 
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Wellfield to increase the volume of withdrawals from the aquifer has not been pursued in 
light of the instream flow constraints identified by the Fenton River Study. 

0 The Willimantic River Study published in 2010 concluded that reducing withdrawals from the 
Willimantic River aquifer during low streamflow periods was necessary to protect fisheries 
habitat. Additionally, the stndy found that moving wells further downstream provided 
limited benefit and that the installation of additional wells at the wellfield would not be 
prudent in light of the instream flow constraints identified by the study. Expansion of the 
Willimantic River Wellfield to increase withdrawals from the aquifer could further 
exacerbate the fisheries habitat impacts during the low streamflow periods identified by the 
Willimantic River Study. 

Two parallel eff011s brought water supply issues to the forefront in 2010 and 2011: the University's 
development of its updated individual Water Supply Plan (submitted to state agencies in May 
20 II) and the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the 
Mansfield Four Corners area. The University's 2011 Water Supply Plan identified four areas of 
future potable water service that were committed by the University: The Storrs Center 
development, the North Campus Technology Park, Depot Campus redevelopment, and the King 
Hill Road Planned Business Area. The 2011 Water Supply Plan further identified the need for an 
additional 0.5 mgd to 1.0 mgd of available supply to bolster available water during certain months 
of the year and boost margins of safety 1 (MOS) above 1.15 over the 50-year planning period. This 
amount of water was needed in the short/intermediate term to meet MOS requirements during 
periods of peak demand when Fenton projection is curtailed or ceased. 

Meanwhile, the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the 
Mansfield Four Comers area identified future areas of water need in the town that were not 
committed to by the University in its 2011 Water Supply Plan. Specific to the Mansfield Four 
Comers area, a total of0.17 mgd of water demand has been estimated for this area through the 
20-year platming period. 

The University's 2007 Water and Wastewater Master Plan, 2011 Water Supply Plan, and the 
Mansfield Four Comers study report (20 II) all included evaluations of interconnections with 
Windham Water Works (WWW) and The Connecticut Water Company (CWC) to provide an 
additional increment of water, along with preliminary evaluations of new groundwater supplies 
along the Willimantic River (downstream of the existing University wellfield) and in the. 
Mansfield Hollow area (near Mansfield Hollow Lake). The three documents included varying 
degrees of analysis for each alternative but, in general, they all raised questions that would need 
to be addressed in more detail in order to evaluate and pursue an option for additional supply. 

Given the mutual need for water to address potable water demands identified in the 20 II Water 
Supply Plan and the 2011 Mansfield Four Corners study report, the University and the Town of 
Mansfield began to collaborate to identifY a source of water supply that would meet combined 
future needs. In June 2011, the University and the Town of Mansfield initiated the subject 
Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) under the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) 

1 Margin of Safety is defined as the ratio of available supply over demand. A margin of safety of 1.15 implies that a 
water system has 15% more water available than demand. This 15% provides a buffer against unforeseen 
circumstances, such as water m~in breaks or other emergencies. 
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to allow for a detailed evaluation of potential interconnection and groundwater supply 

alternatives. An additional water supply will have the dual benefit of increasing the University's 

MOS while also providing potable water for use on campus and in the town of Mansfield 

consistent with the town's Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD) and zoning 

regulations. 

1.2 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

In May 2011, the University submitted the latest five-year update of its Water Supply Plan to the 

Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH) and other state agencies. The Water Supply 

Plan analyzed committed future demands over the next 50 years and concluded that the four areas 

of committed future demands will require approximately 360,000 gallons per day (gpd). The 

projections in the Water Supply Plan assume that Fenton River Wellfield Well D will be 
approved for limited use2 during seasonally dry periods and that reclaimed wastewater will be 

available for future nonpotable uses such as cooling, heating, and potentially irrigation of turf 

grass. The reclaimed water facility is anticipated to be operational by December 2012, and 

limited use of Well Dis pending approval from the CT DEEP. 

Even with these efforts to bolster supply and reduce potable water demand, the MOS of the 

University water supply system during maximum demand months is predicted to drop below the 

DPH's MOS goal of J.J 5. Based on the infonnation presented in Tables 7-17 and 7-18 of the 

2011 Water Supply Plan, a minimum of0.32 mgd of new water supply will be necessary to meet 

the maximum month3 MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060, and a minimum of0.73 mgd of new water will 

be necessary to meet the peak day 4 MOS goal of!. 15 in 2060. Any currently unforeseen 

additional demands realized by the University will, in tum, further impact the MOS of the 

University's water supply system and thereby increase the need for additional water supply. 

A water supply expansion or interconnection to supply the Mansfield Four Comers area has long 

been a goal of the Town of Mansfield. The Mansfield Four Corners area is considered to be one 

of several "gateways" to Mansfield and the University, but several of the businesses in the area 

have been shuttered. The decline of this area has been partly attributed to the lack of adequate, 

clean drinking water and safe sewage disposal. Furthennore, the lack of reliable water supply in 

the Mansfield Four Comers area has been cited as a significant limitation on redevelopment. 

Water quality and quantity issues in this area have historically been difficult to address without 

the comprehensive solution afforded by an extension of water and sewer utilities. The 

availability of public water supply in this area is believed key to revitalization efforts. A potable 

water demand of approximately 170,000 gpd is estimated for this area through the end of the 20-

year planning period. 

In 2011, the State of Connecticut passed legislation (Senate Bill No. 1242- Public Act No. 11-57) 

authorizing the issuing of bonding for the purpose of the development of the proposed 

2 Such use of Well D would be in accordance with its diversion registration and the operating procedures presented 

in the Wel)field Management Plan (201 1). 
3 While 0.32 mgd will need to be available to maintain aMOS of l.l5, a lesser quantity (0.04 mgd) would be needed 
for actual consumption. 
4 While 0.73 mgd will need to be available to maintain aMOS of 1.!5, a Jesser quantity (0.38 mgd) would be needed 
for actual consumption. 
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Technology Park on the University's North Campus. Cognizant of the need for public water 
service by the University and the Town of Mansfield, this legislation authorizes the University to 
charge for and supervise on- and off-campus improvements and states that the University shall 
work in consultation with the Town of Mansfield regarding any on-site or off-site utilities that are 
financed pursuant to the proposed Technology Park. In particular, this legislation enables the 
University to work with the Town of Mansfield in regard to extending water and sewer service to 
Mansfield Four Comers. 

In order to enable growth of the University and the surrounding area consistent with the 
University's master plans and associated environmental analysis and the Town of Mansfield's 
Plan of Conservation and Development, the University and the Town of Mansfield are evaluating 
alternatives that will identify a viable long-tenn public water supply source. This additional 
supply would have the dual benefit of increasing the MOS oft he University water supply system 
while also providing potable water for use on campus, in the Mansfield Four Comers area, and 
elsewhere in town. 

The need for additional water supply is driven by existing and future water demands as follows: 

1. Need for Sufficient MOS- MOS is thoroughly evaluated in the University's Water Supply 
Plan (2011).and in the water demand projections of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan 
(2006). A minimum of 0.32 mgd of new water supply wi!l be necessary to meet the 
maximum month MOS goal of 1.15 during periods of peak demand and when the Fenton 
River Wellfield is curtailed or offline. This includes existing system demands plus 
committed water supply both on and off campus. It also accounts for the reduction of 
demand that wi!l occur once the reclaimed water facility comes on line. Off-campus 
committed demands include Storrs Center and King Hi!! Road Planned Business Area. Of 
the 0.32 mgd quantity, only 0.04 mgd would be needed for consumption; the remainder 
would be placed on standby for MOS. A minimum of 0.73 mgd of new water will be 
necessary to meet the peak day MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060. Of the 0.73 mgd quantity, only 
0.38 mgd would be needed for consumption; the remainder would be placed on standby for 
MOS. 

2. Additional Incremental Demand to Supply the Technology Park- The proposed Technology 
Park on the University's North Campus was allocated a committed water demand of 89,600 
gpd in the 201.1 Water Supply Plan. This figure was revised in May 2011 from prior 
estimates through a.tabulation of potential gross square footage of buildings to be constructed 
in the Technology Park. At the present time, higher average water demands are being 
forecast for the Technology Park. Current estimates are approximately 423,500 gpd. With 
89,600 gpd already set aside in the 2011 Water Supply Plan and analyzed as part of the water 
needed to maintain future margins of safety, the increment of333,900 gpd is therefore an 
additional future water demand. Maximum month demands and peak day demands will be 
somewhat higher although the timing of peaking factors is likely to be different for each 
parcel in the Technology Park, depending on the use (i.e., classroom versus year-round 
research). The analysis on page 6-25 of the 2011 Water Supply Plan provides the rationale 
and justification to support a ratio of 1.33 for peak day planning calculations. This factor is 
applied to the average day demand of 333,900 gpd to estimate a peak day demand of 444,087 
gpd. Applying the desired 15% MOS yields the following demand forecasts: 
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TABLE 1.2-1 
Additional Incremental Technology Park Demand 

Condition Base Dem~nd 
Base Demand Plus 

15%MOS 
Average Day 333,900 gpd 383,985 gpd 
PeakDav 444,087 gpd 510 700 gpd 

3. Future Town of Mansfield Demand- In addition to the previously committed water service 
in the Town of Mansfield, the town has identified previously uncommitted demands 
associated with the Mansfield Four Corners development (170,000 gpd), a planned elderly 
and assisted living facility (30,000 gpd), and a number of residential development areas as 
identified in Tables 2-9, 2·10, and 2-11 of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan (totaling 
253,500), for a total average day demand of 453,500 gpd. Provision of public water to these 
areas is consistent with Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and Development. Similar to the 
Technology Park, factors are applied to obtain peak day demand as well as a 15% MOS as 
follows: 

TABLE 1.2-2 
Additional Demand Within the Town of Mansfield 

Condition Base Oemand 
Base Demand Plus 

15%MOS 
Average Day 453,500 gpd 521,525 gpd 
Peak Day 603,155 gpd 693,628 gpd 

In total, the following additional water supply is needed to meet peak day demands in the 50-year 
planning horizon (2060) with a 15% MOS: 

TABLE 1.2-3 
Incremental Water Supply Demand in 2060 

Average Day Peak Day Demand 
Need Demand 

With 1.5% MOS 
With 15% MOS 

Committed Water Supply Demand *320,000 _gpd 730,000 qod 
Additional Incremental Technology Park Demand 383,985 gpd 510,700 qod · 
Additional Town of Mansfield Demand 52! 525 gpd 693,628 qod 

TOTALS: 1,225,510 J{Pd 1,934,328 I!TJd 
*Due to the manner m which the demand was computed m the Umvers1ty's 2011 Water Supply Plan, 

maximum month average day demand is used in this table as a proxy for average day demand. 

The above numbers are consistent with the University's Water Supply Plan and the Water and 
Wastewater Master Plan, both of which have been vetted by the public, Town of Mansfield 
officials, and state regulatory agencies. 

4. Additional Future University Demand- The water supply planning period ex,tends to the year 
2060. It is likely that additional on-campus demands will materialize in that timeframe for 
uses that are as-of-yet undefined. Potential demand generators include the following: 
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• 
• 

• 
• 

Increased student population, with associated housing needs . 
Expanded student recreational and/or athletic facilities, potentially including practice 
facilities, indoor recreaiional facilities, recreational fields (i.e. flag football, recreational 
soccer, rugby, baseball, and softball), athletic fields (i.e. football, soccer), and ice sp011s. 
Additional classroom space, student laboratory space, and facul1y offices . 
Additional research space . 

The extent to which the above demands may materialize is unknown at this time, as is any 
associated timing. As such, a specific value cannot be ascribed to the water demand such 
uses might require. However, some measure of growth is likely. As such, alternatives will 
be evaluated for their ability to expand to accommodate additional future potential on-campus 
growth. 

Each of the alternatives will be measured against the ability to meet the project need. 

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action is the extension of water to Mansfield and Storrs to augment the University's 
water supply system to serve current and future needs through the 50-year planning horizon 
(2060). This action involves extending water supply transmission piping and connecting to a new 
source or sources of supply. 

1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROJECTS AND PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

Numerous planning documents related to the proposed action have been evaluated in the context 
of this EIE, including the following: 

The University of Connecticut North Campus Technology Park Final Environmental 
Impact Statement . 

The University has been proposing to extend North Hillside Road and develop a research and 
technology park in the North Campus area since the 1970s. The document entitled Final 
Environmental Impact Statement- North Hillside Road Extension (PElS) was released in October 
2011 and approved in 2012. This. document, prepared under the oversight of the Federal 
Highway Administration, the Connecticut Department of Transportation, and the University of 
Connecticut, was the culmination of research and planning activities dating back to the mid
l990s. The proposed project will construct a 3,400 foot long, 32 foot wide two-lane roadway 
from the current terminus of North Hillside Road to Route 44. The extension will facilitate the 
development of the proposed Technology Park in this area of North Campus as well as provide an 
alternative entrance to the University. 

The subject ElE is relevant to the Technology Park project in that more than 25% of the new 
water demand to be satisfied is associated with the Technology Park. Many of the alternatives 
and scenarios evaluated in the subject document propose the installaiion of a water main in North 
Hillside Road Extension. The FEIS noted that the construction of the new roadway would 
include the installation of utilities such as potable water, nonpotable reclaimed water, sanitary 
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sewer, storm drainage, telecommunications, primary electrical, natural gas, street lighting, and 

emergency phones. Construction of the roadway and associated water mains is vital to the 

eventual development of the Technology Park as development of individual water supply wells 

for the Technology Park buildings is believed to be neither prudent nor practical. 

The Town o[Mans(ield Water Supply Plan 

Although the Town of Mansfield does not currently operate a water system, the town developed 

its Water Supply Plan in 2002 for the purpose of evaluating drinking water supply needs in 

Mansfield, particularly in those areas not served by the University. The information generated in 

that document has been referenced and utilized in subsequent planning documents. It notes that 

the majority of the town is served by small water systems that often have chronic water quality or 

quantity issues. These systems are located in northern Mansfield in areas proximate to the 

University's Main and Depot campuses. The document also identified as potential sources of 

water supply two of the interconnections and several of the potential wellfields evaluated in the 

subject EIE. 

The Town of Mansfield's 2002 Water Supply Plan summarized projected new water demands, 

including developable land as well as small public water systems that were considered candidates 

for an expanded University or municipal water supply. The discussion was categorized into 

Existing and/or Committed UConn Water Service and Areas Not Served by UConn Water System. 

The existing and/or committed University ser~ice areas in the 2002 Water Supply Plan include: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

The North Campus area 
The Storrs Center project area 
Additional University housing 
Holinko Apartments 
North Eagleville Road/King Hill Road planned business area 

The Depot Campus 

Outlying areas of potential water demand that the University did not commit to serving with its 

potable water system included residential areas, existing community water systems, and 
potentially developable .land that are proximal to the University system. 

Town o(Mans[ield Plan of Conservation and Development 

The Town of Mansfield adopted its most recent P /an of Conservation and Development in 2006. 

The policies and programs contained therein were reviewed to detennine whether the potential 

sources of water supply would be consistent with the plan. The Plan of Conservation and 

Development is relatively specific and provides significantly more commentary and guidance for 

water system expansion and usage as compared to many municipal plans. It calls for encouraging 

"appropriately located higher-density development by expanding existing sewer and public water 

services where appropriate" but stresses the need for environmentally appropriate limitations to 

water supply. To that end, the plan recommends "working with the University of Connecticut, 

the Town of Windham, and State officials to plan, fund, and construct appropriate expansions of 

existing sewer and water systems.lt 
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The Four Comers area is specifically identified in Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and 
Development as a redevelopment area. Policy Goal #1, Objective "a" of the POCD calls on the 
town to "support initiatives to document surface and grow1dwater quality and public health 
issues in the Four Corners area and to seek State and Federal funding to extend public sewer and 
water services to this area." It further notes that this effort is of "immediate importance11 and 
must be coordinated with the University and other pertinent agencies. Objective "c" of Policy 
Goal #1 notes that the Four Comers area is a priority mixed-use development area. 

The University o(Connecticut Water Supplv Plan 

For certain regulated water utilities in Connecticut, water supply plans must be completed in 
accordance with Section 25-32d of the Connecticut General Statutes (CGS) and Section 25-32d 
of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA), as may be updated from time to time. 
These regulations and the supporting statutes recognize that planning is a critical management 
activity of all water utilities .. The principal goals of water system planning as defined by the DPH 
are to: (J) ensure an adequate quantity of pure drinking water now and in the future; (2) ensure 
orderly growth of the system; and (3) make efficient use of available resources. 

The University is statutorily defined as a constituent unit of higher education pursuant to CGS 
Chapters 185 and 185b and not a "water company" as set forth in CGS Section 25-32a. 
Nevertheless, the University operates a public water system and views the Water Supply Plan as 
integral to planning for a safe and adequate water supply system for the foreseeable future. The 
University completed its most recent plan update in May 2011 and submitted it to DPH for 
approvaL That document has been reviewed in light of the proposed regional water supply 
interconnection relative to its consistency with policies, programs, and planned projects of the 
University. 

The University has a variety of existing and future demands that it has committed to serving, 
including the North Campus Technology Park, Storrs Center, the North Eagleville Road/King Hill 
Road planned business area, and the Depot Campus. As demonstrated in the most recent Water 
Supply Plan, the University's ability to serve those demands while maintaining a 15% MOS is 
adversely affected during higher demand months due to restrictions in available water. The Water 
Supply Plan outlines several potential alternatives to increase MOS in the short term, including 
limited utilization of Fenton Well D and the construction of a reclaimed water facility. 
Intermediate and long-term demands will need to be met through interconnections or new sources 
of supply that can provide 0.32 mgd to 0.72 mgd to the University in order to maintain aMOS of 
1.15 through the year 2060; a value of0.5 mgd for new water was used in the 2011 Water Supply 
Plan for planning purposes. This need, in conjunction with potential water demands identified in 
the town of Mansfield, led in part to the decision to undertake the subject EIE. 

As noted in the University's 2011 Water Supply Plan, several of the committed demand areas 
presented in the 2002 Town of Mansfield Water Supply Plan have been incorporated into the 
University's service area over the past 10 years. Note the following: 

• Many new University housing projects have been completed, including Hilltop Apartments, 
Charter Oak Apartments, and Charter Oak Suites. New University housing formerly 
proposed to be located at or west of Northwood Apartments is no longer proposed. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Holinko Apartments is now serviced by the University water system . 

The Storrs Center project is currently under construction . 

The.FEJS has been approved for the extension of North Hillside Road in association with the 

new Technology Park. Implementation of this project is expected to occur within the next 

five years. 

Redevelopment or new development on some sections of the Depot Campus have occurred 

and will continue during the next five years. 

While the North Eagleville Road/King Hill Road planned business area currently has no 

redevelopment plan, this could occur at any time. 

The Connecticut Water Company Water Supply Plan 

The CWC prepared its most recent water supply plan for the Northern Operations region in 2006. 

This document has been reviewed in light of a regional water supply interconnection relative to 

its consistency with policies, programs, and planned projects of CWC. In Sections 2.3 

(Interconnections), 4.3 (Future Service Areas), and 5.2 (System Improvements), CWC's water 

supply plan notes the need for an interconnection between its Western System in Tolland and the 

University of Connecticut system "within the next five years" to help the University meet peak 

demands, provide critical supply redundancy, and provide potable water to additional areas of 

Mansfield. In Sections 2.3 (Interconnections) and 4.3 (Future Service Areas), the water supply 

plan identifies the need to permanently address chronic supply issues in northwestem Mansfield. 

Coincident with the University's individual water supply plan submittal in May 2011, DPH 

requested additional information from CWC to evaluate future margins of safety in the Northern 

Region's Western System. In October 2011, CWC completed an update to its Northern 

Operations Western System Water Supply Plan and submitted it to DPH for approval. Water 

supply projections were updated through October 2011. 

The Metropolitan District Commission Water Supply Plan 

The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) prepared its most recent water supply plan in 

2008. This document has been reviewed in light of a regional water supply interconnection 

relative to its consistency with policies, programs, and planned projects of the MDC. Although 

the plan includes a detailed discussion about interconnections in Section l!I-C, potential future 

service to the University and Mansfield is not included.or discussed in the plan. Instead, Section 

VIII-A states that "The District does not at this time anticipate extension of the water distribution 

system outside this [exclusive service area] boundary. The District would work with the [Upper 

Connecticut River] Water Utility Coordinating Committee in determining additional future 

services areas that it might advantageously serve. 11 
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The Windham Water Works Water Supply Plan 

· WWW completed its most recent Water Supply Plan update and submitted it to DPH for approval 
in February 2009. Comments were received from DPH in June 201 1, and the plan was revised in 
September 201 I. This document and DPH's comments have been reviewed in light of a regional 
water supply interconnectiqn relative to its consistency with policies, programs, and planned 
projects ofWWW. 

The WWW Water Supply Plan states that an interconnection with the University is a possibility. 
It further notes that if any water were made available for use by the University it would be 
necessary to increase the WWW treatment plant capacity and amend its diversion permit to allow 
a withdrawal that maintains a 15% MOS under average day, maximum month, and peak day 
conditions. 

DPH commented in June 201 1 that, based on the infonnation in the Water Supply Plan, WWW 
appears to be able to supply an additional 1.0 mgd and still maintain the 15% MOS except on 
peak days. Treatment plant upgrades would therefore be necessary to support peak day demands 
and, as such, could potentially be performed over a longer period oftime. However, the 
comments offered by DPH were written prior to WWW's plan revision, which was subsequently 
submitted and is currently under review. 

Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut 

The Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut (2005-2010) (the State Plan) 
provides the policy and planning framework for administrative and programmatic actions and 
capital and operational investment decisions of state government. The objective of the plan is to 
guide a balanced response to the current and future human, economic, and environmental needs 
of the state. The plan has been consulted extensively to evaluate the consistency of the proposed 
sources of water supply with the goals and poliCies relative to land use, growth management, 
sensitive environmental resources, resource management, public investment, the economy, and 
integrated planning. The pertinent guidelines and policies set forth in the plan are presented 
throughout the subject EJE. 

Capitol Region Plan of Conservation and Development 

The Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) regional planning organization adopted 
its most recent Plan of Conservation and Development in 2009. This land use plan is pertinent to 
activities in the .town of Tolland. The policies and programs were reviewed to ensure that a 
potential water supply interconnection would be in accordance with CRCOG's conservation and 
development plan. Chapter 8 of the document discusses public sewer and water service. The 
plan calls for ensuring an adequate and high quality water supply primarily through partnership 
with existing service providers and by supporting efforts to protect high-yield aquifer areas. The 
plan suggests that member towns "use existing water and sewer infrastructure to guide future 
growth" and to "work with local officials and utility providers to encourage the development of 
an infrastructure system that meets desired local and regional growth patterns." 
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Windham Region Land Use Plan 

The Windham Region Council of Governments (WinCOG) regional planning organization 

adopted its most recent land use p Jan in 2010. The plan is pertinent to activities in the towns of 

Coventry and Mansfield. The policies and programs were reviewed to ensure that a potential 

water supply interconnection would be consistent with the plan. In addition, WinCOG provided a 

comment letter regarding the University's most recent Water Supply Plan that addresses the 

potential water supply alternatives outlined in this EIE. In particular, WinCOG noted that: 

• 

• 

• 

The proposal to seek additional water to support the growth of Storrs (including the 

University of Connecticut Main Campus, Downtown Storrs, and Mansfield Four Corners) is 

consistent with the goals ofthe Windham Region Land Use Plan as the area is demarcated as 

a Regional Center. 

Development should be sensitive to water resources and public water supply recharge areas 

particularly as it relates to impacts to the Fenton River and Willimantic River systems. 

The provision of public water supply to areas not demarcated as a Regional Center may not 

be consistent with the goals of the Windham Land Use Plan. Specifically, the plan does not 

support the provision of water for additional development activities along roadway corridors 

that are designated as Rural Conservation Areas or Preservation Areas. 
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12.0 SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

12.1 ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT NEED 

Alternatives were evaluated in Sections 5 through II of this document. Feasible alternatives 
must be able to: 

I. Supply a safe and reliable supply of potable water in the amount of 1.23 million gallons per 
day (mgd) during average day demand (ADD) conditions. 

2. Supply a safe and reliable supply of potable water in the amount of 1.93 mgd during peak day 
demand (PDD) conditions. 

3. Have. the ability to expand to accommodate additional future potential on-campus growth. 

Table 12.1-1 summarizes the capability of each alternative to meet the project purpose and need. 

TABLE 12.1-1 
Ability of Each Alternative to Meet Project Need 

AIL# Alternative Name 

#I No Action 

#2 Replacement of Fenton Well A 
#3 Interconnection with CWC 
#4 Interconnection with NIDC 

#5 Interconnectjon with WWW 

#6 
Development of New Groundwater 
Supply along Willimantic River 

#7 
Development of New Groundwater 
Supply Near Mansfield Hollow Lake 

CWC- Connecticut Water Company 
:tv:IDC =Metropolitan District .Commission 
WWW =Windham Water Works 

Able to Able to Deliver 
Deliver ADD PDDofl.93 
of 1.23 mgd? mgd? 

No No 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

No No 

No No 

Able to Expand to 
Accommodate 

Additional Future 
Growth? 

No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 (interconnection with Connecticut Water Company, the Metropolitan 
District Commission, and Windham Water Works, respectively) are able to meet the project 
purpose need. The manner in which this can be accomplished is as follows: 

• Connecticut Water Company (CWC) would draw upon the Shenipsit Reservoir while 
utilizing groundwater supply wells at Powder Hollow, Hunt, Preston, and other Northern 
Region wells within their existing registered withdrawal rates. System improvements include 
return of the Preston Wellfield to active use; recovery of registered capacity from the Powder 
Hollow and Hunt Wellfields; and expansion of the Rockville Water Treatment Plant (WTP). 
Piping extension would be required from the terminus of CWC's system in Tolland through a 
short distance in the Town of Coventry, and into Mansfield. 
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• The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) would draw upon the Barkhamsted and 

Nepaug Reservoirs in the Farmington River basin within their existing registered withdrawal 

rates. Piping extension would be required from the terminus of MDC's system in East 

Hmtford via one of two contemplated routes. Route #4A runs through portions of 

Manchester, Bolton and Coventry and then into Mansfield. Route #4 B runs through portions 

of Manchester, South Windsor, Vernon, Tolland, and Coventry before entering Mansfield. 

• Windham Water Works (WWW) would draw from the Willimantic Reservoir upstream of the 

lower reach of the Natchaug River. In order to reliably provide the University and the Town 

of Mansfteld with additional water supply while maintaining an adequate margin of safety 

(MOS), WWW would require a new or modified diversion permit and a treatment plant 
expansion. Additionally, WWW has indicated that removal of sediment from the Willimantic 

Reservoir would be required by its Water Commission if this alternative were pursued. 

12.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A summary of potential impacts is provided below for the feasible alternatives. 

12.2.1 LAND USE 

T~ble I 2.2- I summarizes state-designated land uses and current zoning by town for the 
interconnection pipeline routes. The Consei'Vation and Development Policies Plan for 

Connecticut (the State Plan) discourages provision of public water supply in areas designated as 

existing preserved open space, preservation areas, conservation areas, rural lands, aquifer 

protection areas, and historic areas. 

The intended developments for which a new source of supply is being sought are all located 

within the Town of Mansfield in areas where such development is consistent with State Plan 

designations. These developments are also consistent with local zoning regulations and the Town 

of Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and Development. Under all feasible alternatives, 

transmission pipeline will be laid through areas in town that pass through State Plan-designated 

areas that are not intended for public water supply service (Refer to Figure 4.1-1 ). In order to 

address this discrepancy, the Town of Mansfield is undergoing a comprehensive and detailed 

revision of its regulations and has proposed overlay zones to restrict development in areas of 

public water supply such that local development is consistent with the State Plan. The proposed 

overlay zones will restrict development along potential pipeline routes within the Town of 

Mansfield where intense development would be inconsistent with the State Plan, local zoning 

designations, and/or Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and Development. In this manner, 

unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth can be avoided. 

Secondary growth in the Towns of Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton could be affected by various 

pipeline routes associated with the interconnection alternatives. These are discussed below. 
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Notes 

TABLE 12.2·1 
State Plan Designations, Zoning, and Summary of Recommended Mitigation per Town 

1. CWC ""The Connecticut Water Company 
MDC , The Metropolitan District 
WWW"' Windham Water Works 

2 State Plan Designations: 
RC Regional Center 

NC Neighborllood Conservation 
GA Growth Area 
RCC Rural Community Center 
EPOS Existing Preserved Open Space 
P A Preservation Area 
CA 
RL 

Conservation Area 
Rural Lands 
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Alternative 3- ewe Interconnection 

The CWC system in Tolland has a terminus on Route 195 on the north side oflnterstate 84. 

Under this alternative, water mains would be installed beneath existing roads in Tolland, 

Coventry, and Mansfield to interconnect the CWC water system with the University's system. 

Existing and potential future land uses as well as the potential for secondary development have 

been evaluated for this alternative. Potential land use impacts in Tolland and Coventry are 

described below. 

Land Uses in Tolland 

Approximately L6miles of pipeline would traverse Route 195 in the town of Tolland in areas 

that do not cun·ently have access to public water supply (Refer to Figure 3.4-1). Public water 

service is currently available through the town of Tolland on Anthony Road and the p01ii01i of 

Route 195 northwest of Anthony Road. Therefore, risk for induced development in this area as a 

result of a future CWC supply to the University and Mansfield is low. Public water service is not 

currently available in the Residential Design District (RDD) and RDD-Natural Resource and 

Wildlife Protection Area district located southeast of Anthony Road. As such, these areas may be 

vulnerable to induced development if a water main were to become available with excess capacity 

to supply individual properties. However, development potential is limited. Note the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Most of the parcels on the eastern side of Route 195 are relatively small and developed with 

single family homes. These are unlikely to be redeveloped. 

The parcel containing Norwegian Woods has additional room for expansion. Expansion of 

multi-family/moderate-density residential on this parcel is consistent with Tolland's future 

land use plan in its Plan of Conservation and Development. 

The large parcel between Norwegian Woods and Dimock Road is preserved as open space 

and is therefore unlikely to be developed. 

Many small parcels with existing single family homes are located along the west side of 

Route 195. These are unlikely to be redeveloped. 

Seven or eight large parcels on the west side of Route 195 have development potential. 

These are located on the eastern side of Cassidy Hill and support many wetlands and Clark 

Brook, thus developable land is limited. The "Future Land Use Plan" in Tolland's Plan of 

Conservation and Development denotes this area as "low-density residential." 

If public water is made available along Route 195 in Tolland, additional development could 

occur. However, given the limited amount of potentially developable land area, secondary 

growth impacts, if they occur, are not anticipated to be significant. 

Land Use in Coventry 

Route 195 traverses a small portion of the Town of Coventry, approximately one-quarter mile in 

length (Refer to Figure 3.4-2). The road passes through a State-designated Conservation Area 
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with a small adjacent Preservation Area (Refer to Figure 4.1-4 ). Ideally, local zoning 
designations should support the intended density and character of development reflected in the 
State Plan. When local zoning is not consistent, a departure in the type and density of 
development can occur. The Coventry Plan of Conservation and Development and zoning map 
are in conflict with both the State Plan and the. Windham Council of Governments (Win COG) 
Land Use Plan where Route 195 traverses the town. 

Parcels located in the area ofthe CWC pipeline segment along Route 195 (11 and 12A) and on 
Jones Crossing Road (12B) in Coventry are described below: 

• The parcels denoted as a Special Planning Area (Neighborhood Commercial) are currently 
developed with single family homes. lt is possible that with the provision of public water, 
these areas could be redeveloped into a more intense land use. The recent rezone to 
Neighborhood Commercial would allow a hotel, a use that the town is believed to support. 

• The large parcel associated with the Storrs Community Church is primarily located in the 1% 
annual chance floodplain of the Willimantic River such that subdivision of this parcel would 
not result in significant development or changes in community demographics. 

• The large parcel located between Jones Crossing Road and Route 195 is also in the I% annual 
chance floodplain such that subdivision of this parcel would not result in significant development. 
Similarly, the large parcel on the south side of Jones Crossing Road leading to the river currently 
supports a home and agriculture use. Limited development potential exists there. 

• The 60.9-acre parcel west of Jones Crossing Road slopes steeply to the west and northwest up 
Cassidy Hill. Development of this parcel would be difficult. It is located in a General 
Residential Zone (GR-80), which is low density residential zone. A variety of residential uses 
would be allowable through Special Penn it. 

None of the above parcels have public sewer service. If public water is made available along 
Route 195 in Coventry, additional development could occur. However, this is a small land area 
and secondary growth impacts, if they occur, are anticipated to be limited. 

Alternative 4- MDC Interconnection 

The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) public water system in East Hartford could be 
extended through various pipeline routing alternatives to supply the University and the Town of 
Mansfield (Referto Figure 3.5-2). An interconnection with MDC has the potential to affect land 
uses in the towns through which the potential pipeline routes occur. 

Two pipeline routes are possible to provide water from MDC's system in East Hartford. The first 
would run from East Hartford, through Manchester, Bolton, and Coventry to Mansfield (Routing 
#4A). Land areas in East Hartford and Manchester are currently served by public water along the 

. affected pipeline segments such that impacts to land use are not expected. Potential impacts to 
Bolton and Coventry are described below. 
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Land Uses in Bolton 

Potential pipeline routing through Bolton runs along Interstate 384 for approximately I .6 miles 

and then along Route 44 for another 1.6 miles (Refer to Figure 3.5-2). The majority of land along 

the I-384 corridor is zoned residential. Single-family residential development already covers 

much of these areas, but a few large undeveloped parcels are present, especially between the 

Manchester town line and Route 85. Bolton's Plan of Conservation and Development clearly 

calls for the rural residential character of the town to remain intact in areas that are not located 

along Route 44 and Route 6. 

From its junction with Interstate 384 and eastward, Route 44 passes through State-designated 

Rural Lands and Conservation Areas, with some adjacent Preservation Areas and Existing 

Preserved Open Space (Refer to Figure 4.1-1). 

The Town of Bolton has a strong vision for Route 44 and clearly desires the extension of water 

and sewer systems to support business and related development. As noted in the town's Plan of 

Conservation and Development, the current State Plan conflicts with Bolton's intended 

management of the Route 44 corridor. The Capital Region Plan of Conservation and 

Development designates the entire Route 44 corridor in Bolton as a "Municipal Focus Area" with 

Middle Intensity Development designated along the roadway. 

The presence of the water main is expected to enable the Town of Bolton to encourage specific 

types of mixed-use, commercial, and industrial developments along Route 44. In addition to 

commercial development, it is possible that several hundred residential parcels could develop in 

new mixed-use or residential developments along Route 44. Along fnterstate 384, several large 

parcels zoned as R-1 and R-2 are located adjacent to the State right-of-way along the pipeline 

route such that these areas could be served by a water main even with access to these areas 

occurring from a road other than the highway. Potential residential development adjacent to 

Interstate 384 could increase local population up to 500 people if parcels were fully developed, 

with additional population increases realized via potential residential and mixed-use 
developments along Route 44. 

Land Uses in Coventry 

Route 44 passes through mainly state-designated Rural Lands and Conservation Areas in the 

Town of Coventry. The intersection of Route 44 with Main Street/Grant Hill Road is surrounded 

by a small area designated as a Rural Community Center. Very small Preservation Area 

designations cross Route 44 along watercourses. One Existing Preserved Open Space designation 

is located on the north side of Route 44 between North River Road and Carpenter Road; this is 

the Manchester Coon and Fox Club land. 

Although Rural Lands and Conservation Areas comprise most of the corridor, a subtle distinction 

can be made between lands west of the Rural Community Center and lands to the east. West of 

the Rural Community Center, a higher percentage of the land is designated as Conservation Area. 

East of the Rural Community Center, a higher percentage of the land is designated as Rural 

Lands. However, for the purpose of evaluating future development as a result of public water 

supply, all three designations (Rural, Rural Community Center, and Conservation) are addressed 

in the same marmer. State policy is to avoid extension of water systems in these areas. 
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While installation of water transmission piping through conservation areas is not necessarily at 
odds with the State Plan, water service off such a line is not consistent with the Plan designations 
in Coventry along the entire 5.4 mile pipeline corridor. The pipeline under MDC routing scenario 
#4A passes residentially-developable parcels that if fully developed could increase the population 
of Coventry by approximately 400 people. 

The second MDC intercormection pipeline route would run from East Hartford, through 
Manchester, a very short segment in South Windsor, Vernon, Tolland, and Coventry to Mansfield 
(Routing #4B). East Hartford, Manchester, South Windsor and Vernon are currently served by 
public water along the affected pipeline segment such that impacts to land use are not expected. 
Potential impacts for Tolland adjacent to Interstate 84 are described below. 

Land Uses in Tolland 

Routing scenario #4B crosses a similar area of Tolland as the CWC alternative described above 
for areas south of Interstate 84 on Route 195. This analysis realized relatively minimal impacts to 
land use and potential for secondary development from a potential pipeline through the area. 
Areas located adjacent to Interstate 84 must also be considered under the MDC alternative. These 
include: 

• 

• 

• 

Five undeveloped or partially-developed parcels nmih of Loehr Road on the south side of 
Interstate 84 total 17.4 acres. These parcels could potentially be developed into single family 
homes. 

A 29.4-acre parcel located north of Interstate 84 west of an impoundment of Chapin Meadow 
Brook caused by the highway. The Tolland Plan of Conservation and Development identifies 
most o[the developable area of this parcel as a medium open space priority. 

Three undeveloped or partially-developed parcels (totaling 55.2 acres) north of Metcalf Road 
and west of Cider Mill Road on the south side of Interstate 84. 

If development occurred on these parcels in response to the availability of pubic water, 
population could increase by several hundred in Tolland. 

Summary 

The potential for provision of water supply in areas that would be inconsistent with the State Plan 
is much greater for MDC routing scenario #4A. Routing scenario #4A traverses more than three 
miles through rural Bolton and over five miles within the Town of Coventry that are currently 
designated as Rural, Preservation, and Conservation lands. Routing scenario #4B would occur 
along Interstate 84 in Tolland, thus somewhat more remote from adjacent, potentially developable 
residential land and with fewer conflicts with the State Plan. 

Alternative 5- WWW Interconnection 

Transmission mains under the WWW interconnection alternative will be limited to areas within 
the Town of Mansfield. As indicated above, the Town of Mansfield is undergoing a 
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comprehensive and detailed revision of its regulations and has proposed an overlay zone to 
restrict development in areas of public water supply such that local development is consistent 
with the State Plan. ln this manner, unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth can be avoided. 
As such, conflicts with the State Plan are believed to be resolved. 

12.2.2 WATERRESOURCES 

Impacts to source waters will vary depending on the selected alternative: 

• 

• 

• 

Provision of water from CWC would draw upon the Shenipsit Reservoir while the Powder 
Hollow, Hunt, Preston, and other North em Region wells will offset some of the treated water 
from Shenipsit that is distributed to the w.est and north. While system improvements are 
proposed, no new sources would be developed under this alternative and withdrawal rates 
would largely not exceed historic withdrawals. Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as 
they are today, through continued releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum 
River, to be supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut's 
streamflow regulations. 

Provision of water from MDC would draw upon the Barkhamsted and Nepaug Reservoirs in 
the Farmington River basin. Withdrawals would not exceed existing registered rates, and 
source and treatment plant improvements are not proposed. MDC is not required to release 
water under Connecticut's streamflow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage 
releases from the West Branch Farmington River reservoirs. 

Provision of water from WWW would draw upon the Willimantic Reservoir upstream of the 
Natchaug River. A new or modified diversion permit would be needed as well as removal of 
sediment from the reservoir to maintain adequate water quality. WWW operates its source of 
supply as a run-of-the-river withdrawal rather than relying on reservoir storage. Mitigation 
could take the fonn of increasing releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, although this is beyond the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, 
orWWW. 

No direct impacts are expected to occur to surface water or groundwater as a result the 
installation of water mains and pipelines. The integrity of bridges and culverts will not be 
compromised, as water mains will be primarily installed using directional drilling or attached to 
bridges: 

12.2.3 SOCIOECONOMICS 

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield is expected to 
have a positive impact on the local and regional socioeconomic horizon through creation of direct 
new employment on campus as well as indirect and induced job creation off campus. The Town 
of Mansfield and its neighboring communities are well positioned to absorb any incremental 
increase in population and housing demand resulting from new water supply, even with the land 
use controls that will be enacted to limit development along the pipeline route in Mansfield. 
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12.2.4 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield is consistent 

with current community services. The burden on municipal and University emergency services 

personnel is not expected to increase significantly. 

12.2.5 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Mansfield will enable additional 

development on-campus as well as in portions of northern Mansfield in areas proximate to the 

University's Main and Depot campuses and Agronomy Farm. On-campus development will be 

congruent with the architecture and building heights throughout the campus. Any off-campus 

development within the Town of Mansfield will be guided by local regulations relative to 

aesthetics and will require approval through Mansfield's Planning & Zoning Commission. 

Additionally, the aesthetics of pumping stations and storage tanks will need to be sited and 

designed such that they are congruent with the aesthetic character of the surrounding area. 

12.2.6 PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICES 

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will increase 

the capacity of the University's water system. Benefits to small community, non-transient non

community, and tnmsient non-community water systems will be realized through 

interconnections or direct cmmection to new pipelines. However, the furtherance of duplicative 

water service in the State (specifically in Manchester, South Windsor, Vernon, and Tolland for 

the MDC interconnection) is contrary to the State's statutory obligation for coordinated water 

supply planning. The same issue is not problematic where CWC would utilize a section of the 

water main owned by the Town of Tolland. 

Significant adverse impacts to stonn sewer, electric, gas, telephone, and cable services are not 

anticipated. 

12.2. 7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Where pipeline is installed outside of previously disturbed public rights-of-way, sensitivity to 

historic or archeological resources is possible along pipeline routes in Mansfield, Tolland, 

Coventry, and Bolton. In such instances, site-specific investigations will be undertaken in 

consultation with state and local entities such that impacts to cultural resources are avoided or 

minimized to acceptable levels. · 

12.2.8 TRAFFIC, TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING 

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will cause 

temporary impacts to traffic, as water mains will be installed in state and town roadways. No 

permanent impacts to traffic will occur. Individual development that occurs as a result of the 

availability of a source of public water supply will require site-specific review through local 

approval processes and, where applicable, through the Connecticut Office of State Traffic 

Administration (OSTA). 
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12.2.9 FLOOD HAZARD POTENTIAL 

Installation of pipelines will have minimal impacts where they cross special flood hazard areas 
(SFHAs), as piping and appurtenances will be below grade. 

12.2.10 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 

The majority of pipeline installation will occur where roads are currently paved and therefore do 
not support significant biological communities. Best practices will be undertaken to minimize 
disturbances to adjacent biological resources. Protection of fishery resources and fish habitats 
will be of paramount importance for all of the alternatives. 

For the WWW alternative, increased withdrawals from the Willimantic Reservoir may adversely 
affect riffle and run habitats downstream of the reservoir in the Natchaug River. Removal of 
sediment from the Willimantic Reservoir will likely impact some wetland vegetation, although 
the extent and length of such impact can only be evaluated following a specific proposal for 
excavation. Based upon similar projects undertaken at other Connecticut Reservoirs, sediment 
excavation can be achieved without unacceptable impacts to wetlands or fisheries. 

12.2.11 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

No significant changes will occur to the physical environment as a result of provision of water to 
the University and Manstleld. Significant modifications to area topography are not contemplated. 

12.2.12 AIR QUALITY 

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will not 
significantly impact air quality in the Town of Mansfield or the region. Numerous controls are 
proposed for minimizing short-tern1 construction related impacts to air quality from fugitive dust 
and other pollutant emissions. 

12.2.13 NOISE QUALITY 

Minor temporary noise impacts are anticipated during construction of the water pipeline. The 
majority of construction activities will occur in the daylight hours to minimize noise impacts. 
New pumping stations for the ewe, MDC, and WWW alternatives will become localized 
sources of noise, although such noise will be minimal. 

12.2.14 SOLID WASTE AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIALS 

Other than temporary construction and demolition-related impacts, minimal impacts related to 
solid waste and hazardous materials are expected as a result of provision of water to the 
University and Mansfield. 
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12.2.15 ENERGY RESOURCES 

Increases in energy usage would occur for all of the feasible alternatives. For the CWC 
interconnection alternative, energy will be used to withdraw additional groundwater from wells in 
the Western System, filter and treat additional water at the Rockville WTP, and pump water 
through the pipeline. For the MDC interconnection alternative, energy will be used to filter and 
treat additional water at the West Hmiford and Bloomfield WTPs and to pump water through a 
series of pumping stations along the pipeline. For the WWW alternative, energy will be used to 
filter and treat additional water at the WTP and pump water through the pipeline. 

Systems that are more proximal and at higher elevations (CWC and WWW) will use less energy 
than systems that are distant and at lower elevations (MDC). The periods of peak water demand 
at the University (late August and early September), and hence peak electrical demand for 
pumping arid treating, does not typically coincide with peak Statewide electrical demand 
(typically July). Energy usage will also increase where additional water allows development; 
however, these are not anticipated to be regionally significant. 

12.2.16 ClJMULAT!VE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental impact of the proposed action when 
added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts 
associated with the feasible alternatives include the following: 

• 
• 
a 

• 
• 
• 

Additional groundwater and/or surface water supply withdrawals; 
lnterbasin transfers of water; 
Formation of additional disinfection byproducts in treated water due to higher water ages 
along pipelines; 
Additional water mains within roadways; 
Incremental energy demands; and 
Additional development due to expansion of public water systems . 

Cumulative impacts are most likely for the alternatives that cause further diminution of flo )II'S in 
nearby watercourses, such as the WWW interconnection. On the other hand, CWC and MDC 
have a greater ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs, and the 
cumulative impacts will be minimized. · 

12.2.17 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Certain adverse impacts associated with provision of water to the University and Mansfield are 
unavoidable. Delivery of water to the University and Mansfield from CWC, MDC, or WWW 
will constitute an interbasin transfer of water and resulting loss of water from local donor basins; 
this cannot be avoided. The CWC and MDC alternatives would involve transfers of water from 
the Connecticut River major basin whereas the WWW alternative would involve the transfer of 
water within the Thames River major basin. CWC and MDC are capable of managing releases to 
downstream watercourses. WWW does not have such capabilities because it operates a run-of
the-river dam. 
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The project will undergo a construction phase wherein additional equipment will be utilized. 

Mitigation measures have been identified with respect to associated short-tenn air and noise 

quality. However, a certain degree of additional truck and equipment use and access will be 

necessary during this time period, which is unavoidable. Potential soil erosion and sedimentation 

impacts will be largely mitigated through proper construction management techniques. 

Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts are possible along some of the pipelines, especially 

in the rural communities of Tolland, Bolton, Coventry, and Mansfield. These unavoidable 

adverse impacts could be mitigated by local land use regulations and zoning, with the Town of 

Mansfield considered most equipped and well-positioned to directly address the risks for 

development along pipelines. By virtue of the shorter potential pipelines, the CWC and WWW 

alternatives present a Jesser degree of risk than the MDC alternative. 

No other unavoidable adverse environmental impacts-have been identitied. 

12.2.18 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

The construction of any of the interconnection alternatives will utilize nonrenewable resources 

during the construction and implementation (i.e., construction supplies, fuel, personnel time, etc.). 

Since these resources cannot be reused, they are considered to be irreversibly and irretrievably 

comn;itted. Specifically, these include the following actions: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Clearing; 
Access road construction; 
Installation of water mains to connect to the University and Mansfield; and 

Installation of associated infrastructure, treatment plant expansions, etc . 

12.3 OPPORTUNITIES FOR MITIGATION 

Mitigation measures have been identified throughout this document. Table 12.3-1 provides a 

summary of mitigation opportunities. Additional discussion follows. 
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TABLE 12.3-1 
Opportunities for Mitigation 

. Mitigation Opportunities 

Actively manage releases to rivers located downstream of reservoirs 
Implementation of overlay zones to reduce future development densities 
Coordination with various local departments, commissions, and committees 
regarding proposed pipelines 
Pipeline designs that hang pipe on bridges or include directional drilling to 
prevent direct wetland impacts 
Construction occurring in the summer whenever possible to minimize traffic 
impacts near the University · 
Perfonning a biological survey for endangered, threatened, or special concern 
species during the design phase to establish buffers and construction tiinetables 
to minimize the impact to these species 
Adherence to best management practices to mitigate impacts to stormwater 
runoff 
Performance of construction activities during daylight hours to minimize noise 
impacts 
Reduction'ofwater age, mixing in tanks, and blending with groundwater (the 
University's or otherwise) to reduce DBPs 
Provide benefits such as emergency interconnections with other water utilities 
where pipelines are contrary to exclusive service areas 
Provide emeroency interconnection with Tolland's municipal water system 

12.3.1 SECONDARY GROWTH MITIGATION 

. 

Alternative 
3 4 5 

ewe MDC www 
Yes Yes No 
Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

No Yes No 

Yes Yes No 

The Town of Mansfield is undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its regulations 
and has proposed an overlay zone to restrict development in areas of public water supply such 
that local development is consistent with the state plan. Refer to Section 4.1.3 for details. The 
proposed overlay zone will restrict development within potential pipeline areas for the purpose of 

controlling unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth. 

Secondary growth mitigation is possible in other communities where potential pipeline routes 
traverse land that, were it developed as a direct result of the availability of public water supply, 

would be contrary to the State Plan, local planning and zoning designations, or local plans of 
conservation and development. This is the case in Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton; however, those 
communities have not committed to such protections at this time. In the case of Coventry and 
Bolton, discrepancies exist between the community's local vision and the State Plan such that 
mitigation through development protections may not have local support. 

12.3.2 FISHERIES IMPACT MITIGATION 

Under the CWC interconnection alternative, Shenipsit Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, 
as they are today, through continued releases from the Sbenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum 
River, to be supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut's 
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streamflow regulations. For the MDC interconnection alternative, MDC is not required to release 
water under Connecticut's streamflow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage 
releases from the West Branch Farmington River reservoirs in accordance with various 
agreements. Under the WWW interconnection alternative, mitigation could take the form of 
additional releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although 
this is beyond the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW. Overall, CWC and · 
MDC have a greater ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs. 

12.3.3 AIR POLLUTION MITIGATION 

The use of air pollution devices on construction equipment and other fonns of controls that 
reduce the impact from fugitive dust emissions will be utilized during this project to minimize 
impacts to air quality. The proper phasing of construction will further minimize the length of 
time that soil remains exposed io wind and water. Activities will be conducted in accordance 
with proper protocols and regulations, and no washings will be directed to stonn drainage. 

Primary short-term air quality concerns relate to construction activities and their potential to 
generate fugitive dust and mobile source emissions. Such sources of dust are attributed to 
construction vehicle disturbance during hauling, loading, dumping, excavation, and bulldozing on 
any areas of the proposed development. Meteorological conditions and the intensity of the activities 
as well as soil moisture content also govern the extent to which particles will become airborne. 

Various methods of controlling fugitive dust include the use of water or wetting agents on exposed 
soil and gravel areas, periodic sweeping and daily rinsing of truck tires, and proper maintenance of 
portable generators, on-site machinery, and vehicles. Additionally, the following best 
management practices will be incorporated as appropriate in the construction phase of this project: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Minimization of exposed erodible earth area 
Stabilization of exposed earth with grass, pavement, or other cover as early as possible 
Application of a stabilizing agent to the work areas and haul roads 
Covering, shielding, or stabilizing stockpiled material as necessary 
Use of covered haul trucks 
Rinsing construction equipment during the incidental transport of soil froin unpaved to paved 
surfaces to minimize drag-out 

Even well-maintained trucks ·and other construction equipment typically emit small amounts of 
pollutants such as nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, and carbon monoxide related to internal 
combustion or diesel engines. Proper maintenance of portable generators, on-site machinery, and 
vehicles is, thus, important to reduce the potential for higher smoke emissions associated with 
improperly operating equipment. Contractors will be responsible for maintaining all construction 
equipment and will be required to comply with the university's Environmental, Health, and Safety 
Policies, Regulations, and Rules for Construction, Service, andMaintenance Contractors manual 
dated February 18,2010. 

Off-site tracking occurs when residual soil particles are displaced from construction sites onto 
higher traffic roadways and then become both airbome and waterborne. These measures will also 
control dust from exposed soil or gravel areas to further minimize airborne particulate matter. 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 
CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation 
November 2012 

-59-

~~~MILONE &.MACBROOM" 



12.4 CERTIFICATES, PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

The proposed project will be subject to environmental certificates, permits, and approvals listed 

in Table !2.4-1 below. Additional permits or approvals may be identified by review agencies 
during the design process. 

TABLE 12.4-1 
List of Potentially Required Construction Permits 

'ater Permit 
)!Water Quality C 
lood 
land >ermit 

·Permit 

:ection 4(14 'rmit 

:permit 

'tanks 
Tr ·plant 

:Permit 
Testing 

Sale of E;:cess Water Permits 
Vater main 

'ennits for • 
'own Road Work p, 

12.5 SCHEDULE 

·Permit 

CTDEEP 
CTDEEP 
CTDEEP 

( 

Table 12.5-1 presents an anticipated time line for the feasible altematives. Overall project 

durations are as follows: 

• CWC Interconnection ....................................................................................................... 3 years 

• MDC Interconnection .................................................................................................... 4.5 years 

• WWW Interconnection ..................................................................................................... 3 years 

To provide for a uniform schedule for each feasible altemative, differences in pipeline routing 

scenarios have not been taken into account. For each altemative, the assumption is that the least

cost scenario has been selected. Furthermore, all of the pipeline costs include five months of 

shut-down for the period of November through March when paving is suspended. 

The longest construction schedule (70 weeks for an MDC pipeline) includes two five-month shu.t

downs, whereas the ewe and www pipelines include one five-month shut-down. 
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The Town of Mansfield has already begun the process of modifying land use regulations and 
zoning. Although the Town's broader planning effort will continue through 2015, the land use 
regulation revisions and overlay zoning will likely be in place by 2014. As such, all of the 
timelines depict a I 2-month schedule "remaining" for the land use mitigation in Mansfield. This 
is consistent with an E!E approval by OPM in 2013. 

Additional assumptions and discussion are provided below. 

CWC Interconnection 

A 36-month schedule is estimated. Important assumptions include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Improvements to the Powder Hollow Wellfi.eld will have been completed before the timeline 
begins, as these improvements are currently underway. 
Design and permitting/approvals would commence immediately for the Hunt Wellfield 
improvements, Rockville WTP, and the pipeline with related improvements to pumping and 
pressure reduction. The approvals included in this timing may include the following from 
DPH: well site approval for the Hunt Wellfield improvements, treatment plant approval for 
the Rockville WTP package plant, water main approval for the pipeline, and pumping station 
approval for the Tolland pumping station upgrade. 
Construction at the Hunt Well field would commence immediately following design and the 
site-specific DPH approvals. 
The water diversion permit application and sale of excess water application would be filed with 
the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CT DEEP) and the 
Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH), respectively, at the end of the pipeline design. 
This timing is necessary, as the designs could be incorporated into the permit applications. 
Construction of the Rockville WTP package plant, pipeline, and Tolland pumping station 
upgrades would be deferred to the completion of the water diversion penni! and sale of 
excess water permit processes. 

MDC Interconnection 

A 53-month schedule is estimated. Important assumptions include: 

• Design and permitting/approvals would commence immediately for the pipeline, pumping 
stations, and pressure-reducing station. The approvals included in this timing may include 
the following from DPH: water main approval for the pipeline, pumping station approvals, 
and treatment system approvals for the re-chlorination stations installed at pumping stations. 

• The sale of excess water permitting process would occur parallel with the year-long design 
process. 

• The water diversion permit application would be filed with CT DEEP toward the end of the 
design process. This timing is necessary, as the design could be incorporated into the permit 
application. 

• Construction of the pipeline and pumping stations would be deferred to the completion of the 
water diversion permit process. 
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WWW Interconnection 

A 36-month schedule is estimated. Important assumptions include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Design and permitting/approvals would commence immediately for the WTP expansion and 
the pipeline with related improvements to pumping. The approvals included in this timing 
may include the following from DPH: treatment plant approval for the expansion and water 
main approval for the pipeline. 
Design and permitting/approvals may start at any time during the initial years for the new 
tank and pumping station. The approvals included in this timing may include the following 
from DPH: pumping station approval and storage tank approval. 
Design would commence immediately for the dredging of the Willimantic Reservoir and 
securing the necessary approvals from CT DEEP and DPH. The permitting process for 
hydraulic dredging is more rapid than the permitting process for sediment excavation through 
mechanical means, but a full year has been provided for pennitting combined with design 
regardless of the selected method. 
Revision of the Natchaug River instream flow study would commence immediately along 
with the design processes described above. 
Immediately following the revision of the instream flow study, and toward the end of the 
design processes for the WTP expansion and pipeline, the water diversion penn it applications 
and sale of excess water application would be filed with CT DEEP and DPH, respectively. 
This timing is necessary, as the designs could be incorporated into the permit applications. 
Sediment removal would commence immediately following its associated design and permitting . 
Construction of the WTP expansion, pipeline, tank, and pumping station would be deferred to 
the completion of the water diversion permit and sale of excess water permit processes. 

12.6 COSTS AND BENEFITS 

Table 12.6-l presents a summary of capital costs associated with the feasible alternatives, as well 
as a nonnalized cost per million gallons (MG) of water. Table 12.6-2 presents a comparison of 
potential water rates for residential and commercial customers using the Public Utility Regulatory 
Authority (PURA) annual household consumption value. For this analysis, commercial 
customers are assumed to consume an equal amount of water as residential customers, and the 
estimates include any applicable service charges (though not initial construction and connection 
fees which would be borne by the consumer) .. 

TABLE 12.6-f 
Summary of Estimated Interconnection Costs 

ewe 
Interconnection 

Capital Cost $20,113,200 
Nonnalized per MG* $10,056,600 

* ·Assumes 2.0 mgd 
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TABLE 12.6-2 
Summary of Average Annual Water Costs to Customers 

Public Water System Residential Commercial 
ewe $643 $577 
MDC $549 $549 
www $371 $371 
Town of Tolland $413 $413 
University of Connecticut $393 $393 

Sources: CWC website, MDC Website, WWW, Tolland Water ComffilSSIOn, UConn, Tighe & Bond 
Note: Tolland rates assume that an equal amount of water is used each quarter. 

Although this EIE has not estimated additional energy costs for the alternatives, the water 
systems that are more proximal and at higher elevations (CWC and WWW) will use less energy 
than systems that are distant and at lower elevations (MDC) to move water to the University and 
Mansfield. 

The following positive benefits are expected to occur as a result of the construction of or 
connection to additional sources of water supply: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Increase the University water system's MOS to above 1.15 for the 50-year planning period 
while meeting the four committed demands. 

Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed expansions on the University 
campus, such as the University Technology Park and redeveloped facilities at the Depot 
Campus as outlined in the University of Connecticut Academic Plan that will result in an 
overall improvement of the campus environment. 

Provide additional redundancy and flexibility to the University of Connecticut water system . 

Allow for the University to reduce potential impacts to fisheries within the Willimantic and 
Fenton rivers during low streamflow periods by utilizing water supply from a less sensitive 
area. 

Supply the Mansfield Four Corners area with public water supply, eliminating the need for 
utilizing existing wells in a historically contaminated area and spurring redevelopment of this 
area that is one of the gateways to the University of Connecticut. 

Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed growth areas identified in the 
Town of Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development. 

The potential for supply redundancy to one or more small community water systems in 
Mansfield, as well as a potential increase in access to public water for adjacent residents with 
low-yielding wells or wells with poor water quality. 

Temporary engineering and construction jobs related to implementing the eventual project, as 
well as additional long-term jobs in the proposed University Technology Park, the 
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redeveloped buildings on the Depot Campus, and in commercial developments in Mansfield 

Four Comers. 

12.7 TECHNICAL, MANAGERIAL, AND FINANCIAL CAPACITIES 

Numerous options are available relative to ownership of supply systems and provision of service. 

Each is discussed below. 

12.7.1 UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT 

At present, the University owns the supply sources and transmission appurtenances, and all off

campus connections are customers of the University. Under any of the feasible alternatives, the 

University has the ability to contract with the source utility (i.e. CWC, MDC or WWW) to 

purchase water for use on- or off-campus. The University has gone on record that its role as a 

water supplier is not central to its mission as an educational institution and that it does not have a 

desire to expand its current role with regard to water supply. 

The University has demonstrated its technical, managerial, and financial capacity over years of 

operating its supply system and can continue to do so in the future. As noted in the University's 

Water and Wastewater Master Plan~ "the current contract operations agreement between the 

University and New England Water Utility Services, Inc. (NEWUS), along with a continued 

vigilance on the part of the University, is currently resulting in proper system management." 

12.7.2 TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

Under all of the feasible alternatives, the Town of Mansfield could potentially become a public 

water utility, regardless of the source of supply. Mansfield could become a consecutive water 

supplier, purchasing water from the University, CWC, MDC, or WWW. The Town ofMansfreld 

has demonstrated its capabilities relative to public water supply. In particular, the Town has 

prepared a comprehensive water supply plan; is an active participant on the University's Water 

and Wastewater Advisory Committee; and has undertaken investigations of potential groundwater 

supplies. As a municipality, the Town does not currently have the technical ability to run a water 

system; however, as in many other municipalities throughout the state, contract operation of a 

municipal water system is an option. The Town is believed to have the financial and managerial 

capacity required to operate a consecutive water system. 

12.7 .3 OTHER ENTITIES 

While possible, it is unlikely that MDC or WWW would directly serve customers within the 

Town of Mansfield, with the possible exception of customers in the southern part of Mansfield 

directly adjacent to WWW's existing distribution system. Under the MDC and WWW 
interconnection alternatives, either the University or a consecutive water system, including 

possibly the Town of Mansfield, would likely become the water purveyor. 

Under the CWC interconnection alternative, CWC could sell treated water to the University as 

well as directly serve areas within the Town of Mansfield that require water service. Alternately, 
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CWC could operate a consecutive' water system that purchases water from the University for 
resale in Mansfield Four Corners and other areas of the Town of Mansfield that require water 
service. In this scenario, customers along the interconnection route would become direct 
customers of CWC with some exceptions. For instance, existing Town of Tolland customers 
along Route 195 would remain Town of Tolland customers (although they could be served with 
CWC water as described above). New water mains associated with the North Hillside Road 
extension could be owned and operated by the University. Alternately, any Tech Park site 
occupants that are not directly affiliated with the University could be direct CWC customers. 
ewe already possess technical, managerial, and financial capacities as a viable water purveyor. 
ewe supplies wholesale water supplies to other public water systems and therefore has policies 
in place to continue doing so. 

WWW does not currently serve water to any other water systems and therefore would have a 
somewhat limited institutional capacity to begin selling water via a wholesale agreement, but it is 
likely that WWW could effe.ctively supply water to the University. 

12.8 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

In light of the foregoing analysis, three alternatives are potentially feasible, with the ability to 
meet the project purpose and need. While the degree and types of potential impacts vary among 
the alternatives, none is believed to cause significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot 
be mitigated. For the CWC and WWW altematives, potential impact is similar among the 
alternate routing scenarios within each alternative. For the MDC interconnection, routing 
alternative #4B will result in significantly fewer land use conflicts between existing land uses, 
local zoning regulations, and the State Conservation and Development Policies Plan. In all cases 
of conflict, land use overlay zones could overcome such inconsistencies; however, at the present 
time, only the Town of Mansfield has committed to such a course. 

Issues of cost, phasing, and financing will be critical to the ultimate action taken. Financial 
feasibility and project affordability will be informed by funding sources, cost sharing 
arrangements, financing mechanisms, and project phasing. Project affordability includes the total 
cost of ownership over time in combination with how that cost might be shared among the pa1iies 
who will be the beneficiaries. 

Each of the interconnection alternatives must overcome financial, technical, regulatory, and 
contractual hurdles to become a reality, any one of which could prevent the alternative from 
moving forward. As such, it is the University's intent to proceed with multiple potential 
"preferred" alternatives for interconnection with CWC, MDC, or WWW. 

1 A consecutive water sYstem is a water system that has no water source of its own, but rather purchases water from 
another water company for resale in its service area. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

Water supply planning in Storrs and Mansfield has been underway for nearly two decades. The 

University of Connecticut (University) has prepared four individual water supply plans beginning in 

1994. Additionally, the Town of Mansfield prepared a water supply plan in 2002. These water supply 

plans provided estimates of future water demand in different geographic areas, with the University's plans 

focusing on the main campus, Depot Campus, and immediately adjacent areas. The Town of Mansfield's 

plan included more distant areas that could benefit from water supply, such as the Mansfield Four Corners 

area and residential neighborhoods to the west of the main campus. 

Two parallel efforts brought water supply issues to the forefront in 2010 and 2011: the University's 

development of its updated individual Water Supply Plan (submitted to state agencies in May 2011) and 

the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the Mansfield Four Corners 

area. The University's 2011 Water Supply Plan identified four areas of future potable water service that 

were committed by the University: The Stons Center development, the North Campus Technology Park, 

Depot Campus redevelopment, and the King Hill Road Planned Business Area. The 2011 Water Supply 

Plan fmiher identified the need for an additional 0.5 mgd to l.O mgd of available supply to bolster 

available water during certain months of the year and boost margins of safety' (MOS) above 1.15 over the 

50-year planning period. This amount of water was needed in the short/intermediate term to meet MOS 

requirements during periods of peak demand when Fenton projection is curtailed or ceased. 

Meanwhile, the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options forredevelopment of the Mansfield 

Four Corners area identified future areas o!' water need in the town that were not committed to by the 

University in its 2011 Water Supply Plan. Specit!c to the Manst!eld Four Corners area, a total of 0.17 

mgd of water demand has been estimated for this area through the 20-year planning period. 

Given the mutual need for water to address potable water demands identified in the 20 ll Water Supply 

Plan and the 2011 Mansfield Four Corners study report, the University and the Town ofManstield began 

to collaborate to identify a source ofwater supply that would meet combined future needs. In June 20 I l, 

the University and the Town of Mansfield initiated the subject Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) 

under the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) to allow for a detailed evaluation of potential 

interconnection and groundwater supply alternatives. An additional water supply will have the dual 

benefit of increasing the University's MOS while also providing potable water for use on campus and in 

the town of Mansfield consistent with the town's Plan of Conservation and Development (POCO) and 

zoning regulations. 

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

In order to enable growth of the University and the sunounding area consistent with the University's 

master plans and associated environmental analysis and the Town of Mansfield's Plan of Conservation 

1 Margin of Safety is defined as the ratio ofavailable supply over demand. A margin of safety of 1.15 implies that a 

water system has 15% more water available than demand. This 15% provides a buffer against unforeseen 

circumstances, such as water main breaks or other emergencies. 
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and Development, the University and the Town of Mansfield are in need of a viable Jong-tenn public 

water supply source. This additional supply would have the dual benefit of increasing the margin of 

safety of the University's water supply system while also providing potable water for use on campus, in 

the Mansfield Four Comers area, and elsewhere in town. The need for additional water supply is driven 

by existing and future water demands as follows: 

I. Need for Sufficient Margin of Safety (MOS)- MOS is thoroughly evaluated in the University's 

Water Supply Plan (2011) and in the water demand projections of the Water and Wastewater Master 

Plan (2006). A minimum of 0.32 mgd of new water supply will be necessary to meet the maximum 

month MOS goal of 1.15 during periods of peak demand and when the Fenton River Welltleld is 

curtailed or offline. This includes existing system demands plus committed water supply both on and 

off campus. It also accounts for the reduction of demand that will occur once the reclaimed water 

facility comes on line. Off-campus committed demands include Storrs Center and King Hill Road 

Planned Business Area. Of the 0.32 mgd quantity, only 0.04 mgd would be needed for consumption; 

the remainder would be placed on standby for MOS. A minimum of 0. 73 mgd of new water will be 

necessary to meet the peak day MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060. Of the 0.73 mgd quantity, only 0.38 mgd 

would be needed for consumption; the remainder would be placed on standby for MOS. 

2. Additional Incremental Demand to Supply the Technology Park- The proposed Tec)mology Park on 

the University's North Campus was allocated a committed water demand of89,600 gpd in the 2011 

Water Supply Plan. This figure was revised in May 2011 from prior estimates through a tabulation of 

potential gross square footage of buildings to be constructed in the Technology Park. At the present 

time, higher average water demands are being forecast for the Technology Park. Current estimates 

are approximately 423,500 gpd. With 89,600 gpd already set aside in the 201 l Water Supply Plan 

and analyzed as part of the water needed to maintain future margins of safety, the increment of 

333,900 gpd is therefore an additional future water demand. Maximum month demands and peak day 

demands will be somewhat higher although the timing of peaking factors is likely to be different for 

each parcel in the Technology Park, depending on the use (i.e., classroom versus year-round 

research). The analysis on page 6-25 of the 2011 Water Supply Plan provides the rationale and 

justification to support a ratio of !.33 for peak day planning calculations. This factor is applied to the 

average day demand of333,900 gpd to estimate a peak day demand of 444,087 gpd. Applying the 

desired l 5% MOS yields the following demand forecasts: 

TABLEES-1 
Additionallncremental Technology Park Demand 

Condition Base Demand 
Base Demand Plus 

15%MOS 

Average Day 333,900 gpd 383,985 gpd 

Peak Day 444,087 gpd 510,700 gpd 

3. Future Town of Mansfield Demand- In addition to the previously committed water service in the 

Town of Mansfield, the town has identified previously uncommitted demands associated with the 

Mansfield Four Comers development (170,000 gpd), a planned elderly and assisted living facility 

(30,000 gpd), and a number of residential development areas as identified in Tables 2-9, 2-10, and 2-

11 of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan (totaling 253,500), for a total average day demand of 

453,500 gpd. Provision of public water to these areas is consistent with Manstleld's Plan of 
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Conservation and Development. Similar to the Technology Park, factors are applied to obtain peak 

day demand as well as a 15% MOS as follows: 

TABLE ES-2 
Additional Demand Within the Town of Mansfield 

Condition Base Demand 
Base Demand Plus 

15%MOS 
Average Day 453,500 gpd 521,525 gpd 
Peak Day 603,155 ~pd 693,628 gpd 

In total, the following additional water supply is needed to meet peak day demands in the 50-year 

planning horizon (2060) with a 15% MOS: 

TABLEES-3 
Incremental Water Supply Demand in 2060 

Average Day Peak Day Demand 
Need Demand With 15%MOS 

With15%MOS 
Committed Water Supply Demand *320,000 gpd 730,000 gpd 

Additional Incremental Technology Park Demand 383,985 gpd 510,700 gpd 

Additional Town of Mansfield Demand 521,525 gpd 693,628 gpd 
TOTALS: 1,225,510 zvd 1,934,328 ~pd 

"'Due to the manner m wh1ch the demand was computed m the Umvers1ty's 2011 Water Supply Plan, 

maximum month average day demand is used in this table as a proxy for average day demand. 

The above numbers are consistent with the University's Water Supply Plan and the Water and 

Wastewater Master Plan, both of which have been vetted by the public, Town of Mansfield officials, 

and state regulatory agencies. 

4. Additional Future University Demand- The water supply planning period extends to the year 2060. 

It is likely that additional on-campus demands will materialize in that timeframe for uses that are as

of-yet undefined. Potential demand generators include the following: 

• Increased student population, with associated housing needs. 
• Expanded student recreational and/or athletic facilities, potentially including practice facilities, 

indoor recreational facilities, recreational fields (i.e. flag football, recreational soccer, rugby, 

baseball, and softball), athletic fields (i.e. football, soccer), and ice sports. 
• Additional classroom space, student laboratory space, and faculty offices. 

• Additional research space. 

The extent to which the above demands may materialize is unknown at this time, as any associated 

timing. As such, a specific value cannot be ascribed to the water demand .such uses might require. 

However, some measure of growth is likely. As such, alternatives will be evaluated for their ability to 

expand to accommodate additional future potential on-campus growth. 
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

In accordance with CEPA requirements, numerous alternatives have been analyzed for providing water 

supply to the University and Town of Mansfield. Four different types of actions have been evaluated: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

The 11 nO actionu or "no-build)> alternative; 

Relocation or replacement of Fenton River Wellfield Well A; 

Interconnection with neighboring wholesale water providers; and 

Construction of new public supply wellfield(s) . 

Specifically, the seven alternatives considered in this EIE are as follows: 

No action or no-build; 
Relocation or replacement of Fenton River Wellfield Well A; 

Altemative #1 -
A Jtemative #2 -
Altemative #3 - Interconnection with The Connecticut Water Company's (CWC) Northern Operations 

Westem System in Tolland; 

Altemative #4- Interconnection with The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) system in East 

Hartford; 
Altemative #5 -
Alternative #6 -
Altemative #7 -

Interconnection with Windham Water Works {WWW) system in southem Mansfield; 

Development of New Groundwater Supply Source along Willimantic River; and 

Development of New Groundwater Supply Source Near Mansfield Hollow Lake. 

Table ES-4 summarizes the capability of each altemative relative to the project purpose and need. Only 

Alternatives 3,4, an 5 (the interconnections with water utilities) are capable of providing 1.23 million 

gallons per day average day demand (ADD), J .93 mgd peak day demand (PDD), and have the ability to 

expand to accommodate additional future growth in water demand. 

TABLEES-4 

Capability of Each Alternative to Deliver Potentially-Desired Quantities of Water 

Alt.# Alternative Name 

#I No action 

#2 Replacement of Fenton Well A 

#3 Interconnection with CWC 

#4 lnterconpection with MDC 

#5 Interconnection with WWW 

#6 
Development of New Groundwater 
Supply along Willimantic River 

#7 
Development of New Groundwater 
Supply Near Mansfield Hollow Lake 

ewe- ConneCtiCUt Water Company 
MDC= Metropolitan District Commission 

WWW ~Windham Water Works 

Able to 
Deliver ADD 
of 1.23 mgd? 

No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 

Able to Expand 

Able to Deliver 
to 

PDDofl.93 
Accommodate 

Additional 
mgd? 

Future 
Growth? 

No· No 
No No 
Yes Yes· 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

No No 

No No 
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND ANALYSIS OF IMPACT 

Land Use- Table ES-5 summarizes state-designated land uses and current zoning by town for the 

interconnection pipeline routes. The State Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut 

discourages provision of public water supply in Existing Preserved Open Space, Preservation Areas, 

Conservation Areas, Rural Lands, Aquifer Protection Areas, and Historic Areas. 

The intended developments for which a new source of supply is needed are all located within the Town of 

Mansl1eld in areas where such development is consistent State Plan designations as well as local zoning 

and the Town of Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and Development. The Town of Mansfield is 

undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its regulations and has proposed overlay zones to 

restrict development in areas of pub! ic water supply such that local development is consistent with the 

State Plan. The proposed overlay zones. will restrict development along potential pipeline routes for the 

purpose of controlling unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth. 

Land uses in the Towns of Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton may also be affected by potential 

interconnection pipeline routes, Tolland for the MDC and CWC interconnection alternatives, and 

Coventry and Bolton primarily related to the MDC interconnection alternative. 

Water Resources- Impacts to source waters will vary depending on the selected alternative: 

• 

• 

• 

Provision of water from CWC would draw upon the Sbenipsit Reservoir while the Powder Hollow, 

Hunt, Preston, and other Northern Region wells will offset some of the treated water from Shenipsit 

that is distributed to the west and nmih. While system improvements are proposed, no new sources 

would be developed under this alternative and withdrawal rates would largely not exceed historic 

withdrawals. Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as they are today, through continued 

releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum River, to be supplanted in the future with 

releases that are consistent with Connecticut's streamflow regulations. 

Provision of water from MDC would draw upon the Barkhamsted and Nepaug Reservoirs in the 

Farmington River basin. Withdrawals would not exceed existing registered rates, and source and 

treatment plant improvements are not proposed. MDC is not required to release water under 

Connecticut's streamt1ow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage releases from the West 

Branch Farmington River reservoirs. 

Provision of water from MDC would draw upon the Barkl1amsted and Nepaug Reservoirs in the 

Fannington River basin. Withdrawals would not exceed existing registered rates, and source and 

treatment plant improvements are not proposed. MDC is not required to release water under 

Connecticut's streamt1ow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage releases from the West 

Branch Farmington River reservoirs. 

No direct impacts are expected to occur to surface water or groundwater as a result the installation of 

water mains and pipelines. The integrity of bridges and culverts will not be compromised, as water mains 

wiiJ be primarily installed using directional drilling or attached to bridges. 
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Notes 

TABLE ES-S 
State Plan Designations, Zoning, and Summary of Recommended Mitigation per Town 

1. CWC ""The Conr~ecticut Water Company 
MDC"' The Metr()politan Disb·kt 
WWW"' Windham Water Works 

2. State Pl~n Designations: 
RC Regional Center 
NC Neighborhood Conservation 

GA Growth Area 
RCC Rural Community Center 
EPOS E..~isting Preserved Open Spoce 

I' A 
CA 
RL 
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Socioeconomics- The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield is 

expected to have a positive impact on the local and regional socioeconomic horizon through creation of 

direct new employment on campus as well as indirect and induced job creation off campus. The Town of 

Mansfield and its neighboring communities are well positioned to absorb any incremental increase in 

population and housing demand resulting from new water supply, even with the land use controls that will 

be enacted to limit developri1ent along the pipeline route in Mansfield. 

Communitv Facilities and Services- The provision of additional water supply to the Unive~sity and Town 

of Mansfield is consistent with current community services. The burden on municipal and University 

emergency services personnel is not expected to increase signiticahtly. 

Aesthetic and Visual Resources- The provision of additional water supply to the University and 

Mansfield will enable additional development on-campus as well as in portions of northern Mansfield in 

areas proximate to the University's Main and Depot campuses and Agronomy Farm. On-campus 

development will be congruent with the architecture and building heights throughout the campus. Any 

off-campus development within the Town of Mansfield will be guided by local regulations relative to 

aesthetics and will require approval through Mansfield's Planning & Zoning Commission. Additionally, 

the aesthetics of pumping stations and storage tanks will need to be sited and designed such that they are 

congruent with the aesthetic character of the surrounding area. 

Public Utilities and Services- The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of 

Mansfield will increase the capacity of the University's water system. Benefits to small community, non

transient non-community, and transient non-community water systems will be realized through 

interconnections or direct connection to new pipelines. However, the furtherance of duplicative water 

service in the State (specifically in Manchester, South Windsor, Vernon, and Tolland for the MDC 

interconnection) is contrary to the State's statutory obligation for coordinated water supply planning. 

Significant adverse impacts to storm sewer, electric, gas, telephone, and cable services are not anticipated. 

Cultural Resources- Where pipeline is installed outside of previously disturbed public rights-ot~way, 

sensitivity to historic or archeological resources is possible along pipeline routes in Mansfield, Tolland, 

Coventry, and Bolton. In such instances, site-specific investigations will be undertaken in consultation 

with state and local entities such that impacts to cultural resources are avoided or minimized to acceptable 

levels. 

Traffic. Transportation and Parking- The provision of additional water supply to the University and 

Town of Mansfield will cause temporary impacts to traffic, as water mains will be installed in state and 

town roadways. No pennanent impacts to traffic will occur. Individual development that occurs as a 

result of the availability of a source of public water supply will require site-specific review through local 

approval processes and, where applicable, through the Connecticut Office of State Traffic Administration 

(OSTA). 

Flood Hazard Potential- Installation of pipelines will have minimal impacts where they cross special flood 

hazard areas (SFHAs), as piping and appurtenances will be below grade. 

Biological Environment- The majority of pipeline installation will occur where roads are currently paved 

and therefore do not support significant biological communities. Best practices will be undertaken to 

minimize disturbances to adjacent biological resources. Protection of fishery resources and fish habitats 
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will be of paramount importance for all of the altematives. For the WWW altemative, increased 
withdrawals from the Willimantic Reservoir may adversely affect riffle and run habitats downstream of 
the reservoir in the Natchaug River. Removal of sediment from the Willimantic Reservoir will likely 
impact some wetland vegetation, although the extent and length of such impact can only be evaluated 
following a specific proposal for excavation. Based upon similar projects undertaken at other 
Connecticut Reservoirs, sediment excavation can be achieved without unacceptable impacts to wetlands 

or fisheries. 

Physical Environment- No significant changes will occur to the physical environment as a result of 
provision of water to the University and Mansfield. Significant modifications to area topography are not 
contemplated: 

Air Quality- The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will not 
significantly impact air qualitY in the Town of Mansfield or the region. Numerous controls are proposed 
for minimizing short-term construction related impacts to air quality trom fugitive dust and other 
pollutant emissions. 

Noise Qualitv- Minor temporary noise impacts are anticipated during construction of the water pipeline. 
The majority of construction activities will occur in the daylight hours to minimize noise impacts. New 
pumping stations for the CWC, MDC, and WWW alternatives will become localized sources of noise, 
although such noise will be minimal. 

Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials- Other than temporary construction and demolition-related 
impacts, minimal impacts related to solid waste and hazardous materials are expected as a result of 

provision of water to the University and Mansfield. 

Energy Resources- Increases in energy usage would occur for afl of the feasible alternatives. For the 
ewe interconnection alternative, energy will be used to withdraw additional groundwater from wells in 
the Westein System, filter and treat additional water at the Rockville WTP, and pump water through the 
pipeline. For the MDC interconnection alternative, energy will be used to filter and treat additional water 
at the West Hartford and Bloomfield WTPs and to pump water through a series of pumping stations along 
the pipeline. For the WWW alternative, energy will be used to filter and treat additional water at the 

WTP and pump water through the pipeline. Systems that are more proximal and at higher elevations 
(CWC and WWW) will use less energy than systems that are distant and at lower elevations (MDC). The 
periods of peak water demand at the University (late August and early September), and hence peak 
electrical demand for pumping and treating, does not typically coincide with peak Statewide electrical 
demand (typically July). Energy usage will also increase where additional water allows development; 
however, these are not anticipated to be regionally significant. 

Cumulative Impacts- Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental impact of the 
proposed action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative 
impacts associated with the feasible altemative include the following: 

• 
• 

Additional groundwater and/or surface water supply withdrawals; 
Interbasin transfer of water; 

• Formation of additional disinfection byproducts in treated water due to higher water ages along the 
pipeline; 

• Additional water mains within roadways; 

University ofConnect;cut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 
CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation 
November 2012 

-74-

~~~MILONE &MACBROOM' 



• Incremental energy demands; and 

• Additional development due to the presence of public water. 

Cumulative impacts are most likely for the alternatives that cause further diminution of flows in nearby 

watercourses, such as the WWW interconnection. On the other hand, CWC and MDC have a greater 

ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs, and the cumulative impacts will 

be minimized. 

Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts- Certain adverse impacts associated with provision of 

water to the University and Mansfield are unavoidable. Delivery of water to the University and 

Mansfield from CWC, MDC, or WWW will constitute an interbasin transfer of water and resulting loss of 

water from local donor basins; this cannot be avoided. The CWC and MDC alternatives would involve 

transfers of water from the Connecticut River major basin whereas the WWW altemative would involve 

the transfer of water within the Thames River major basin. CWC and MDC are capable of managing 

releases to downstream watercourses. WWW does not have such capabilities because it operates a run

of-the-river dam. 

The project will undergo a construction phase wherein additional equipment will be utilized. Mitigation 

measures have been identified with respect to associated short-tenn air and noise quality. However, a 

certain degree of additional truck and equipment use and access will be necessary during this time period, 

which is unavoidable. Potential soil erosion and sedimentation impacts will be largely mitigated through 

proper construction management techniques. 

Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts are possible along some of the pipelines, especially in the 

rural communities of Tolland, Bolton, Coven!Jy, and Mansfield. These unavoidable adverse impacts 

could be mitigated by local land use regulations and zoning, with the Town of Mansfield considered most 

equipped and well-positioned to directly address the risks for development along pipelines. By virtue of 

the shorter potential pipelines, the ewe and www alternatives present a lesser degree of risk than the 

MDC alternative. 

No other unavoidable adverse envirorunental impacts have been identified. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment o[Resources- The construction of any of the interconnection 

alternatives will utilize nonrenewable resources during the construction and implementation (i.e., 

construction supplies, fuel, personnel time, etc.). Since these resources cannot be reused, they are 

considered to be irreversibly and irretrievably committed. Specifically, these include the following 

actions: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Clearing; 
AcceSs road construction; 
Installation of water mains to connect to the University and Mansfield; and 

Installation of associated infrastructure, treatment plant expansion, etc . 

0PPORTUNJTIES FOR MITIGATION 

Numerous oppm1unities for mitigation of adverse impacts have been identified. These have been 

described throughout the document. Table ES-6 provides a summary. The two primary areas for 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sow·ces of Water Supply 
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mitigation are for land uses and associated secondary growth and streamflow mitigation associated with 
increased water withdrawals. 

As indicated above, the Town of Mansfield is undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its 
regulations and bas proposed an overlay zone to restrict development in areas of public water supply such 
that local development is consistent with the state plan. The proposed overlay zone will restrict 
development within potential pipeline areas for the purpose of controlling unwanted or unanticipated 
secondary growth. 

Secondary growth mitigation is possible in other communities where potential pipeline routes traverse 
land that, were it developed as a direct result of the availability of public water supply, would be contrary 
to the State Plan, local planning and zoning designations, or local plans of conservation and development. 
This is the case in Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton; however, those communities have not committed to 
such protections at this time. In the case of Coventry and Bolton, discrepancies exist between the 
community's local vision and the State Plan such that mitigation through development protections may 
not have local support. 

TABLEES-6 
Opportunities for Mitigation 

Mitigation Opportunities 

Actively manaO"e releaSes to rivers located downstream of reservoirs 
Implementation of overlay zones to reduce future development densities 
Coordination with various local departments, commissions, and committees 
regarding proposed pipelines 
Pipeline d'esigns that hang pipe on bridges or include directional drilling to 
prevent direct wetland impacts 
Construction occurring in the summer whenever possible to minimize traffic 
impacts near the University 
Perfonning a biological survey for endangered, threatened, or special concern 
species during the design phase to establish buffers and construction timetables 
to minimize the impact to these species 
Adherence to best management practices to mitigate impacts to stormwater 
runoff 
Perfonnance of construction activities during daylight hours to minimize noise 
impacts 
Reduction of water age, mixing in tanks, and blending with groundwater (the 
University's or otherwise) to reduce DBPs 
Provide benefits such as emergency interconnections with other water utilities 
where Pipelines are contrary to exclusive service areas 
Provide emergency interconnection with Tollan.d's municipal water system 

Alternative 
3 4 5 

ewe MDC www 
Yes Yes No 
Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

No Yes No 

Yes Yes No 

Under the CWC interconnection alternative, Shenipsit Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as they 
are today, through continued releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum River, to be 
supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut's streamflow regulations. For 
the MDC interconnection altemative, MDC is not required to release water under Connecticut's 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 
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streamflow regulations; however, they will continue to manage releases from. the West Branch 
Farmington River reservoirs. Under the WWW interconnection alternative, Mitigation could take the 

form of additional releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although 

this is beyond the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW. Overall, CWC and MDC 

have a greater ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs. 

COST AND BENEFITS 

Table ES-7 presents a summary of capital costs associated with the feasible alternatives, as well as a 

normalized cost per million gallons (MG) of water. 

TABLEES-7 
Summary of Estimated Interconnection Costs 

ewe MDC www 
Interconnection Interconnection Interconnection 

Capital Cost $20,268,000 $47,570,400 $47,556,200 

Normalized per MG* $10,134,400 $23,785,200 $23,778,100 

*Assumes 2.0 mgd 

Table ES-8 presents a comparison of potential water rates for residential and commercial customers using 

the Public Utility Regulatory Authority (PURA) annual household consumption value. For this analysis, 

commercial customers are assumed to consume an equal amount of water as residential customers, and 

the estimates include any applicable service charges (though not initial construction and connection fees 

which would be bome by the consumer). 

TABLE ES-8 
Summary of Average Annual Water Costs to Customers 

Public Water System Residential Commerdal 

ewe $643 $577 

MDC $549 $549 

www $371 $371 

Town of Tolland $413 $413 

University of Connecticut $393 $393 

Sources: CWC webs1te, MDC Webs1te, WWW, Tolland Water CommiSSion, UConn, Tighe & Bond 

Note: Tolland rates assume that an equal amount of water is used each quarter. 

Although this ElE has not estimated additional energy costs for the alternatives, the water systems that are 

more proximal and at higher elevations (CWC and WWW) will use less energy than systems that are 

distant and at lower elevations (MDC) to move water to the University and Mansfield. 

The following positive benefits are expected to occur as a result of the construction of or connection to 

additional sources of water supply: 

Increase the University water system's MOS to above I 15 for the 50-year planning period while 

meeting the four committed demands. 

University o_[Connecticut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed expansions on the University campus, such 
as the University Technology Park and redeveloped facilities at the Depot Campus as outlined in the 
University of Connecticut A cad em ic Plan that will result in an overall improvement of the campus 
environment. 

Provide additional redundancy and flexibility to the University of Connecticut water system . 

Allow for the University to reduce potential impacts to fisheries within the Willimantic and Fenton 
rivers during low streamflow periods by utilizing water supply from a less sensitive area. 

Supply the Mansfield Four Comers area with public water supply, eliminating the need for utilizing 
existing wells in a historically contaminated area and spurring redevelopment of this area that is one 
of the gateways to the University of Connecticut. 

Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed growth areas identified in the Town of 
Manstield Plan of Conservation and Development. 

The potential for supply redundancy to one or more small community water systems in Mansfield, as 
well as a potential increase in access to public water for adjacent residents with low-yielding wells or 
wells with poor water quality. 

Temporary engineering and construction jobs related to implementing the eventual project, as well as 
additional long-term jobs in the proposed University Technology Park, the redeveloped buildings on 
the Depot Campus, and in commercial developments in Mansfield Four Corners. 

SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALn;RNATlVES 

In light of the foregoing analysis, three altematives are potentially feasible, with the ability to meet the 
project purpose and need. While the degree and types of potential impacts vary among the alternatives, 
none is believed to cause significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated. For the 
ewe and www alternatives, potential impact is similar among the alternate routing scenarios within 
each alternative. For the MDC interconnection, routing alternative #48 will result in significantly fewer 
land use conflicts between existing land uses, local zoning regulations, and the State Conservation and 
Development Policies Pion. In all cases of conflict, land use overlay zones could overcome such 
inconsistencies; however, at the present time, only the Town of Mansfield has committed to such a 
course. 

Issues of cost, phasing, and tinancing will be critical to the ultimate action taken. Financial feasibility and 
project affordability will be infonned by funding sources, cost sharing arrangements, financing 
mechanisms, and project phasing. Project affordability includes the total cost of ownership over time in 
combination with how that cost might be shared among the parties who will be the beneficiaries. 

Each of the interconnection alternatives must overcome financial, technical, regulatory, and contractual 
hurdles to become a reality, any one of which could prevent the alternative from moving forward. As 
such, it is the University's intent to proceed with multiple potential "preferred" alternatives for 
interconnection with CWC, MDC, or WWW. 

University of Connecticut- Potential Sources of Water Supply 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council 

Matt Hart, Town Manager.$a//( 

Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of 

Planning and Development; Mike Ninteau, Director of Building and 

Housing Inspection; Francis Raiola, Acting Fire Marshal; David Dagon, 

Fire Chief 

Date: December 10, 2012 

Re: Amendment to Building Construction Ordinance and Rescission of 

Fees for Fire Prevention Services Ordinance 

Subject Matter/Background 
At Monday's meeting, the Town Council will conduct a public hearing regarding 

the proposed revisions to the Building Construction Ordinance and the Fees for 

Fire Prevention Services Ordinance. This item has been placed on the Council's 

agenda as old business to allow the Council to debrief the public hearing. 

At the August 27, 2012 meeting, the Town Council referred the proposed 

revisions to the Building Construction Ordinance and the Fees for Fire Prevention 

Services Ordinance to the Ordinance Development and Review Subcommittee 

(ODRS). The subcommittee subsequently reviewed the proposal over three 

meetings during the months of September and October and presented its 

recommendations to the full Council on November 131
h 

The subcommittee's recommended amendments to the Building Construction 

Ordinance are attached and dated October 19, 2012. Please note that the 

proposed changes would incorporate the fire prevention fee schedule within the 

Building Construction Ordinance and effectively rescind the Fees for Fire 

Prevention Services Ordinance. 

A summary of the subcommittee's recommended changes from the August 27, 

2012 draft is as follows: 

• Section 107 -2(F) - Change 'must' to 'shall' 
• Section 107 -3(C)- Change 'process' to 'processing' 

• Add a new section on Severability to Chapter 107, including the language 

in Section 122-19 (section to be deleted) 
• Change the residential permit fee to $13.25, the commercial fee to $15.25 
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and the combined building and fire fee to $22.00. These changes 
incorporate a small (±5%) administrative fee to offset the future cost of 
acquiring and maintaining permitting software that would be used to track 
permits and inspections and provide the ability for users to apply for 
permits on-line. (Fees noted are per $1000 of construction value). 

• Change the title of Section 107-5 to read "Agencies exempt from fees, 
education fee" 

• Add a new Section 107-6 titled "Exception" that would read as follows: 

Except for the mandatory education fee noted in the preceding Section 
107-5, nothing in this Chapter shall limit the authority of the Town Council 
as set forth in Town of Mansfield Charter section C303 to contractually 
establish any alternative schedule of fees for any large rnulti-farnily, 
commercial or mixed use construction project to reflect more accurately 
the cost to the Town of providing the services relafed to such fees_ 

Financial Impact 
As part of the ODRS Subcommittee review of the proposed changes, staff 
compiled data on building and fire permit fee collections over the past 15 months. 
During that period, fire permit fees totaled ±43 percent of total building permit 
fees collected. The proposed changes would increase the I:Juilding permit fees 
for projects that require plan review by approximately 45 percent (not including 
the five percent administrative fee described above). As such, the proposed 
permit fee revisions are expected to be revenue neutral. 

Legal Review 
The Town Attorney has assisted in the preparation of the proposed revisions to 
the subject ordinances. 

Recommendation 
Rule 6(d) of the Council Rules of Procedure provides that the Town Council may 
not amend, adopt or reject a proposed ordinance on the day the first public 
hearing is convened. The Council may suspend the rule by a majority vote_ 

Once the Town Council is prepared to take action, staff recommends the 
approval of the proposed revisions to the Building Construction Ordinance and 
the rescission of the Fees for Fire Prevention Services Ordinance. 

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

Move, effective December 10, 2012, to: 1) approve the proposed amendments to 
the Building Construction Ordinance (Chapter 107 of the Mansfield Code); and 2) 
rescind the Fees for Fire Prevention Services Ordinance (Chapter 122, Article VI 
of the Mansfield Code), which revisions and rescission shall be effective 21 days 
after publication in a newspaper having circulation within the Town of Mansfield_ 
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Attachments 
1) ODRS Subcommittee proposed amendments to the Building Construction 

Ordinance and proposed rescission of the Fees for Fire Prevention Services 
Ordinance, dated October 19, 2012 (black-line and clean copy) 

2) Minutes from the October 11, 2012 and October 19, 2012 meetings of the 
Ordinance Development and Review Subcommittee 

3) August 27, 2012 Agenda Item Summary 
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Chapter 107. BUILDING CONSTRUCTION 

§ 107-1. legislative authority. 

Pursuant to Chapters 541,~~11 and 99 of the Connecticut General Statutes, as amended, the following 

penalties and schedule of fees are hereby established in accordance with the provisions of the State 

Building Code, Connecticut Fire Prevention Code and Connecticut Fire Safety Code, as amended. 

§ 107-2. Schedule of fees. 

[Amended 6-22-1998, effective 7-15-1998; 4-8-2002, effective 6-4-2002; 3-24-2003, effective 4-18-

2003; 10-14-2008, effective 11-11-2008] 

A. The fee for &i§+~&;-B~"?"'is--a.%Btf:-e;o-Ell&l9ky+:.tHIE4l+es--klf.-w-h~f*'*Hfts-aHo JL build iqg 

.t?.?J:DJ!J; required under the provisions of the State Building Code, as amended, shall be at the 

rate of for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of building va!uc. l'r~-k 

OOB~fe!Ct sP,all-{~.feh~!&"~4Bte-r~ffig~.4-f<+0&f.QD5.ti~.£~.tJ..9.rl. . .Yi~Jy __ ~~.L 

exc§ZI; __ <l.?Jlroyidedjnjubsection? 13, C and D, below. 

B. The fee for a building permit fGf-tl'le+E>Hlev-ai-Hf-a--!:-~Bfl~iHf}"-l-l'--str8&1cc.'fS'4HilH+DHC'-!Bt-te-;,HY->tR€f 

m-to-a-new-kl-sa'tkln-<7n-#l€-s-an'le-!Bt-+~ile-D-ti:fle -r0tB-ffi{~-b1.~0-f•M-e0\,j~-\l'.t,WXt-&r-f+aBt4on 

~·he-!'e'd-f-B-Hil€--e+#~vc-85~<~~e-0C161;-Bt--r>ow--fB.t~Rda~k-w.-s-aB·Ei--al-l-w~ 

"''-"'('S'"'f'' +" •·'-"" ''"" hulL~lM M "''""."'" ;,. lh M~o.nld<'-' <»' _ _,,,,,_ ----' ; .. "--"'" '"=+;.,., 
'i"'T..w ,_ ,,;:,:~ "J l:"CJ""'fft"~~~,-~~-c:-m~.,....,.-pYt::<.'"·~~~

~~'-'"~ 

A-GHjry--Bf·UlEHA10+~4-WB-tra-a-s¥-~·500fBitB;~~f-tF~'*f:lB&e-8·l-<~fli+1§:--J9e-fffiRo 

feesre_g_[jir<::£..!.lllder the movisions of}he State Buildi.o_g Code, and requiring plan review 

£ll~L9J insQe_£tio_n_j;lv th~llice [\fl_aro;.bal PUI?_l!ILnt to_!b_s;__Connectic,Y.j;__Fire~'i?L~v Q:gje and_<;>_t: 

Ck11E'i9JirW:.JjrgPn:Yr~nlill.ru;;g9_eii~.~-m;mg_g!J,_,;h£lLI:l.e .. ?!JheJ.ill<",gL$.?},QQ..fmg?_~h_$.:t,Q.QQ 
:Jf fraction thc>reof of construction value. 

C. The fee for a permit for the demolition of a building or structure shall be at the rate of $12.50 

for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of the cost of such demolition. A copy of the work 

contract shall be submitted for the purpose of determining permit feeSJ3J:,cefll:_th~_p_£rmit 

.fgg5_Lqr_~gmJ2Hli9n J1~~treg_l:JLCLD1L~1 !icsm.seqj~~.mqjlti on._qm tnl.ct DL?lm.H be based _Qll..tb.~~ 

aclgai.Q.JSI of_lb.e.tlemolition aC!iY.lL'L-

D. The fee for ~eA+8a!-;.LA4-iK+W&s+~Pril-Hil4i~~-i<;,AcJB-0-+~fiiB+>~iot;Jj;w!l,:ling 

fl~'rt'()jj; required under the provision;, Q.f the State Building Code, as amende<tJ..or one and 

~wo famlbf. resii}g.ncs_townhouses and assodated a_;;_ce.ssorv_bul!di~}gs to those stru<j:.ures. 

shall be at ~;uate of $-'hl.W$._1.;>_,_?_;i for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of c';tirr:atl,S

laHi\-fJffig-foi}struction W!'lc+value. fsti~'€1-W.lffing--Gf.>5ts-f-e4~f\e+eiR-sha~--be-#t&ee-

086t£-set-ieHh-i-rH'-i'1B+l'Hast-re€eH't-etiffi0R-af-me--I\AafSJ<\a+l-and--!>w-i-ft'-R.€slde-r-ltiai--GBs+ 

i4arn;i-!+S'B·ifc 
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&-+~'oe for commoF8+fl,-W\4u9-~~~M~-}&+l€EBHkroco with-tcf=,e 

Stote-l>Mi-k+ing-Getl€-OF<ill-90 at the rate -ef..$-±4£4--1'0';-em;l~-e-r-i~-e&e~Y.rei-K~ 

B·&t-i+rB·te4-b·ufW}itt§-<'-:G-&t.:··€-G·Bffittte-d-S.HifJ..~~-.t2BSt£-f~feH~e44:-t}"lqe~4%+!+bB> .. -tf.~l&e···E:-85t-&···SB·t 

f~rin-th~-fOO~~~--ef-th~U-Va+bli:ffi~¥i<:-o-lV!Bl%!ilh 

A fee of $25 for all permits required pursuant to Subsections A-i:hHlHglre:A C and D of this 

section shall be applied when the cost of the work is valued at less than or equal to $1,000 of 

construction va I ue- 6_ fe~gL$j_QJgL§~-~O~!JllLt;;r:s~9hliJedll!JJ_?<,!il rrt _t()_2g_Q_~~tio r;_J;) __ \c:fJl!L~ 

sc,ction shall b? applie<;l whenj_be costgfwork is valued at less than or El\LU<li tgj_;LQQQo( 

f:QD.:?!.r1lJ~.rJ.9EL:DAYS~.;. 

!-if The fee for the inspection of any §'Xt2ting_sotid-fuel-burning appliance is $35 per unit, and 

must be submitted prior to the inspection_ Applicants requesting an inspection -ffiGH-!4-~lLi!.i!. 

apply to the Building Department 

Except as provided under Subsection 1-J::Lof this section, all permit fees are due when an 

application is submitted to the Building Department .. 

JtL A nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee of $-;&W-$_}:jQ_per dwelling unit must be 

submitted with the application for all new re.skleH8oi-cl\,'ll{>!lingsJ}OrriLlt?.JUbi1}[tte<:j_pur?uant 

!9 su b*g_.;tion ,~- LJ:lglgg_5Jl;ill_[2Q_ 22-Qlg;c..,?JJ..nQI!:rlliHh'..ilmltts9J:WI:2!!ill'XJQ2l'lli.flfl•I2lll, 
The plan review/administrative fee of-$-2.wwill be subtracted from the total fee as calculated 

pursuant to the fee schedule set out in this section .. The balance of the permit fee will be due 

upon the approval of the building permit 

L [9nstruction value usedJQr the deten:uinatiQ[l ol_<t\1 fees wlthin this schedule_shaJlll~ 

determined by the Building Qfficial pursuant to the State Buiiding Code as amendrcd .. 

§ 107-3. Refunds. 

[Added 3-24-2003, effective 4-18-2003) 

A .. When a permit has been issued in accordance with the State Building Code and the 

owner/applicant abandons or discontinues the building project, or, if the permit is revoked 

by the Building Official, the owner/applicant can make a written request for a refund. That 

portion of the work actually completed shall be computed and any excess fee shall be 

returned, less a nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee equivalent to a minimum of 

$40SO or 15% of the cost of the permit, whichever is greater .. 

B .. When a permit application submitted under this section has been denied in accordance with 

the State Building Code, the owner/applicant can make a written request for a refund .. Any 
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excess fee shall be returned, less a-!he_nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee 

presqlJJ!'d irc.?.fi..c;tio!l].j,l7-:w:lLJn all other cases the refund shall be $_?Oe€pdt~~ 

rniHiR~Hl'H-Bf-$40· or 15% of the cost of the permit, whichever is greater. 

C. The Building Official will calculate the refund due to the owner/applicant and forward it to the 

Finance Department for process)JJK 

§ 107-4. Penalties for offenses. 

A. Any person who violates any provision of the State Building Code shall be fined not less than 

$200 nor more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both, as provided in 

1'-~£+-i?~ik')!;J Edf1et'7-.f¥B·&3+~SF-C.G.S. § 29-254a. 

B. Any person who shall continue any work in or about the structure after having been served 

with a stop-work order, except such work as that person is directed to perform to remove a 

violation or unsafe conditions, shall be liable to a fine of not less than $200 nor more than 

$1,000 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both, as provided in P-~;hJ.i€-A'•H?fl-30-9 • 

. f:fJit~rf-i<>te: .':ee C.G.S. § 29-254a. 

C. Starting work prior to obtaining a building permit. 

[Added 6-22-1998, effective 7-15-1998] 

(1) A penalty of $250 will be added to a permit fee for starting work without a permit. 

[Amended 10-14-2008, effective 11-11-2008] 

(2) A penalty will not be assessed to emergency repair work. 

~'I'\Sfl{~.oiB~:4e-ke-f~,-Bf!Cilt inspcctle4-m<e-H>~R+-'fl5iMBf-4:f'te-siJf!lB-Wde-v+ela.fi&n 

cerrectic~'-lh'*?-$·¥h 

§ 107-5. Agencies exempt from fees; -~Mi<!W>J~!f§~l!JJ~!l· 

[Amended 4-8-2002, effective 6-4-2002] 

Agencies of the Town of Mansfield and the Mansfield Board of Education are required to comply with 

the provisions of the State Building Code, as amended; but shall not be required to pay any permit fees 

required under said State Building Code, any amendmentthereto or under any Town ordinance 

relating thereto; except that the Building Official shall assess an education fee on each building permit 

application, including any application filed by an agency of the Town of Mansfield or the Mansfield 
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Board of Education, as required by Connecticut General Statutes§ 29-263(b), as amended, and the 

regulations promulgated thereunder. 

f;~~-<::.Rt..fQUDs.m;;HJQilto.r'L.liQ\-L~£tinn..h'-gJ1_Qt!i1lDJh9.J?IE.~~dlt1K'iSi\=.!;[QrLl.Q7.::.5..c.!!.\!JJ!.jrg.[o_thi i~
;b<PJ2.t~r 

sha!l_limit the authority_ql the Jiwm Council as set forth in Town of IV!ansfie:ld Charter section C303 to 

ggntractually establiiil.?J.m: al.tsr.native g)1ed.!dl8...9.f fs;.es fouuw lar:gs;_.rn_JJiti-famjly, co.r:nme,_r_ciai_2Lf.!)j_xed 

l~~~fJ;_QJ!fi.trtJ£tiQ.D.1~£:2l~£t!i~.J§J!~s~LO..l2[!:.0S~~1tr.~JgjyJJ]_~.f.Q:?.t tgJ.b.t£.J.9Y:Lrr of JliDX!d ing_t_Qg_~~c:::!fes 

u;Jfl]:gQ_t_cu;g9:_r_ feee, 

Sh gyj<j_a ll'LJ&\!L\. of S.QITl!d!!:iflJ1 i ur i;;;_g]!;J:lmL\isQ!lC?.?oliL.?ecti_g.Q_ or_<;!_a u S~lLP rov[~i>2IJ..9Hh i_;;_.? r\J£i9..LQ. 

.9.9. ille~l!l.QJ_unconstitutional,_:i_L)Ch_ de~:J.?i..on sh,lil affect only SJL<;jl sc~lQQ,_02JJSe or P£9Yi~ion_]Q 

fiqf.\.~~r.~-;_QJ.H .. Elt4?.L9Ism.~.2!'1~!.\.i~.rt.i.9JJ.01 .. ?.o.Q .... ~b_0.U .. E!Q! .. 1l.XffL~.t.J~.D.Y .. ~~tb_~2L?:f.~_\J~?D.J .. .9iJ~g~ __ g_r___g.rQ.Yl.~.li-?~2J~t.tb.~2 

* * * * * 

Chapter 122. FEES 

Article VI. Fees for Fire Prevention Services 

[Adopted 5-26-2009, effective 6-24-2009] 

!4w~i"-¥~~4±-,-f>ll-al'H.~·~-\A&~lt--Gt'l%'~Sta-H+!s-.,;,-¥,..ai~YM.'il
-,-+Rf'··~Vffl% 

t-:r8-r-h..~-l:~aM--stheE!-!J1-ec-Bf-:f:e~-a-1:e-+1-ef&~Yi-e-&·ta-b-H-&f.:re&--feg1:H=r:H~<tg..the·1*f:tv\G-iB-Frs--ef-t-h<~-
Gsti-l:f€-Gtk;u-t---F.-~r--e

~~-iH'\%~i-fh. 

A;·+~·f+)·F-p-ki!:H-f·~~-v-}e.w.s--f:Ht--H--e;N-+;Hr-r-s-F.p,;:.H7f:f%·;--H~+10}V\7BB+15;~:14H+&R+r-Eh"--4n~J-4€Hi~+.
a-~7-!+·0+:--bt+i+E!ffig-s 

8<'-~·i'l<Hlii--Sffi-ll~t,he-m~t:<Hl-!ii~+A·:Frtl;le-+,-i:lelsw-.--1'+iit-&r~;-'H;<Bie~1cf5
-i-AEH~il-f:+-t-l-'2 
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Fo-Verl--pf.-~H-5--;---f;H~ 

~~--s-ig-R-S-#.;;-ef-ffifNa-l-~~-0¥!;-(~.U-Jae-Y&'JI.€4BH-&:-lH.CtUi'k&'~Y~J&1fJ·V~:;JJ-Re~~
 

-~.l.ff{~c4-H-ai-:t-e4h-&-er~~[&ffiH·B~4~~~~f~ 

l?r.-C---ef8fiE2.*-E!PoW'*f-'iHK--)'4'8Ba-fe-r-+1-ew--ten£l'P-J-G8-e++;+&R-&v-aW<S>-c--;s,-ed;:i.J+klffi+lf-foof!E.+f'flli.'-t-km-;;;i' 

BHfiGltcg&-H-F-&tH*Wf-H-5·2A'E'-£€tfH-Hfl-iHCfai;}l€-27-belew.--E4if~-AIBC'ec-:f.fl-!i/e-;?-G./rl-di!if~-~#c~-e!9£1--ef 

#ti5~17 

-85-



C. All plan review permit--;l+'ld certificate Df occupancy fees fof-fl@N-OOf6.frl*!-l+l+1, renovations, ad€1ffi0B5 

Bf-ffiOO~~~f1F:&-01'-·5k~ur~cHi·,;e-an~v.a-!3~hBR-i!l'M*pplica·tioe-i£-&,;i:lmiHx+J-tco 

t4e-0f-li£e--eh!;e-Fire-Ma-FSttaJ., 

D. EffecHveJ<¥\uarv 1, 201~~-JanuJry 1 ef each ';'BtiHhcRJRcr, cer~· of occur;a.o;;y-.fu<:+&fl~ 

2+~i+be adju~~~~B-;,&fb\i;iH;cnt :;hall bc~4~io<:l--f~4iM+ 

43¥%1-Ga'<c,4--ye.af,-&eginn!-ng..J~JJA~.Fnlffi00nli-&J*""fl-+o-#v~-pon;B-~l-t~-d+af1-ftc·il'l-+h-e 

CB~-k'O-+miB~..fu.F-th~e-dlr~oere-nE!!rtg-ef-~Une-illJ,·~roeared-b"':f·\oh~f'a"t'R'IOHI'·Hf 

~wu-of Labor, or;;, rep~e+~x-;;w~d+&Wf++l-f.Moe5fiold. Each-&'~-R<+wlv 

Bdjiot&l&:!....ffie-s4Glt~suml-e4!olf'-IB the nBl(+-!+ighr;r-w-hH!e-<¥l11aH'fmO'-+nt. 

§122:~~. 

~-~~-~fl-i&&~fn.a.Gwf!lGme-Wi#l-+he-Wor'\O&l~-~-CcidB-cm6 

t4e-c~~+A"c-il-laa-,.-1dBf\5-<J r discontffi~.g-pnject, <¥-i+-tho--pB-rmiH&-co-%1¥~+~10 

ffl'CL~fti-rbhal-,+lo\e-f~appli£-a-m•~•ake'*-w~>+&JU{ffi•-k~~+tlfl<4.-+i*f"""·cf"+-'ohoiof>EYrtl'"';-8f 

+he-wer.~-G<oc.fual1y-ceffiplete<4-5-i1all-!9e£em-[9H't€<4-and·aH'fe·WS€&&fee-sl>la.!l-·f7e--reH+rne&,-"21>Hepl·iJ'lat-a 

~~N/&clmi~ffiH.~ef$40 or Mi-% o:'-loho~~,e...p-Z.'-; 

~;riD ;;roate-F;-\M·il+-B·~~~~ 

H~---Wh&.1 .. -a-.pe-rm+t··Gr~ttpf)r-e;..;a4-afj-p.HGz-rtifH1--stf~-~ttefJ-l.::Htd.s-f.-·tfil-s--~-rtl-ch::- .. ~-::as-~ee:-rd-eHled---}1-t-··a{OEEH'-d-an.c;t~ 

wich the CennsctiEH1:-l4re-S;:;.fe+y-WEi~-BWOOf.f;lp-~,;;,~-an make a "1-r+~WH-~&t-f<i+-2--R+er"'J., 

MfBlH:nr;•; ~Ol'clf!'¥i04,le&~>+>Bl'UH4~c~,til4';n~.ff'<*~jf+i+'Mffi~+;-<~l 

E*-±&o/-r-e:f:+ft&-s~-h~.:p"<-2fffiit.,J.,.;}.\q~.f;;fre..vz~s-gr.eateh 

(.,.:f.);e-fiF€-lVli!fsh-al-wi·il·{/i>kWai:-c>·th-e-·fE'fHHB-dHe--t&·thfH:>WRef/-aw~£G11h'>HGfOf·W¥G,4·t.f.G·'tR&.J4flGi%0 

{}ep-a-r~·AHof·-j¥EIB0SSWryf; 

-!2en.a-l+i£5-ffif+J.#b-5fl-a-ll-h€-e·s-k>llHWs+ 

A.-.o'>farting lfiork prior to obtaini~l'O'.'<~~~sfi.cl4 

{.:j,)-A-~cr:alty of $250 will be ~"€! to a pc;rmit-f~aJ-rtffig--W<¥.-k-witlv~!l~ 

f~~Dl b:: aswe;;ed for emergeHBV·f.<~if..w.8l'if>· 

~~\MA-e~.s-He!.€h.'lnd the Mansfield Boan~.v~>w.-are reqHiffifi.+>~fth 

1'~ of the Conncctk~+&lfotv Code, <l'ra-mendcd, but oldlnot hc~JY-BHV· 

J:le~~ioed by said Flre-&a+e>~'y-'*ltiB,a-AT~"<AWK"'fe{ce,Bf--'-+f+4ef-;;my-TBwA-o~ce 

r-elactffig-tcf1~ 

~~ 
&hould anv court of wmpotc1't j>;r~laro an'f~On cr clause or pre'''iDion of !~ls-a4k;#4e 

he-1+1-eg-a-i-e+-unco n st itut+BHafr5BGh .. fif.~Gi5ieH-s·hail-a-th;c+-f'H1\i·~*K>1+;;{'!ii{if3fl,--<0kH<'i<0 .. Br-prnvWeH·s-E> 

~4~-0f-+>Hee-~i4:H-tiBF8l,..;;,Ftth>Aaikl~B4-·ew,y-~el'-&~ion,-elaust-;;;o.f>r-ellif;foA.+A-t~, 

af#ele-, 

-86-



Chapter 107. BUILDING CONSTRUCTION 

§ 107-1. legislative authority. 

Pursuant to Chapters 541, 98 and 99 of the Connecticut General Statutes, as amended, the following 

penalties and schedule of fees are hereby established in accordance with the provisions of the State 

Building Code, Connecticut Fire Prevention Code and Connecticut Fire Safety Code as amended. 

§ 107-2. Schedule of fees. 

[Amended 6-22-1998, effective 7-15-1998; 4-8-2002, effective 6-4-2002; 3-24-2003, effective 4-18-

2003; 10-14-2008, effective 11-11-2008] 

A. The fee for a building permit required under the provisions of the State Building Code, as 

amended, shall be at the rate of $15.25 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of construction 

value, except as provided in Subsections B, C and D, below. 

B. The fee for a building permit required under the provisions of the State Building Code, and 

requiring plan review and/or inspection by the Fire Marshal pursuant to the Connecticut Fire 

Safety Code and or Connecticut Fire Prevention Code as amended, shall be at the rate of 

$22.00 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of construction value. 

C. The fee for a permit for the demolition of a building or structure shall be at the rate of $12.50 

for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of the cost of such demolition. A copy of the work 

contract shall be submitted for the purpose of determining permit fees, except that permit 

fees for demolition not requiring a licensed demolition contractor shall be based on the 

actual cost of the demolition activity. 

D. The fee for a building permit required under the provisions of the State Building Code, as 

amended, for one and two family residences, townhouses and associated accessory buildings 

to those structures shall be at a rate of $13.25 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of 

construction value. 

E. A fee of $25 for all permits required pursuant to Subsections A, C and D of this section shall be 

applied when the cost of the work is valued at less than or equal to $1,000 of construction 

value. A fee of $SO for all permits required pursuant to Subsection B oft his section shall be 

applied when the cost of work is valued at less than or equal to $1,000 of construction value. 

F. The fee for the inspection of any existing fuel-burning appliance is $35 per unit, and must be 

submitted prior to the inspection. Applicants requesting an inspection shall apply to the 

Building Department. 

G. Except as provided under Subsection H of this section, all permit fees are due when an 

application is submitted to the Building Department. 
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H. A nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee of $350 per dwelling unit must be submitted 

with the application for all new permits submitted pursuant to Subsection B. The fee shall be 

$250 for all permits submitted pursuant to Subsection D. The plan review/administrative fee 

will be subtracted from the total fee as calculated pursuant to the fee schedule set out in this 

section. The balance of the permit fee will be due upon the approval of the building permit. 

I. Construction value used for the determination of all fees within this schedule shall be 

determined by the Building Official pursuant to the State Building Code as amended. 

§ 107-3. Refunds. 

[Added 3-24-2003, effective 4-18-2003] 

A. When a permit has been issued in accordance with the State Building Code and the 

owner/applicant abandons or discontinues the building project, or, if the permit is revoked 

by the Building Official, the owner/applicant can make a written request for a refund. That 

portion of the work actually completed shall be computed and any excess fee shall be 

returned, less a nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee equivalent to a minimum of 

$50 or 15% of the cost of the permit, whichever is greater. 

B. When a permit application submitted under this section has been denied in accordance with 

the State Building Code, the owner/applicant can make a written request for a refund. Any 

excess fee shall be returned, less the nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee 

prescribed in Section 107-2(H). In all other cases the refund shall be $SO or 15% of the cost 

of the permit, whichever is greater. 

C. The Building Official will calculate the refund due to the owner/applicant and forward it to the 

Finance Department for processing. 

§ 107-4. Penalties for offenses. 

A. Any person who violates any provision of the State Building Code shall be fined not less than 

$200 nor more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both, as provided in 

C.G.S. § 29-254a. 

B. Any person who shall continue any work in or about the structure after having been served 

with a stop-work order, except such work as that person is directed to perform to remove a 

violation or unsafe conditions, shall be liable to a fine of not less than $200 nor more than 

$1,000 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both, as provided in C.G.S. § 29-254a. 

C. Starting work prior to obtaining a building permit. 

[Added 6-22-1998, effective 7-15-1998] 
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(1) A penalty of $250 will be added to a permit fee for starting work without a permit. 

[Amended 10-14-2008, effective 11-11-2008] 

(2) A penalty will not be assessed to emergency repair work. 

§ 107-5. Agencies exempt from fees; education fee. 

[Amended 4-8-2002, effective 6-4-2002] 

Agencies of the Town of Mansfield and the Mansfield Board of Education are required to comply with 

the provisions of the State Building Code, as amended; but shall not be required to pay any permit fees 

required under said State Building Code, any amepdment thereto or under any Town ordinance 

relating thereto; except that the Building Official shall assess an education fee on each building permit 

application, including any application filed by an agency of the Town of Mansfield or the Mansfield 

Board of Education, as required by Connecticut General Statutes§ 29-263(b), as amended, and the 

regulations promulgated thereunder. 

§ 107-6. Exception 
Except for the mandatory education fee noted in the preceding Section 107-5, nothing in this Chapter 

shall limit the authority of the Town Council as set forth in Town of Mansfield Charter section C303 to 

contractually establish any alternative schedule of fees for any large multi-family, commercial or mixed 

use construction project to reflect more accurately the cost to the Town of providing the services 

related to such fees. 

§ 107-7. Severability. 

Should any court of competent jurisdiction declare any section or clause or provision of this article to 

be illegal or unconstitutional, such decision shall affect only such section, clause or provision so 

declared illegal or unconstitutional, and shall not affect any other section, clause or provision of this 

article. 
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Members present: 

Others present: 

Call to Order 

MINUTES 

ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE 

Thursday, October 11, 2012 • Special Meeting 

Conference Room B, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

Denise Keane, Paul Shapiro, Bill Ryan 

L. Painter, Director of Planning and Development; M. Ninteau, Director of 

Building and Housing Inspection; F. Raiola, Deputy Fire Marshal 

Keane called the meeting to order at 7:35a.m. 

September 27, 2012 Minutes 

Ryan MOVED, Shapiro SECONDED approval of the minutes as written. Motion was approved by Ryan 

and Shapiro. 

Discussion on the Amendment to the Building and Fire Permit Fee Ordinances 

Painter provided an overview of the proposed fee structure and distributed a revised ordinance 

containing changes requested at the last meeting. In response to concerns that the changes be 

revenue neutral, she distributed an analysis of building and fire fee revenues for the previous 15 

months. During that time period, the total fire fees collected amounted to approximately 43% of the 

building permit fees collected. As such, the proposed combined building/fire permit fee would be 

revenue neutral. 

Staff present also suggested a slight increase (approximately 5%) to all of the building fees. The 

purpose of this increase would be to fund new software for on-line permit applications and tracking of 

permits and inspections by various town departments. 

Questions were raised regarding the applicability of the proposed fees to Storrs Center. Ninteau 

indicated that it was his understanding that the current fee structure only applies to Phases lA and 1B; 

permit fees for subsequent phases would be capped at $12.00/$1,000 of construction value. 

Shapiro suggested adding a sentence to the end of Section 107-1 stating "The following fees shall apply 

unless otherwise stated by contract." Ryan seconded this motion. 

After discussion, Shapiro withdrew the motion. 

Shapiro MOVED, Ryan SECONDED approval of the building and fire fee ordinance as proposed by staff 

in the revised draft provided that the residential permit fee shall be changed to $13.25, the commercial 

fee be changed to $15.25 and the combined building and fire fee be changed to $22.00. The motion 

was approved unanimously. 

Members requested that the item be placed on the next council meeting agenda for the purpose of 

scheduling a public hearing. 
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Next Meeting/Future Agenda Items 

No future meeting was scheduled. Members requested that an explanation of the applicability of the 

fee ordinance to the Storrs Center project be distributed via email with the caveat that if members 

need additional clarification on applicability to Storrs Center after reviewing the email, a future 

meeting would be scheduled. 

Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:15am. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Linda M. Painter, AICP 
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Members present: 

Others present: 

Call to Order 

DRAFT 

MINUTES 

ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE 

Thursd.ay, October 19, 2012 • Special Meeting 

Conference Room B, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

Denise Keane, Paul Shapiro, Bill Ryan 

Matt Hart, Town Manager; Dennis O'Brien, Town Attorney; L. Painter, Director of 

Planning and Development; F. Raiola, Deputy Fire Marshal 

Keane called the meeting to order at 7:35a.m. 

October 11, 2012 Minutes 

Ryan MOVED, Shapiro SECONDED approval of the minutes as written. Motion was approved 

unanimously. 

Discussion on the Amendment to the Building and Fire Permit Fee Ordinances 

Hart presented two additional changes to the proposed ordinance: 

• Changing the title of Section 107-5 to "Agencies exempt from fees; education fee" 

• Adding a new Section 107-6, "Exception," that would allow the Council to contractually 

establish an alternative fee schedule for large commercial or mixed use projects 

Members discussed the proposed wording of the new Section 107-6, including whether 'large' should 

be defined with some type ofthreshold, and whether residential or multi-family residential projects 

should be added to the list of potential projects for which an alternative fee schedule could be 

established. 

Ryan MOVED, Shapiro SECONDED approval of the following revisions to the proposed Building and Fire 

Fee Ordinance: 

• Change the title of Section 107-5 to read "Agencies exempt from fees, education fee. 

• Add a new Section 107-6 titled "Exception" that would read as follows: 

Except for the mandatory education fee noted in the preceding Section 107-5, nothing in this 

Chapter shall limit the authority of the Town Council as set forth in Town of Mansfield Charter 

section C303 to contractually establish any alternative schedule of fees for any large multi

family, commercial or mixed use construction project to reflect more accurately the cost to the 

Town of providing the services related to such fees. 

• Make the section on Severability Section 107-7 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Ryan MOVED, Shapiro SECONDED that the action from the 10/11/12 meeting sending the previous 

version of the ordinance forward to the Council be voided and that the ordinance as revised in the 
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previous motion be forwarded to the Council with the recommendation that a public hearing be 

scheduled. The motion passed unanimously. 

Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:02a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Linda M. Painter, AICP 
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To: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

From: 
Town Council ;/ 
Matt Hart, Town Manager lf!N'ft 

CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of 
Planning and Development; Mike Ninteau, Building Official; Francis 
Raiola, Acting Fire Marshal; David Dagon, Fire Chief 

Date: August 27, 2012 
Re: Amendment to the Building and Fire Permit Fee Ordinances 

Subject Matter/Background 
In May 2009, the Town adopted a schedule of fees and fines related to permits 
issued pursuant to the Connecticut Fire Prevention Code and the Connecticut 
Fire Safety Code. In the two years since the adoption of this fee schedule, staff 
has experienced difficulty in its administration due to the complexity of the 
schedule and the way in which fees must be calculated. For larger projects, a 
significant portion of staff time is needed to calculate/verify the appropriate fire 
permit fee. The complexity of the fee schedule also makes it difficult for 
customers to use or apply. 

Additionally, the development of two new large mixed-use buildings at Storrs 
Center identified a separate concern with the existing building permit fee 
structure. Based on the existing fee schedule, the residential and commercial 
portions of the buildings are assessed at different rates, even though the same 
building code is used to review plans. Similar to the administrative difficulties 
encountered with the separate fire fee structure, the assessment of different 
rates based on use also resulted in complex calculations for each permit. 

To address the issues identified above, staff has worked on changes to the 
existing building and fire permit fee schedules that would meet the following 
goals: 

• Simplify the current fee schedules for both staff and the public by using 
the same method of calculation for both building and fire permit fees; 

• Bring fire permit fees more in-line with other Connecticut municipalities 
based on the average time spent on fire permit review; and 

• Link residential permit fees to the type of construction and applicable 
building code. 
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Accordingly, the proposed changes would: 
• Establish a single fire permit fee for all permits where fire review is 

required. Different fire permit fees for mechanical permits, electrical 

permits, certificates of occupancy and expedited review would be 

eliminated; 
• Reduce the fire permit fee from 65% of the building permit fee to ±45% of 

the building permit fee, and express the fee as a dollar amount instead of 

a percentage; 
• Apply the commercial building permit rate to all projects that are reviewed 

under the International Building Code (IBC), including multi-family and 

mixed use buildings. The residential permit fee rate would only be applied 

to projects that are reviewed under the International Residential Code 

(IRC); and 
• Make other minor revisions related to fees and penalties for building and 

fire permits. 

Financial Impact 
The proposed changes are anticipated to result in reductions to revenue 

collection for commercial projects and increases in revenue on multi-family and 

mixed-use projects. As there are no fire permit fees for one-family homes, two

family homes and townhouses, there are no changes to revenue projections for 

permits issued for that type of construction. 

Legal Review 
The attached draft ordinance has been reviewed by the Town Attorney. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Town Council refer the proposed ordinance to an 

Ordinance Development and Review Subcommittee, established on an ad hoc 

basis and comprised of members of the Council. Alternatively, the Council could 

schedule a public hearing at this point in the review process to solicit public input 

regarding the proposed ordinance. 

Attachments 
1) Draft Amendments to Building and Fire Permit Fee Ordinances 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town Council 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Matt Hart, Town Manager/1't//( 

Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Lon Hultgren, Director of 

Public Works; Cynthia vanZelm, Executive Director- Mansfield 

Downtown Partnership 

December 10, 2012 

Adjustments to Easements for Storrs Road and Wilbur Cross Way 

Subject Matter/Background 
The Town Council recently referred this item to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission (PZC) for review under CGS §8-24. Recall that two of the 

properties (one by warranty deed and one by easement) granted to the Town 

earlier this year by Storrs Center Alliance (SCA) need minor adjustments to be 

able to accommodate the supermarket to be located across from the Beck 

Municipal Building between Storrs Road and Wilbur Cross Way. These 

deed/easement adjustments are attached as is the PZC's report finding that the 

proposed adjustments to the easements are consistent with Mansfield's Plan of 

Conservation and Development. 

Financial Impact 
The granting of these easement adjustments will not have a financial impact on 

the Town. 

Legal Review 
The documents were prepared by SCA's Attorney Edward Hill and have been 

reviewed by the Town Attorney. 

Recommendation 
Council's action to approve these transactions with the following resolution is 

respectfully requested: 

RESOLVED, that Matthew W Hart, Town Manager, be, and hereby is authorized 

to sign the two attached Quit Claim Deeds: (1) The Quit Claim deed to re-convey 

a portion of the property conveyed by Warranty Deed dated November 16, 2011 

and recorded in Volume 717 at Page 144 of the Mansfield Land Records; and (2) 

The Quit Claim Deed to terminate a portion of the Easement "B" granted to the 

Town of Mansfield dated November 9, 2011 and recorded in Volume 717 at Page 

4 of the Mansfield Land Records. 
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Attachments 
1) Quit Claim Deeds (5 pages total) 
2) Drawing# BS-3C dated 9/14/12 
3) PZC memo date December 04, 2012 
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Record and return to: 
Storrs Center Alliance, LLC 
c/o EdwardS. Hill, Esq. 
Cappalli & Hill, LLC 
325 Highland Avenue 
Cheshire, CT 0641 0 

Quit Claim Deed 

Town of Mansfield, a municipal corporation having its territorial limits in Tolland 

County, with an office and principal place ofbusiness at 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, CT 

06268 (hereinafter referred to as the "Grantor") for the consideration of One Dollar ($1.00) and 

other good and valuable considerations received to its full satisfaction of Storrs Center 
Alliance, LLC, a Connecticut limited liability company, whose mailing address is c/o Leyland 

Alliance LLC, P.O. Box 878, Tuxedo, NY 10987 (hereinafter referred to as the "Grantee") 

grants, with QUIT-CLAJM COVENANTS, to the Grantee: 

All of that tract or parcel ofland, situated in the Town of Mansfield, County ofToHand 

and State of Connecticut, containing a total of266 square feet or 0.0052 acres and more 

particularly bounded and described as toHows, and also depicted as "Area To Be 

Conveyed To Storrs Center Alliance, LLC = 226 Sq. Ft." on the niap hereinafter referred 

to: 

Commencing at a Connecticut Highway Department monument found on the easterly 

highway line of present Storrs Road (State Route 195), thence running along said easterly 

highway line of present Storrs Road (State Route 195) North 46°-00'-16" West a distance 

of 173.28 feet to a point, thence running North 40°-46' -26" West a distance of2.30 feet 

to a point, said point being at the northwesterly corner ofland now or formerly State of 

Connecticut (Map 16, Block 41, Lot 10); 

Thence running along the northerly line of said land of State of Connecticut (Map 16, 

Block 41, Lot 10) North4T-22'-51" East a distance of 4.73 feet to a point; 

Thence running along an easement for highway purposes in favor of the State of 

Connecticut along a curve to the right having a radius of 1,755.00 feet, a delta angle of 

00°-05'-12", an arc length o£26.13 feet and a chord bearing of North 41 °-05'-48" West 

a distance of26.13 feet to' a point, along a curve to the right having a radius of 1,355.00 

feet, a delta angle o£02°-01 '-58", an arc length of 48.07 feet and a chord bearing of 

North 39°-39'-13" West a distance of 48.07 feet to a point; 

Thence running along land now or formerly Town of Mansfield, Post Office Road, North 

62°-59'-12" East a distance of34.65 feet to a point, North 47°-27'-19" East a distance of 

77.21 feet to a point, North 46°-01 '-10" East a distance of98.35 feet to a point; 

Thence running along other land now or formerly Town of Mansfield the following sL'C 

(6) courses and distances: North 28°-32' -13" West a distance of 12.73 feet to a point, 

North 43°-26'-38" West a distance of92.95 feet to a point, along a curve to the right 

having a radius of 121.00 feet, a delta angle of 11°-17' -02";an arc length of23.83 feet 

and a chord bearing of North 37°-48' -07" West a distance of23.79 feet to a point, North 

32°-09'-36" West a distance of 134.90 feet to a point, North 28°·02' -44" West a distance 

of 54.12 feet to a point, North 39°-22'-33" West a distance of 10.94 feet to the True 

9-18-12 (Village Street) 
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point and place of beginning, said point also being the southwest comer of the herein 

described parcel; 

Thence continuing along said land of Town of Mansfield North 39°-22' -33" West a 

distance of22. 74 feet to a point, along a curve to the right having a radius of 408.00 feet, 

a delta angle of03°-39' -29"; an arc length of26.05 feet and a chord bearing of North 

16°-52'-44" West a distance of26.04 feet to a point; 

Thence running through said land of Town of Mansfield South 32°-51 '-00" East a 

distance of 47.63 feet to a point, South 57°-09'-00" West a distance of 4.58 feet to the 

True point and place of beginning. 

For a more particular description ofthe above described land, reference is made to a map 

to be filed in the Mansfield Town Clerk's Office entitled "Lot Line & Easement Line 

Modification Plan Storrs Center Storrs Road & Post Office Road Mansfield, 

Connecticut" Scale 1 "=50' Dated 09/14/2012 Sheet No. BS-3C prepared by BL 

Companies, Meriden, Connecticut. 

The intention of this deed is to re-convey to Grantee a portion of the property conveyed 

by Grantee to Grantor by Warranty Deed dated November 16,2011 and recorded in Volume 717 

at Page 144 of the Mansfield Land Records. 

Signed this __ day of ___________ , 2012 

Witnessed by: 
Town of Mansfield 

By: ___________________ _ 

Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT ) 
) ss: Mansfield 

COUNTY OF TOLLAND ) 

On this the day of , 2012, before me the undersigned officer, personally 

appeared Matthew W. Hart, who acknowledged himself to be the Town Manager of the Town of 

Mansfield, a municipal corporation, signer of the foregoing instrument, and that he as such 

officer, being authorized so to do, acknowledged the execution of the same to be his free act and 

deed as such officer and the free act and deed of said corporation. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand. 

Commissioner of the Superior Court 
Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT ) 
) ss: Mansfield 

COUNTY OF TOLLAND ) 

On this the day of , 2012, before me the undersigned officer, personally 
appeared Matthew W. Hart, who acknowledged himself to be the Town Manager of the Town of 
Mansfield, a municipal corporation, signer of the foregoing instrument, and that he as such 
officer, being authorized so to do, acknowledged the execution of the same to be his free act and 
deed as such officer and the free act and deed of said corporation. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand. 
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Record and return to: 
Storrs Center Alliance, LLC 
c/o Edward S. Hill, Esq. 
Cappalli & Hill, LLC 
325 Highland Avenue 
Cheshire, CT 064! 0 

Quit Claim Deed 

Town of Mansfield, a municipal corporation having its territorial limits in Tolland 
County, with an office and principal place of business at 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, CT 

06268 (hereinafter referred to as the "Grantor") for the consideration of One Dollar ($1.00) and 

other good and valuable considerations received to its full satisfaction of Storrs Center 

Alliance, LLC, a Connecticut limited liability company, whose mailing address is c/o Leyland 
Alliance LLC, P.O. Box 878, Tuxedo, NY 10987 (hereinafter referred to as the "Grantee") 

grants, with QUJT-CLAIM COVENANTS, to the Grantee: 

All of that tract or parcel of land situated in the Town of Mansfield, County of Tolland 

and State of Connecticut, containing a total of 1,457 square feet or 0.033 acres and more 

particularly bounded and described as follows, and also depicted as "Portion Of 
Easement "B" To Remain= 1,457 Sq. Ft. Or 0.033 Acres" on the map hereinafter 
referred to: 

Commencing at a Connecticut Highway Department monument found on the easterly 

highway line of present Storrs Road (State Route 195), thence running along said easterly 

highway line of present Storrs Road (State Route 195) North 46°-00'-16" West a distance 

of 173.28 feet to a po.int, North 40°-46' -26" West a distance of2.30 feet to a point, said 

point being at the northwesterly comer of land now or formerly State of Connecticut 
(Map 16, Block 41, Lot 10); 

Thence running along the northerly line of said land of State of Connecticut (Map 16, 

Block 41, Lot 10) North 47°-22'-51" East a distance of 4.73 feet to a point; 

Thence running along land now or formerly Town of Mansfield, Post Office Road, along 

a curve to the right having a radius of 1,755.00 feet, a delta angle of00°-05' -12", an arc 

length of26.13 feet and a chord bearing ofNorth 41° -05' -48" West a distance of26.13 
feet to a point, along a curve to the right having a radius of 1,355.00 feet, a delta angle of 

02°-01 '-58", an arc length of 48.07 feet and a chord bearing ofNorth 39°-39' -13" West a 

distance of 48.07 feet to a point; 

Thence ruuning along land now or formerly Storrs Center Alliance, LLC the following 
five (5) courses and distances: along a curve to the right having a radius of 1,355.00 feet, 

a delta angle o£06°-38'-30", an arc length of157.07 feet and a chord bearing ofNorth 

35°-18'-59" West a distance ofl56.98 feet to a point, North 31 °-59'-44" West a distance 

of 133.05 feet to a point, North 58°-00' -16" East a distance of 1.00 feet to a point, North 

31 °-59' -44" West a distance of24.00 feet to a point, North 36°-28'-14" West a distance 

of 25.63 feet to the True point and place of beginning; 

Thence continuing along said land of Storrs Center Alliance, LLC the following two (2) 

courses and distances: .North 36°-28'-14" West a distance o£89.72 feet to a point, North 

9-18-12 (Storrs Road Easement) 
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31° -59' -44" West a distance of 109.93 feet to a point on the southerly line ofland now or 

formerly Nicholas & Georgia Haidons, Trustees; 

Thence runniRg along the southerly line of said land ofNicholas & Georgia Haidous, 

Trustees North 57°-08' -47'' East a distance of 13.00 feet to a point; 

Thence running along said land of Storrs Center Alliance, LLC South 31° -59' -44" East a 

distance of 38.99 feet to a point; 

Thence running through said land of Storrs Center Alliance, LLC the following four ( 4) 

courses and distances: South 57°-09'-.00" West a distance of2.98 feet to a point, South 

32°-51'-00" East·a distance of 42.10 feet to a point, South 586-00' -16" West a distance of 

3.65 feet to a point, South 31 °-59' -44" East a distance of 118.44 feetto the True point 

and place of beginning. 

For a more particular description of the above described land, reference is made to a map 

to be filed in the Mansfield Town Clerk;s Office entitled "Lot Line & Easement Line 

Modification Plan Storrs Center Storrs Road & Post Office Road Mansfield, 

Connecticut" Scale 1"=50' Dated 09/14/2012 Sheet No. BS-3C prepared by BL 

Companies, Meriden, Connecticut. 

The intention ofthis deed is to terminate as to the above described property only 

"Easement 'B' To Be Granted To The Town Of Mansfield" as granted to Grantor by Grantee by 

Grant of Easements dated November 9, 2011 and recorded in Volume 717 at Page 4 of the 

Mansfield Land Records. 

Signed this __ day 

Witnessed by: 

---c--------' 2012 

Town of Mansfield 

By: __ ~-~~-------
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 
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To: 
From: 
Date: 
Re: 

Town Council 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Tuesday, December 04, 2012 
8-24 Referral; Easement Adjustments 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 

FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 

MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06268 

(860) 429-3330 

At a meeting held on 12/3/12, the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission adopted the following 

motion: 

"That the PZC notify the Town Council that the proposed adjustment to the Easement for Storrs Road 

and Right-of-Way for Wilbur Cross Way are consistent with Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and 

Development. " 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town Council 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Matt Hart, Town Manager t1f?v/( 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Cherie Trahan, Director of 

Finance 
December 10, 2012 

Proposed Budget Calendar for 2013 

Subject Matter!Background 
Attached please find the proposed Budget Meeting Calendar for 2013, as 

prepared by the Director of Finance and the Town Manager. The calendar 

includes a budget retreat, budget workshops as well as two public information 

sessions and a public hearing. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Town Council adopt the schedule as presented. 

The Council may endorse the calendar by consensus or adopt the following 

motion: 

Move, effective December 10, 2012, to adopt the Proposed Budget Calendar for 

2013, as presented by the Director of Finance and the Town Manager. 

Attachments 
1) Proposed Budget Calendar for 2013 
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DATE 

Dec.18 

January TBD 

Mar. 28 Thu 

Apr.l Mon 

, Apr. 4 Thu 

Apr. 8 Mon 

Apr. 10 Wed 

Apr. 15 Mon 

TIME 

PROPOSED BUDGET CALENDAR 

FOR BUDGET YEAR 2012-13 

ITEM 

7:00 PM Municipal Budget Meeting- Region #19 

Location - E.O. Smith Library 

6:00 PM Budget Workshop with Council 

Location - TB D 

6:30PM Council Budget Workshop-Budget Presented to Town C ounci1 

Location- Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

- Introduction to the B udget & Review of Process 

-Major Cost Drivers 

-Policy changes & initiatives (Issue Papers) 

- General Fund Revenue Review 

- Discussion questions 

6:30PM Council Budget Workshop 

Location- Community Room, Mansfield Community Center 

-Programmatic Review (review narratives) 

=General Government/Town Wide 

::: Public Safety 

= Community Services (Incl. Contributions to Area Agencies) 

= Community Development 

=Public Works 

7:00PM Public Information Session #1 on Mgr's proposed budget 

Location M Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

7:30 PM Public Hearing on Budget (part of regular Council meeting) 

Location -Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

6:30PM Council Budget Workshop 

Location M Community Room, Mansfield Community Center 

= Parks & Recreation Fund 

= Debt Service Fund 

:= Downtown Partnership 

- Internal Service Funds: 

= Health· Insurance Fund 

=Worker's Compensation Fund 

= Management SeJ.Vices Fund 

- Other Agencies/Funds 

:= Day Care Fund 

= Eastern Highlands Health District 

= Cemetery Fund/Long Term Investment Pool 

6:30PM Council Budget Workshop 

Location- Program Room, Mansfield Public Library 

- Capital Improvement Program - C omm Services, Public Safety, Facilities Mgmt 

- Capital Improvement Program -Public Works, C ommunity Development 
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STAFF 

Matt/ Cherie 

Matt/ Cherie 

Matt/ Cherie 

Matt,Cherie,Maria, Mary, Bil 

Rich, Dave, Fran 

Kevin, Leslie 

Linda, Mike 

Lon 

Matt/ Cherie 

Matt/ Cherie 

Curt 

Cherie 

Cynthia 

Cherie 

Maria 

Jaime/ Cherie 

Cherie 

Cherie 

Cherie 

Curt, Dave, Bill, Cherie 

Lon 



DATE 

Apr.18 Thu 

Apr. 22-26 

Apr. 22 Mon 

Apr. 24 Wed 

May2 Thu 

TIME 

PROPOSED BUDGET CALENDAR 
FOR BUDGET YEAR 2012-13 

ITEM 

6:30 PM Council Budget Workshop 

Location- Council Chambers- Beck Building 

Board of Education discussion with B oard 

- Capital Nonrecurring Fund 

-Solid Waste Fund and Town Aid Road Fund 

- Sewer Funds 

School Break 

STAFF 

Fred/Board 

Cherie 

Lon 

Lon 

6:30 PM Adoption of Budget and Recommended Appropriatio~s (in advance of regular meeting) 

Location- Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

6:30 PM Adoption of 6 udget and Recommended Appropriations {if necessary) 

Location -Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

7:00PM Public Information Session #2 

Location - Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

May? Tue 6AM- 8PM Region #19 Budget Referendum 

Held in the towns of Ashford, Mansfield and Wi1lington 

May14 Tue 7:00 PM Annual Town Meeting 

Mansfield Middle School Auditorium 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council 
1 

i. 
Matt Hart, Town Manager ;fJ~(/T 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Cherie Trahan, Director of 

Finance 
December 10, 2012 

Salary Transfers for FY 2012/13 

Subject Matter/Background 
Attached please find the recommended salary transfers for FY 2012/13, as well 

an explanatory memorandum from the Director of Finance. Staff will review this 

item with the Finance Committee at its meeting on December 1oth 

Recommendation 
Staff will be available to take any questions that the Town Council may have, and 

recommends that the Council approve the salary transfers as presented. 

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

order: 

Move, effective December 10, 2012, to approve the Salary Transfers for FY 

2012113, as presented by the Director of Finance in her correspondence dated 

December 5, 2012. 

Attachments 
1) C. Trahan re: Salary Transfers for FY 2012/2013 

2) Town of Mansfield, Salary Transfers 
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: MATIHEWHART 

FROM: CHERIE TRAHAN 

SUBJECT: SALARY BUDGET TRANSFERS 2012/2013 

DATE: DECEMBER 5, 2012 

Salary budget transfers for the fiscal year 2012/2013 are listed below. A brief description of the 

requested transfers over $1,000 is detailed below. The majority of the increases are due to the 

general wage increase for non-union personnel, Professional & Technical bargaining unit, and the 

Fire union which were budgeted for in Contingency. The net affect of these changes is an increase 

of $110,690. This leaves a balance in the Contingency account of $64,310 for remaining contract 

settlements for the Public Works personnel, Custodian/Maintenance personnel and unexpected 

expenditures. 

>- Municipal - Increase $12,480 - General wage increase for non-union personnel. Also 

included is the temporaty assistant to covet for maternity leave which is partially offset by 

the savings from the short term disability ($5,300). 

> Personnel - Increase $3,170 - General wage increase for non-union personnel and 

temporaty hours for an office intern. 

>- Registrars -Decrease - $5,150 -Actual number of hours worked were less than budgeted 

between the months of July and November. 

> Town Clerk- Increase $3,620- General wage increase for personnel. 

>- Finance Administration- Increase $1,490- General wage increase for non-union personnel. 

>- Accounting & Disbursements - Increase $3,800 - General wage increase for personnel is 

offset by the decrease in the Straight Overtime line item. 

> Revenue Collections - Increase $2,900 - General wage increase for personnel. Increase in 

temporaty staff which is partially offset by savings in the Part-time line item. 

> Assessment- Increase $3,810- General wage increase for personnel. 
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> Police Services - Decrease $9,250 - Full-ti±ne Administrative Assistant position has been 

reduced to a Part-time benefits position. 

> Animal Control- Decrease $3,930 - General wage increase for personnel offset by vacancy 

for Assistant Animal Control Office filled at a lower step than originally budgeted. 

> Fire & Emergency Services Administration - Increase $2,990 - General wage increase for 

non-union personneL 

> Fire & Emergency Services - Increase $82,560 - General wage increase for union personnel. 

Budgeted salaries were based on 2009/10 rates. 

> Public Works Administration- Increase $2,700- General wage increase for personneL 

> Public Works Supervision & Operations - Increase $2,200 - General wage increase for 

personnel. 

> Public Works Road Services -Decrease $38,760- Savings due to two employees out on 

Workers Compensation and vacancies filled at lower rates than originally budgeted. 

> Public Works Grounds Maintenance - Increase $11,520 - Increase is due to backfilling 

vacancies in Road Services with Grounds Maintenance employees. 

> Engineering- Increase $3,720- General wage increase for personnel. 

> Building Inspection - Increase $2,310 - General wage increase for personneL 

> Housing Code Inspection- Increase $1,870- General wage increase for personneL 

> Facilities Management- Increase $2,370 - General wage increase for non-union personnel 

and Professional Technical personnel. 

> Human Services -Increase $4,150 - General wage increase for personneL 

> Youth Services- Increase $2,900- General wage increase for personneL 

> Senior Services -Increase $2,910- General wage increase for personneL 

> Library Services - Increase $8,290 - General wage increase for personnel. 

> Planning Administration- Increase $5,030- General wage increase for personnel. 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
BUDGET TRANSFERS 

FY 2012/2013 

ADJUSTED 

ACCOUNT NUMBER DEPT OBJECT APPROP INCREASE(DECREASE) APPROP 

111 12100 51601 06 Municipal Regular 191,040 2,420 0 193,460 

111 12100 51603 06 Municipal Temporary 0 10,060 0 10,060 

111 12200 51601 06 Personnel Regular 47,430 950 0 48,380 

111 12200 51602 06 Personnel Part time (B) 28,830 570 0 29,400 

111 12200 51603 06 Personnel Temporary 0 1,650 0 1,650 

111 14200 51604 06 Registrars Elected Officials 60,510 0 (5, 150) 55,360 

111 14200 51605 06 Registrars Part time 1,400 0 0 1,400 

111 15100 51201 06 Town Clerk Regular- CSEA 102,490 2,020 0 104,510 

111 15100 51601 06 Town Clerk Regular 80,510 1,600 0 82,110 

111 16100 51601 06 Finance Adm Regular 115,210 1,490 0 116,700 

111 16200 51201 06 Acctg & Disb. Regular- CSEA 76,750 4,000 0 80,750 

111 16200 51205 06 Acctg & Disb. OT-Straight Time CSEA 3,000 0 (1 ,500) 1,500 

111 16200 51601 06 Acctg & Disb. Regular 64,840 1,300 0 66,140 

111 16300 51201 06 Revenue Coli Regular - CSEA 103,410 2,050 0 105,460 

111 16300 51205 06 Revenue Coli OT - Straight Time CSEA 1,000 0 0 1,000 

111 16300 51603 06 Revenue Coli Temporary 0 3,500 0 3,500 

111 16300 51605 06 Revenue Coli Part-time NB 16,650 0 (2,650) 14,000 

111 16402 51201 06 Assessment Regular - CSEA 193,040 3,810 0 196,850 

111 16402 51204 06 Assessment OT- 1 1/2 CSEA 1,000 0 0 1,000 

111 16402 51205 06 Assessment OT - Straight time 2,000 0 0 2,000 

111 16402 51605 06 Assessment Part-time NB 1,000 0 0 1,000 

111 21200 51102 06 Police Serv Secretaries 0 3,620 0 3,620 

111 21200 51201 06 Police Serv Regular - CSEA 46,930 0 (12,870) 34,060 

111 21200 51302 06 Police Serv Part time- NB 51,300 0 0 51,300 

111 21200 51303 06 Police Serv OT 1 and 1/2 500 0 0 500 

111 21300 51201 13 Animal Cntrl Regular- CSEA 55,990 1,110 0 57,100 

111 21300 51202 13 Animal Cntrl Part time - CSEA - B 24,630 0 (5,990) 18,640 

111 21300 51204 13 Animal Cntrl OT- 1 1/2 CSEA 1,290 0 0 1,290 

111 21300 51605 13 Animal Cntrl Part time NB 1,850 950 0 2,800 

111 22101 51201 06 Fire Marshall Regular- CSEA 11,650 0 0 11,650 

111 22101 51508 06 Fire Marshall Volunteer Incentive Prg. 4,500 0 0 4,500 

111 22101 51601 06 Fire Marshall Regular 86,000 0 0 86,000 

111 22155 51046 06 Fire & Emer Svc Ambulance Serv. Fund Deduction (20,560) 0 0 (20,560) 

111 22155 51508 06 Fire & Emer Svc Volunteer Incentive Prg. 42,450 0 0 42,450 

111 22155 51601 06 Fire & Emer Svc Regular 150,300 2,990 0 153,290 

111 22160 51501 16 Fire & Emer Svc Regular 759,870 62,170 0 822,040 

111 22160 51503 16 Fire & Emer Svc Part time 247,150 20,390 0 267,540 

111 22160 51504 16 Fire & Emer Svc Training 20,000 0 0 20,000 

111 22160 51505 16 Fire & Emer Svc OT- 1 1/2 131,650 0 0 131,650 

111 23100 51201 06 Emer Mgmt Regular. CSEA 11,650 230 0 11,880 

111 23100 51601 06 Emer Mgmt Regular 38,020 760 0 38,780 

111 30100 51201 06 PWAdmn. Regular- CSEA 14,080 280 0 14,360 

111 30100 51405 06 PWAdmn. Town Aid Deduction (56,200) 0 0 (56,200) 

111 30100 51601 06 PWAdmn. Regular 122,040 2,420 0 124,460 

111 30200 51201 07 PW Oper. Regular- CSEA 23,650 470 0 24,120 

111 30200 51601 07 PW Oper. Regular 87,170 1,730 0 88,900 

111 30300 51401 07 Road Serv. Regular 544,460 0 (47,760) 496,700 

111 30300 51402 07 Road Serv. OT- 1 1/2 61,590 0 0 61,590 

111 30300 51603 07 Road Serv. Temporary 23,100 9,000 0 32,100 

111 30400 51401 07 Grounds Main! Regular 300,120 2,520 0 302,640 

111 30400 51402 07 Grounds Main! OT- 1 1/2 14,350 0 0 14,350 

111 30400 51603 07 Grounds Main! Temporary 26,800 9,000 0 35,800 

111 30600 51401 07 Equip. Main! Regular 174,640 0 0 174,640 

111 30600 51402 07 Equip. Main! OT- 1 1/2 13,000 0 0 13,000 

111 30700 51048 06 Engineering State Grant Deduction (4,000) 0 0 (4,000) 

111 30700 51201 06 Engineering Regular- CSEA 159,720 3,170 0 162,890 

111 30700 51605 06 Engineering Part time NB 27,500 550 0 28,050 

111 30800 51201 06 Building lnsp Regular- CSEA 28,010 550 0 28,560 

111 30800 51205 06 Building lnsp OT Straight Time CS~J'1 4- 900 0 0 900 

111 30800 51601 06 B~Jil<iling insp Regular 134,690 1,760 0 136,450 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
BUDGET TRANSFERS 

FY 2012/2013 

ADJUSTED 

ACCOUNT NUMBER DEPT OBJECT APPROP INCREASE!DECREASE) APPROP 

111 30810 51201 06 Housing Code lnsp Regular- CSEA 94,820 1,870 0 96,690 

111 30810 51205 06 Housing Code lnsp OT - Straight time 8,100 0 0 8,100 

111 30900 51103 06 Facilities Mgmt Maint. Personnel 186,790 0 0 186,790 

111 30900 51113 06 Facilities Mgmt Substitutes 1,200 0 0 1,200 

111 30900 51120 06 F aGilities Mgmt OT Straight Time 2,300 0 0 2,300 

111 30900 51121 06 Facilities Mgmt OT Double Time 1,000 0 0 1,000 

111 30900 51122 06 Facilities Mgmt OT- 1 1/2 14,000 0 0 14,000 

111 30900 51201 06 Facilities Mgmt Regular CSEA 18,640 370 0 19,010 

111 30900 51601 06 Facilities Mgmt Regular 100,710 2,000 0 102,710 

111 42100 51201 06 Human Services Regular- CSEA 108,680 2,160 0 110,840 

111 42100 51601 06 Human Services Regular 100,390 1,990 0 102,380 

111 42204 51603 06 Youth Employment Temporary 1,500 0 0 1,500 

111 42210 51027 06 Youth Serv YS Grant (16,340) 0 0 (16,340) 

111 42210 51201 06 Youth Serv Regular- CSEA 146,180 2,900 0 149,080 

111 42210 51602 06 Youth Serv Part-time (B) 25,000 0 0 25,000 

111 42300 51029 12 Senior Serv TVCCA Grant Deduction (2,580) 0 0 (2,580) 

111 42300 51201 12 Senior Serv Regular- CSEA 129,790 2,570 0 132,360 

111 42300 51202 12 Senior Serv Part time (B) CSEA 45,120 0 0 45,120 

111 42300 51602 12 Senior Serv Part time (B) 16,860 340 0 17,200 

111 42300 51605 12 Senior Serv Part time NB 11,240 0 0 11,240 

111 43100 51201 08 Library Adm Regular- CSEA 133,500 2,640 0 136,140 

111 43100 51202 08 Library Adm Part time-B-CSEA 24,890 410 0 25,300 

111 43100 51601 08 Library Adm Regular 250,030 4,170 0 254,200 

111 43100 51605 08 Library Adm Part time 91,450 1,070 0 92,520 

111 51100 51047 06 Planning Adm HUD Grant Deduction (24,520) 0 0 (24,520) 

111 51100 51049 06 Planning Adm Small Cities/Prog Inc Deduction (5,000) 0 0 (5,000) 

111 51100 51201 06 Planning Adm Regular- CSEA 122,040 2,510 0 124,550 

111 51100 51601 06 Planning Adm Regular 125,920 2,520 0 128,440 

111 73000 56312 06 Contingency 175,000 0 (110,690) 64,310 

$6,337,610 $186,610 $ (186,610) $6,337,610 

-115-



PAGE 
BREAK 

-116-



To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 

Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council 
Matt Hart, Town Manager /lf?vf/ 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Lon Hultgren, Director of 

Public Works; Virginia Walton, Recycling Coordinator 

December 10, 2012 
MRRA- Amendments to Solid Waste Regulations for Higher 

Frequency Services 

Subject Matter/Background 
Recently a new multi-family account began trash and recycling service. Because 

of space constraints, the owners have requested a pair of eight cubic yard 

dumpsters in each location- one dumpster for trash and one for recycling- that 

are emptied multiple times per week. Although we currently have a fee for an 

eight cubic yard trash dumpster collected twice per week, we do not have rates 

established for trash collected three or four times per week. We also do not have 

fees established for recyclables that are collected in dumpsters, since our current 

practice at multi-family residences is to collect recyclables in 95-gallon carts. 

Consequently, staff has developed proposed fees for these new services, which 

were endorsed by the Solid Waste Advisory Committee at its November 8, 2012 

meeting. 

Financial Impact 
The proposed fees will not have a negative financial impact on the solid waste 

budget as they incorporate the hauler's cost and tipping fees. The proposed 

trash rates are based on the same cost differential that is used to create the 

twice per week collection fee for an eight cubic yard dumpster. The proposed 

recycling rates are based on the fees that we currently pay to the trash hauler. 

(Please note that the tipping fees are applicable only for trash.) 

Legal Review 
The Town Attorney has reviewed the proposed trash and recycling rates as to 

form and consistency with the current framework of the solid waste regulations. 

Recommendation 
Staff is recommending that new multi-family services be added to the Town's 

solid waste regulations: 
1) Eight cubic yard trash dumpster collected three time per week 

2) Eight cubic yard trash dumpster collected four times per week. 
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3) Eight cubic yard recycling dumpster collected once per week 
4) Eight cubic yard recycling dumpster collected twice per week 
5) Eight cubic yard recycling dumpster collected three times per week 
6) Eight cubic yard recycling dumpster collected four times per week 

Staff recommends that the Town Council in its role as the Mansfield Resource 
Recovery Authority (MRRA) approve the rates for these new services. 

If the MRRA concurs with this recommendation, the following resolution is in 
order: 

Resolved, effective December 10, 2012, to amend Section A 196-12(G) ofthe 
Mansfield Solid Waste Regulations, to add the following fees for trash and 
recycling services: 

Level of Service Description Monthly Fee 
8-cubic-yard Providing and emptying an 8-cubic-yard covered $902.00 
refuse container refuse container three times per week 
(three times/week) 
8-cubic-yard Providing and emptying an 8-cubic-yard covered $1 '188.00 
refuse container refuse container four times per week 
(four times/week) 
8-cubic yard Providing and emptying an 8-cubic-yard covered $98.00 
recycling container recycling container once per week 
(once per week) 
8-cubic yard Providing and emptying an 8-cubic-yard covered $190.00 
recycling container recycling container two times per week 

_{two times/week) 
8-cubic yard Providing and emptying an 8-cubic-yard covered $280.00 
recycling container recycling container three times per week 
(three times/week) . 

8-cubic yard Providing and emptying an 8-cubic-yard covered $370.00 
recycling container recycling container four times per week 
(four times/week) 

Attachment 
1) Proposed New Trash and Recycling Rates 
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Proposed New Trash and Recycling Rates 

!collection cost !Tip Fee= 100 lbs/cy x !Payment !subtotal- Trash Du~pster I'Recycli~-
[per month i4.33 wks/2000 lbs x jto Hauler [collection & Rates Dumpster 

f 

1
j,$72.42/ton 

1
: itip fees ~~~::r~::~) I(Rnae~~ates 

1 
1 

!(Column B+C) 

1 
l----,,------+~-------1-1 --------+1 ____ ::-· ___ underlined) 

[94.74 [125.43 !94.74 :220.17 329.50 !98.00 

,------·-:--:-··---~183~~---i i 2_5o.s6·------~~-1-8-3-.0-1--f:-4-3-3.-8-7 ----+6-1-6-.o-o--~li 19--o-.o-o ____ _ 

r ! --,------+ 
[271.28 [376.29 1522.14 1647.57 902.00 1280.00 
1{94.74+ I [($271.28 +i I 
:(88.27 X 2)} I !250 86)* i I 

----,-------+' ______ ,_ __________ ,_: _______ f------------~-----+' ------
j359.55 1501.73 ! 610.41 !861.28 1188.00 1370.00 

1

'{94.74 + I 1(359.55 + I I 
. (88.27 X 3)} I' 1250.86)** l 
I ! I ! 

Service level 

I ! l ! ! ________ _L_ _____ _c_ ___________ '----f-- ----1-------+------
Multi-family trash is collected on Mondays and Thursdays 1 .l_ ______ j_ _______ .L i1 

____ _ 

*Trash collected on M, W & F- W & F will be included in the trash collector's commercial route 
**Trash collected on M, W, Th & F- W & F will be included in the trash collector's commercial route 
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Present: 

Staff: 

MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AND RETENTION COMMITTEE 

Special Meeting 
October 11, 2012 

5:00PM 
Mansfield Town Hall 
Conference Room C 

MINUTES 

Steve Rogers, Roger Adams, Curt Hirsch, Marty Hirschorn, Rene Schein 

Cynthia van Zelm 

1. Cali to Order 

Steve Rogers called the meeting to order at 5:05pm. 

2. Public Comment 

There was no public comment. 

3. Approval of Minutes from June 20, 2012 and August 23, 2012 

Rene Schein made a motion to approve the minutes from June 20, 2012. Curt Hirsch seconded the motion. 

The motion was approved. 

Roger Adams made a motion to approve the minutes from August 23, 2012. Mr. Hirsch seconded the motion. 

The motion was approved. 

4. Current Storrs Center Business Questions 

Ms. Schein said she was concerned about potential traffic problems with no stop sign where cars enter into the 

driveway and there is no stop before they enter into the campus section of parking. Cynthia van Zelm will 

talk to UConn about this (done). 

Mr. Rogers expressed continued concern about the number of spaces occupied by the Daily Campus. Could 

they be timed so they are available at key times when the Daily Campus needs them but freed up for other 

parking at lower usage times? Ms. van Zelm will follow-up with Leyland and with UConn. 

Mr. Rogers also asked about the timing of the painting of parking lines for spaces along Dog Lane. Ms. van 

Zelm will follow-up with the Town. 

Ms. Schein asked about signage for the retail tenants. Ms. van Zelm said a sign should be up next week at the 

corner of Dog Lane and Storrs Road that lets people know that businesses are open further down Dog Lane, 

which they may not be able to see from that intersection. 
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Mr. Rogers asked about directional signs in Storrs Center. Ms. van Zelm said there is a signage program in 
the works that would include kiosks with the list of businesses. 

5. Discussion/Brainstorming on Marketing of Storrs Center businesses 

Ms. van Zelm said trick or treating at the Storrs Center businesses is being planned. 

She said that monthly meetings are being planned with the tenants. 

Leyland is also planning some social media and merchandising seminars for the tenants. 

Mr. Adams said he will talk to Select Physical Therapy about a grand opening. 

Mr. Rogers said the Board of Directors recently held a strategic planning session and the Board is looking at 
the role of its committees going forward. After ten years, it is a good idea to redefine the committees' roles as 
needed. He said that he sees the Business Development and Retention Committee as serving as an 
ombudsman for the businesses in Storrs Center. Mr. Hirschorn said he agrees with the Committee serving as 
a sounding board and said he thought it was helpful to have non-business people on the Committee. 

6. Update on Tenanting and Ides for future Tenants 

Ms. van Zelm shared the list of the latest tenants to open in Storrs Center and the timing on the rest of the 
tenants for Phase 1 A She said that most will be open by November with the plan for Gena's Grille to open in 
January. 

7. Adjourn 

The Committee suggested tentatively meeting on November 8. Ms. van Zelm will send out an e-mail a week 
before November 8 to see if the Committee wants to meet (done). 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:20 pm. 
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Present: 

Staff: 

MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 
NOMINATING COMMITTEE 

SPECIAL MEETING 
Town Hall, Conference Room B 

Monday, March 12, 2012 

3:00PM 

MINUTES 

Chair Philip Lodewick by phone, Steve Bacon by phone, Toni 

Moran (acting on behalf of Mayor Betsy Paterson), and Steve 

Rogers 

Cynthia van Zelm, John Zaccaro 

1. Call to Order 

Cynthia van Zelm helped to facilitate the meeting as Chair Philip Lodewick was 

calling in by phone. The meeting was called to order at 3:10pm. 

2. Approval of Minutes from February 2, 2012 

Philip Lodewick made a motion to approve the February 2, 2012 minutes. The 

motion was seconded by Steve Rogers. The minutes were approved 

unanimously. 

3. Revi.ew of Conflict of Interest Policy and Other Potential Bylaws 

Changes 

John Zaccaro, the Partnership's attorney, reviewed the town of Mansfield's 

current Code of Ethics and the proposed changes to the Code of Ethics as 

approved by the Town's Personnel Committee on January 24, 2012, as it applies 

to the Partnership's Board and committee members, and staff. 

He also reviewed the applicability of the Code when the Partnership is acting as 

the town's municipal development agent as contained in the proposed new Code. 

Mr. Zaccaro said that because the Partnership's proposed changes to its conflict 

of interest policy requires disclosure regardless of whether the Partnership is 

acting as the municipal development agent, he is recommending that the issue of 

whether a potential conflict is disclosed to the Board of Ethics, should be done on 

a case by case basis. 

He said he identified some areas when the Partnership is not acting as the 

municipal development agent for Storrs Center such as membership recruitment 

and the planning of events such as the Festival on the Green. 
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Mr. Zaccaro did not recommend any further changes to the previously reviewed 
changes to the conflict of interest policy. He said it will be important to 
communicate to committee members that they now have to disclose any 
potential conflict of interest. 

Toni Moran reiterated that the policy in the draft Code of Ethics prohibits a 
person voting on an issue if a conflict is identified. It is incumbent on the person 

to recuse themselves from voting in this situation. 

Mr. Zaccaro confirmed former Partnership attorney Lee Cole-Chu's opinion that 
the Partnership does need to comply with the Town's Code of Ethics when it is 
operating as the municipal development agent for Storrs Center. 

Steve Bacon noted that an attorney's professional code of ethics prohibits them 
from disclosing clients. Mr. Bacon does not read the Partnership's conflict of 
interest policy or the Town's proposed Code of Ethics changes to require that a 
client be disclosed, but rather the nature of the potential conflict. 

There was some discussion about whether disclosures are public or confidential. 
Ms. Moran will follow-up on future discussion of this issue at the next review at 
the Town level. 

Ms. van Zelm said there was an additional process change proposed for the 
Bylaws that Mr. Zaccaro had noted. The time period to send out an agenda for 

the annual Partnership meeting can be no more than 30 days before the 
meeting. The time period to send out Bylaws changes has to be at least 45 days. 

In order to avoid sending out two notices within weeks of each other, Mr. Zaccaro 
proposed that the meeting notice and Bylaws change notice go out at the same 
time. 

Mr. Lodewick made a motion to recommend to the Board of Directors the 
following proposed changes to the Bylaws. Mr. Bacon seconded the motion. 
The motion was approved. 

Recommended changes are the following: 

ARTICLE I 

BYLAWS 
of 

MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP, INC. 

PRINCIPAL OFFICE AND REGISTERED AGENT 

Section 1. Principal Office. The principal office of the Mansfield Downtown Partnership 

shall be at 4 South Eagleville Road, Town of Mansfield, Connecticut or such other 
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location as the Board of Directors may approve from time to time. Except such books as 

may be kept by the Town of Mansfield at Mansfield Town Hall, books and records of the 

Partnership shall be accessible from the Principal Office. 

ARTICLE IV 

MEETINGS OF MEMBERS 

Section 4. Notice of Meetings. Notice of the Annual Meeting and special meetings of 

the membership shall be mailed to each member, addressed to such member's residence 

or usual place of business, not less than twelve nor more than thirty days before the day 

on which the meeting is to be held, or sent by facsimile or electronic mail to such address 

or delivered to such member personally, not later than ten days before the day on which 

the meeting is to be held. Notice will also be placed on the Partnership's website not 

later than twelve days before the day on which the meeting is to be held and may also be 

sent to a local newspaper. Each such notice shall state the purpose or purposes of the 

meeting, the date, time and place of such meeting, and by whose order it was called. If a 

Bylaw change is to be acted upon, the proposed action must be described in the notice of 

the meeting. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the notice of a meeting, at which a Board of 

Directors approved Bylaws amendment is to be acted upon, may be included with the 

written notice and copy of the Bylaws amendment required to be mailed to each member 

at least 45 days in advance of such meeting under Article XVII below, and no further 

notice of such meeting shall be required. 

ARTICLEV 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Section 2. Number of Directors. The Board of Directors of the Partnership shall consist 

of up to nineteen members as described in this section. Three directors shall be appointed 

by the President of the University of Connecticut. Three directors shall be appointed by 

the Town Council of Mansfield, Connecticut. Three directors shall be appointed by the 

Mansfield Business and Professional Association. Three directors shall be ex officio with 

full voting powers, the Mayor of the Town of Mansfield (or the Mayor's designee); the 

President of the University of Connecticut (or the President's designee in addition to the 

President's appointed Directors); and the Chairperson of the Mansfield Business and 

Professional Association Executive Committee. Six directors shall be elected by the 

Partnership's members. One Director shall be an emolled student at the University of 

Connecticut's Storrs campus (undergraduate or graduate, full-time or part-time) 

nominated by the Nominating Committee (see Article VI, Sec. 3) and appointed by the 

Board of Directors. The Partnership may, by amendment to these bylaws, either increase 

or decrease the number of Directors. 
Section 3. Qualifications of Directors. All Directors shall be at least 18 years old and 

individual members of the Partnership in good standing. 

Section 4. Tenn of Office. Each Director's tenn shall be three years, except that ex 

officio Directors' terms shall only end when they leave their respective offices and the 

tem1 of the University of Connecticut student Director shall be one year from the date of 
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appointment by the Board of Directors pursuant to Section 2 of this Article V. With the 

exception of ex officio Directors and the University of Connecticut student Director, 

Directors' terms of office shall be staggered so that one third of the terms expire each 

year. In addition to any shorter tenns, no Director elected by the members may serve 

more than two consecutive three-year terms. 

ARTICLE VI 

COMMITTEES 

Section 1. Executive Committee. 

(a) Composition. There shall be an Executive Committee of the Board of Directors, the 

membership of which shall not exceed eight in number. Five of the members of the 

Executive Committee shall be the Partnership's President, Vice President, Treasurer and 

Secretary, and the Chair of the Finance and Administration Committee, ex officio. If the 

Mayor of the Town of Mansfield is not one of the five ex officio members of the 

Executive Committee, the Mayor shall be entitled to appoint one member of the 

Executive Committee (who may be the Mayor himself or herself) to serve at the pleasure 

of the Mayor. If the President of the University of Connecticut is not one of the five ex 

officio members of the Executive Committee, the President shall be entitled to appoint 

one member of the Executive Committee (who may be the President himself or herself) 

to serve at the pleasure of the President. There shall be one member-at-large, who shall 

be nominated by the President and approved by the Board of Directors. If at any time the 

foregoing provisions of this section do not fill all eight seats on the Executive Committee, 

any vacancy shall be filled by the Board of Directors. 

EXHIBIT A 

MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP, INC. 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST POLICY 

1. A conflict of interest may exist if a member of the Partnership's Board of 

Directors or of any Partnership connnittee, or a member of his/her immediate family, has 

a relationship with another person who, or organization which, does or seeks to do 

business with the Partnership as a developer, contractor, vendor, or otherwise; or who or 

which reasonably could benefit in a way different from general public benefit from a 

decision of, or from an action taken by, the Partnership. Partnership Board and 

committee members shall disclose all activities that might be reasonably seen as conflicts 

of interest within the meaning of the preceding sentence whenever a possible conflict 

appears, and annually thereafter so long as the facts creating the possible conflict exist. 

In order that each decision of the Partnership's Board and committees shall be the 

decision only of Board or committee members who are free of conflicts of interest 

pertinent to the decision, the following procedures shall be followed: 
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a. Every Partnershlp Board or committee member, immediately upon identifying a 

possible conflict or having the same called to his/her attention, shall disclose to the 

Board or the committee, as the case may be, having responsibility for making the 

decision at hand all essential facts pertaining to the possible conflict. (Such disclosure 

shall not, per se, constitute an admission that a conflict exists.) 

b. Unless the remaining Board or committee members, by vote recorded in the 

minutes of the meeting in which the vote occurs, unanimously determine that a 

conflict of interest does not exist, the subject Board member shall avoid any attempt to 

influence other Board or committee members, or Partnership employees, directly or 

indirectly, with regard to the matter at hand and shall absent himself/herself from the 

discussion and vote on the matter. 

c. Whenever the Partnership, by its Board or any committee, officer or employee, is 

overseeing the construction or improvement of any Town of Mansfield facility, or 

otherwise acting as municipal development agency for the Town of Mansfield, each 

Board or committee member, officer and employee shall comply with the Town of 

Mansfield Code of Ethics (Mansfield Code Ch. 25), as amended from time to time. 

d. Failure to comply with the above policy shall be grounds for removal from office. 

2. Every Partnership decision to enter into any contract shall be presumed to be free 

of influence of any conflict of interest, i.e., proper and fair to the Partnership and the 

public interest, if it is made in the ordinary course of business on tenns no less favorable 

to the Patinership than those offered by the contractor(s) to third parties. 

6. Annual Meeting 

The Committee continued discussion of a speaker for the annual meeting and 

suggested inviting UConn President Susan Herbst. 

7. Adjourn 

Mr. Bacon made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Rogers seconded the motion. The 

meeting adjourned at 3:52 pm. 

Minutes taken by Cynthia van Zelm 

C:\Users\Del iaS\AppData\Local\Microsoft\ Windows\ Temporary I ntemet 

files\Content.Outlook\USLA 70SS\NomCommMinut~s~32:2] ~doc 



MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

Thursday, December 6, 2012 
Mansfield Community Center 

8:30AM 

MINUTES 

Present: Steve Bacon, Harry Birkenruth, Matt Hart, George Jones, Mike Kirk, 
Paul McCarthy, Frank McNabb, Toni Moran, Chris Paulhus, Steve Rogers, Kristin 
Schwab, Betsy Paterson, Bill Simpson, Ted Yungclas 

Staff: Cynthia van Zelm, Kathleen Paterson 

Guests: Amy Paul and Jacquelyn McCray with Management Partners; Howard 
Kaufman, Managing Member, with LeylandAIIiance (part of day) 

1. Call to Order 

Vice President Steve Bacon called the meeting to order at 8:40 am in President 
Philip Lodewick's absence. 

2. Strategic Planning Workshop 

Mr. Bacon said the purpose of the strategic planning workshop is to develop a 
strategic plan for the Partnership organization over the next three years. 

Amy Paul and Jacquelyn McCray with Management Partners led the Board and 
staff through a process to evaluate the Partnership's current visiori and mission. 
The group came to consensus on a vision and mission and the Management 
Partners team will bring back a draft for review by the Board. 

Chris Paulhus excused himself at 11 am. 

The group then broke into two small groups to discuss the roles of the Partnership 
in fulfilling the vision and mission, excluding Storrs Center, and the same exercise 
focused on Storrs Center. The smaller groups then reported back to the larger 
group. 
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With respect to next steps, the team from Management Partners will summarize 

the work completed and recommendations by the Board for goals. The Board will 

then prioritize goals and develop a timeline for its work over the next three years. 

Mr. Bacon suggested that a similar Board retreat be held on an annual basis and 

the Board agreed. 

3. Adjourn 

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 prn. 
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MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

Thursday, September 6, 2012 

Mansfield Town Hall 

Town Council Chambers 

4 S. Eagleville Road 

4:00PM 

MINUTES 

Present: Steve Bacon, Harry Birkenruth, Matt Hart, George Jones, Michael Kirk, 
Paul McCarthy, Frank McNabb, Toni Moran, Betsy Paterson, Chris Paulhus, Alex 
Roe, Kristin Schwab, Bill Simpson, Ted Yungclas 

Staff: Cynthia van Zelm, John Zaccaro 

Guests: Howard Kaufman and Macon Toledano from Storrs Center Alliance; 
Steve Duffy and Tom Hayden from Price Chopper 

1. Call to Order 

Treasurer Kristin Schwab called the meeting to order at 4:05pm, in 
President Philip Lodewick's absence. 

Ms. Schwab welcomed Mike Kirk, Deputy Chief of Staff in UConn President 
Herbst's office. Mr. Kirk will serve on the Board as the President's 
designee. 

2. Opportunity for Public Comment 

There was no public comment. 

3. Approval of Minutes of August 2, 2012 

Bill Simpson made a motion to approve the minutes of August 2, 2012. 
Betsy Paterson seconded the motion. The motion was approved. 

4. Storrs Center Action Items- Application to Amend the Mansfield 
Zoning Map- Storrs Center Special Design District 
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Howard Kaufman of Storrs Center Alliance introduced Steve Duffy (VP of 

Architecture) and Tom Hayden (Director of Real Estate) from Price 

Chopper. 

Macon Toledano said the current Storrs Center Special Design District 

zoning is being proposed to be changed to reflect the goal of bringing a 

grocery store to the Market Square area of Storrs Center. These include 

surface parking as opposed to the contemplated below grade parking; and 

a change in height to a maximum of 40 feet vs. a maximum of 85 feet in the 

original zoning. 

He reviewed the approval process through the Planning and Zoning 

Commission . 

. Mr. Toledano said that the 5,000 square foot proposed building would add 

an edge to the footprint. A pergola with plantings along Storrs Road would 

buffer the street view from the parking lot. 

Mr. Duffy showed some images of current Price Chopper stores. 

Ms. Schwab asked if audience members had any questions. 

Responding to a question about the amount of parking, Mr. Toledano said 

the plan calls for approximately 3 and a half spaces per 1 ,000 feet for a 

total of 125 spaces. A suburban model would be much larger. The zoning 

requirement is currently lower. 

A question was raised about green space in the market square area. Mr. 

Toledano said the original plan did include a green space on top of a 

concrete parking deck. He said that is proposed to be removed to 

accommodate the grocery store. They are trying to treat the parking area 

as a plaza and have proposed one tree per four parking spaces which is 

more trees than typical. There will be many trees on Village Street, 

especially to buffer from the back of the Post Office, and they are hoping to 

buffer the back of the grocery store side adjacent to the Village Street as 

well. Mr. Toledano said trellises are also planned for the buffer between 

the grocery store and Storrs Road. 

Mr. Toledano said that brick will be part of the building in response to a 

question. He said the architectural drawings have not been done yet. 

C: \Users\Del iaS\AppData \Local\Microsoft\ Windows\ Temporary Internet 

Files\Content. Outlook\U 5LA 7 OSS\Minutes09-06-12.doc 

-131-



Howard Kaufman said that Price Chopper intends to seek LEED 
certification for the building and will also adhere to the Storrs Center 
Sustainability Guidelines. 

A question was raised re: whether the parking will be free in the grocery 
store lot. Mr. Toledano replied in the affirmative and said that it would also 
be monitored. Mr. Kaufman said this would be similar to what is done by 
the property owners at Storrs Commons and University Plaza. 

Mr. Toledano and Mr. Kaufman explained that a prior concept of below 
grade parking was considered when the economy was in better shape and 
before a grocery store partner was on board. It is more feasible for 
customers to use a surface lot. Mr. Toledano noted that the original 
program for the Market Square included more buildings and over 250 
spaces of parking below grade. 

Mr. Duffy noted that a community room is planned for the second floor to 
be open to the public. There will be an elevator. 

A pharmacy is also planned for in the store. 

In response to a question about traffic, Mr. Toledano said they will need to 
go back to the State regarding the new program. 

Alex Roe asked if there can only be a right turn out of the grocery store on 
to Storrs Road. Mr. Toledano replied in the affirmative and said that 
someone would need to go to the street light to take a left. 

Ms. Roe asked if there would be passive storm water retention or active 
catch basins. Mr. Toledano said there will be some filtering basins. 

Ms. Schwab said her understanding was there would be stormwater pits 
used for the trees so water does not run through the site. 

A question was asked about the change to not include residential in the 
market square. Mr. Toledano said the first priority was to have a grocery 
store as an anchor and to focus the residential rental in Phase 1. Mr. 
Kaufman said more parking spaces would be needed if kept residential in 
this area. 

Ted Yungclas moved to endorse and convey the Mansfield Downtown 
Partnership's support for the application of Storrs Center Alliance, LLC, as 
submitted on August 29, 2012 to the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
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Commission. The application seeks to amend the Mansfield Zoning Map 

with respect to the Market Square area of the Storrs Center Special Design 

District. The proposed modifications include the incorporation of a new 

supermarket in the Market Square area, together with additional uses, in a 

manner that has the full support of the Mansfield Downtown Partnership. 

Betsy Paterson seconded the motion. The motion was approved 

unanimously. 

5. Executive Director Report 

Cynthia van Zelm said she was still looking for volunteers to staff the 

Partnership table at the Festival. She passed out a sign-up sheet. 

Ms. van Zelm said the Board Strategic Planning Workshop is October 4 at 

the Community Center and asked Board members to review materials 

before the meeting including a "homework" assignment. 

6. Update on Process for Conflict of Interest Disc.losure 

John Zaccaro updated the Board on the inquiry from former Board member 

Rich Orr had made about how the Town's Code of Ethics applies to 

employees of the University of Connecticut who have been appointed to the 

Board for the express purpose of representing the University. 

Mr. Zaccaro said he had a preliminary conversation with the Town's 

attorney but is waiting for his opinion. 

7. Four Corners Sewer and Water Study Advisory Committee Update 

Matt Hart reported that the Environmental Impact Evaluation for water 

service is still being drafted;. it is expected to be complete in October. 

Three possible interconnections and new wells are being reviewed. 

8. Report from Committees 

Advertising and Promotion 

Chair Kristin Schwab reported that the Committee will meet in a few weeks 

and that she had met with Partnership Communications and Special 

Projects Manager Kathleen Paterson on a brochure to promote the 

connections between Storrs Center and public spaces in the downtown 

area and beyond. 
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The Committee hopes to get involved with ribbon cuttings for the new 
businesses and the grand opening. 

Business Development and Retention 

In Chair Steve Rogers absence, Ms. van Zelm reported that the Committee 
met and reviewed any issues affecting the new tenants in Storrs Center. 

Festival on the Green 

Ms. Paterson reported that some of the new businesses in Storrs Center 
will be having booths at the Festival. 

Finance and Administration 

Chair Harry Birkenruth said that Phil Michalowski will be providing quarterly 
reports on relocation to the Committee. He said that $261,000 has been 
paid out of a total original estimate of $750,000. The new estimate is about 
$690,000. He said the Committee reviewed an interim claim by Husky 
Pizza. 

Mr. Birkenruth said the Committee is continuing to work on the benchmarks 
for success of Storrs Center in coordination with LeylandAIIiance. 

The Committee is waiting for a review of its Directors and Officers 
insurance by its broker in December. 

The Committee will also look at the Partnership's fund balance as part of 
the strategic planning process_ 

Membership Development 

Chair Frank McNabb reported that renewal letters will go out in 
November/December for the next calendar year. The new membership 
brochure will focus on the remaining phases. 

The Partnership will have a table at the football game on Saturday, and 
plans to also staff tables at Jorgensen and some basketball games. 

He said that John Armstrong, the interim Director of UConn Off-Campus 
Student Services, had joined the Committee. 

Planning and Design 
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Chair Steve Bacon said the Committee is planning to meet the week of 
September 27 to review the grocery store plans. 

9. Other 

Mr. Hart reported said the Town is currently updating the fiscal analysis for 
Storrs Center. He would like to present the analysis to the Board at its next 
meeting. 

10. Adjourn 

The meeting adjourned at 6:30 pm. 

Minutes taken by Cynthia van Zelm. 
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MANSFIELD DOWNTOWN PARTNERSHIP 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

Thursday, October 4, 2012 

Mansfield Community Center 

8:30AM 

MINUTES 

Present: Steve Bacon, Harry Birkenruth, Matt Hart, George Jones, Mike Kirk, 

Paul McCarthy, Frank McNabb, Toni Moran, Chris Paulhus, Steve Rogers, Kristin 

. Schwab, Betsy Paterson, Bill Simpson, Ted Yungclas 

Staff: Cynthia van Zelm, Kathleen Paterson 

Guests: Amy Paul and Jacquelyn McCray with Management Partners; Howard 

Kaufman, Managing Member, with LeylandAIIiance (part of day) 

1. Call to Order 

Vice President Steve Bacon called the meeting to order at 8:40 am in President 

Philip Lodewick's absence. 

2. Strategic Planning Workshop 

Mr. Bacon said the purpose of the strategic planning workshop is to develop a 

strategic plan for the Partnership organization over the next three years. 

Amy Paul and Jacquelyn McCray with Management Partners led the Board and 

staff through a process to evaluate the Partnership's current vision and mission. 

The group came to consensus on a vision and mission and the Management 

Partners team will bring back a draft for review by the Board. 

Chris Paulhus excused himself at 11 am. 

The group then broke into two small groups to discuss the roles of the Partnership 

in fulfilling the vision and mission, excluding Storrs Center, and the same exercise 

focused on Storrs Center. The smaller groups then reported back to the larger 

group. 
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With respect to next steps, the team from Management Partners will summarize 
the work completed and recommendations by the Board for goals. The Board will 
then prioritize goals and develop a timeline for its work over the next three years. 

Mr. Bacon suggested that a similar Board retreat be held on an annual basis and 

the Board agreed. 

3. Adjourn 

The meeting adjourned at 3:30pm. 

C: \U sers\DeliaS\AppData \Local\Microsoft\ Windows\ Temporary f ntemet 
Files\Content.Outlook\U5LA 70SS\Minutes I 0-04- J 2.doc 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

M'atthew W. Hmt, Town Manager AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE RO.AD 

- --------------------------------ih1;,1AN6imSnf;;.!EmLD, CT06268-2599 
• ;..:>'6 

November 29, 2012 

Mr. Casey Cobb 
28 Jacobs Hill Road 
Mansfield Center, CT 06250 

Re: Appointment to Region 19 Board of Education 

Dear Mr. Cobb: 

Fax: .(860) 429-6863 

At their meeting on November 26, 2012, the Mansfield Town Council appointed you as the 

Mansfield representative to the Region 19 Board of Education until the next municipal election. 

I trust that you will find the work of the Board of Education 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 appointment. 

Sincerely, 

/Jv£/il 
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Cc: Town Council 
Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 
Region 19 Board of Education 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 

November 15,2012 

Mr. Francis Raiola 
Acting Deputy Chief/Director of Emergency Management 

Mansfield Fire and Emergency Services 

Interoffice Mail 

Re: Letter of Commendation 

Dear Fran: 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fa" (860) 429-6863 

The days leading up to and following Stonn Sandy were a critical time for our organization and 

emergency management team. We commend you for your leadership and management during 

the storm preparation and recovery process. You were there every step of the way- running the 

Emergency Operations Center (EOC) while coordinating with other town departments and key 

agencies to clear the roads, restore power, and provide shelter and respite services to our 

community. Furthermore, you maintained excellent communication with everyone involved in 

our response to the storm, and served as an important liaison t6 our residents. 

We credit you on a job well done. Your service is greatly appreciated by our organization and 

the community. We are very proud to have you as a member of our team. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Cc: Town Council 
Department Heads 
Mansfield Fire Department 
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11/;& !;t/$)<1J 
David J.pagoy / 
Fire Chief 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 

November 15,2012 

Ms. Jennifer Thompson 
Administrative Assistant 
Mansfield Fire and Emergency Services 

Interoffice Mail 

Re: Letter of Commendation 

Dear Jennifer: 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANS FJELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

The days leading up to and following Storm Sandy were a critical time for our organization and 

emergency management team. Though events like these are challenging, you worked 

successfully to meet the needs of our residents in a safe, efficient and effective manner. 

In particular we would like to thank you for your assistance in running our emergency operations 

center. Among other responsibilities, you fielded a deluge of calls from residents and maintained 

your professionalism and poise while under stress, kept our communications systems running 

smoothly, and supplied critical health and safety information to residents before and after the 

storm. 

We credit you on a job well done. Your service is greatly appreciated by our organization and 

the community. We are very proud to have you as a member of our team. 

Sincerely, 

~{rp/V 
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Cc: Town Council 
Department Heads 
Mansfield Fire Department 

~,j ~~!f'J'.·;. 
/ Da~Iigon / 

( Fire Chief\.. 
' 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 

November 21,2012 

Mr. Dennis Pierce 
Director of Dining Services 
University of Connecticut 
626 Gilbert Road Ext., U-1 071 
Stons, CT 06269 

Dear Mr. Pierce: 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

The assistance that Dining Services provided to the Town of Mansfield in the days following 

Storm Sandy illustrate a strong commitment to our community. The donations of water and food 

provided by your organization to our residents were well-received and greatly appreciated. 

I thank you and the University of Cmmecticut for donating your time and resources to the 

community in our time of need. Your generosity and support are a part of what makes Mansfield 

a great university .town. 

Sincerely, // j 

f/1~{G/t£rr 
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Cc: Town Council 
Town-University Relations Committee 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
O.FFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 

November 21, 2012 

Ms. Marcia E. Wellman 
Municipal Relations & External Affairs 

Northeast Utilities Service Company 

1 07 Selden Street 
Berlin, Connecticut 06037 

Dear Ms. Wellman: 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOU'fH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

I am writing today to thank you for your assistance during Storm Sandy. As you know, the days 

leading up to and following the storm were a critical time for our organization. You served in a 

key role as liaison between CL&P/NU and the Town of Mansfield. Though events like these are 

challenging, you worked successfully to meet the needs of our residents in an efficient, effective 

and professional manner. 

I commend you for your service to Mansfield during Storm Sandy, and am happy to have you as 

a member of our team. 

Sincerely, 

~;£,Q 
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Cc: Town Council 
Christopher Swan, Northeast Utilities 

Luann Cataudella, Northeast Utilities 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
MANSFIELD ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 

November 28, 2012 

Town of Mansfield 
Town Council 
4 South Eagleville Rd. 
Storrs, CT 06268 

Dear Council Members: 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
Tel: (860) 429-33!5 
Fax: (860) 429-7785 
E-Mail: SocServ@mansfieldct.org 

We are writing again in regards to the proposed walkway on South Eagleville Rd. from 
Sycamore Drive to Maple Rd. You may recall that this committee contacted the Council in 

January of2011 and encouraged you to seek a source of funding that would enable the Town to 

build this as soon as possible. We are aware that this was included in the FY 2012 budget, and 

that it was subsequently defeated in a budget referendum. We continue to believe that this 

project represents a significant advancement for seniors and residents with disabilities by 

com1ecting the Glen Ridge retirement community to Wrights Way and the Mansfield Senior 

Center, along with linking to the existing walkway to the Community Center, the Town Hall 

complex, and the Storrs Downtown development. 

We would like to encourage the Council to seek another source of funding to build this walkway 

once again. While we understand that this is a costly project, we believe that it represents a 

significant investment in the Town's infrastructure that will go a long way towards improving 

the quality of life for seniors and people with disabilities. 

Please let us know how to best proceed in pursuing this issue. 

Sincerely, ~#JJ;f; 
Frederick Goetz 
Chair 

cc. Transportation Advisory Committee 
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Item #13 

2012 Connecticut Neighborhood Assistance Act 
Program Summary 

Mansfield 

Town of Mansfield 

Energy Efficiency for Low-Moderate Income Homeowners 

Jensen's, Inc. 

Connecticut Light and Power Company 

. Water Harvesting at Mansfield Community Center 

ConnectiCare Insurance Co., Inc. 
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$4,298.24 

$8,596.47 
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Notice of Permit Application 

Towns: Mansfield 

Notice is hereby given that Little Divide Annex, LLC, of 498 Wormwood Hill Road, 
Mansfield Center, CT 06250, has submitted to the Department of Energy & 
Environmental Protection an application under Connecticut General Statutes Section 
(s) 22a-403 FORA PERMIT TO REPAIR A DAM. 

Specifically, the applicant proposes to perform repairs to Hansens Pond Dam. The 
proposed activity will take place approximately 100-feet to the north of Wormwood Hill 
Road at Hansens Pond Dam. The proposed activity will potentially affect Hansens Pond 
and the unnamed watercourse it discharges to. 

Interested persons may obtain copies of the application from Gene Robida, P.E., Robida 
Engineering, LLC, PO Box 587, Chester, CT 06412, (860) 526-8948. 

The application is available for inspection at the Department of Energy & Environmental 
Protection, Inland Water Resources Division, 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-3019, 
from 8:30a.m. to 4:30p.m. Monday through Friday. 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Town of Mansfield will hold two (2) Public Information 

sessions to discuss the 2012 Housing Rehabilitation Grant Program for income qualified 

residents of Mansfield: 

Date/Time: 

Location: 

Tuesday, December 4'h at I :30 pm 
Wednesday, December 511

' at 6:00pm 

Mansfield Public Library-Buchanan Auditorium 

54 Wan-enville Road (Route 89) 

The Town of Mansfield has received the maximum grant amount of$300,000 under the Housing 

. Rehabilitation category for the rehabilitation of various homes within the Town. The Town will 

create a revolving loan fund with program income (principal and interest) generated from the 

grru1t for a housing rehabilitation loan program. All low-moderate ii1come families in Mansfield 

are invited to attend to learn more about this grant program and are encouraged to apply to the 

waiting list. 

The Town promotes fair housing and makes all programs available to low - and moderate

income families regardless of age, race, color, religion, sex, national origin, sexual preference, 

marital status, or handicap. 

For more information, contact Jessie Shea, Plarming and Community Development Assistant at 

(860) 429-3330 or at sheail@mansfieldct.org 
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STORRS 

CENTER 

For Immediate Release 

Ribbon Cutting Ceremony Scheduled for Storrs 

Automotive 

November 29, 2012 

(Mansfield, CT)- A ribbon cutting will be held on Wednesday, December 5 at 12 noon to 

officially honor the opening of Storrs Automotive at their new location at 11 Dog Lane in 

Mansfield. The public is invited to attend and will be joined by owner Irene (Rene) Schein, 

Mayor Betsy Paterson, and Town Manager Matt Hati, among others. While Storrs Automotive 

was the first business to move to the new Storrs Center earlier this year, the ribbon cutting was 

postponed until surrounding construction was further along. 

Rene Schein is a beloved member of the Mansfield business community. She was originally 

hired to manage Storrs Texaco, located at 4 Dog Lane, in August of 1975. Four years later, she 

purchased the gasoline and limited repair facility when it was no longer possible to sell gasoline. 

Rene changed the name to Storrs Automotive, focused on automotive maintenance and repairs, 

and upgraded to general repairs of foreign and domestic vehicles. Fellow mechanics Roy 

Gallant and Mike Geragotelis have worked with Rene for over twenty years. All three are State 

Certified Emissions Technicians and have helped scores of residents and visitors with their car 

maintenance and repair needs. 

Rene's new building was designed especially for Storrs Automotive, and its architecture takes its 

cue from its rural Connecticut roots. A long-time member of the community, Rene is thrilled to 

be able to continue and expand her business in Storrs Center. "We look forward to being in the 

-153-

Item #16 



midst of a vibrant downtown for all to enjoy and appreciate the opportunity to continue to serve 

the community." 

For more infonnation about Storrs Automotive, visit www.storrsautomotive.com or call 860-

487-1231. 

###################### 

Swrrs Cei!ter is a mixed-use to11m cenier and main street corridor at the crossroads of the To"l·'n of;Han~field, Connecticut and 

ih? University of C'oum:·cticuf. Located along Storrs Road ac(jacent to the University, the Town Hall, the regional high school, 

and I he community r.:enier, Storrs Center !."nits tlwnghtfid architecture, pedestrimHJriented streets. and public spaces into (I series 

t?fsmal! neighborhoods that 171(Jf..:.? 11p the new.fhbrh: of the town center. Groundfloor retail and commercial uses opening onto 

landscaped sidewolk'! reil?fbrce traditional streetji·tmt uctivily and is supported hy residences above and shared community 

SJX;ces. Storrs Center com/:>ines retail, restaurant. ond ojfice uses with re;,·;dential apaNrnent.•;. 

For More Information, Contact: 

www.storrscenter.com 

Monica Quigley, Vice President, Sales and Marketing 

LeylandAiliance LLC 
914-715-5576 mguigley@leylandal1iance.com 

Cynthia van Zelm, Executive Director 
Mansfield Downtown Partnership, Inc. 
860-429-2740 vanzelmcaialmansfieldct.org 
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Town of Mansfield 
Historic District Commission 

December 11, 2012 
The Historic District Commission of the Town of Mansfield will hold a public hearing on 
December 11, 2012 at 7:00p.m. in Room B of the Audrey P. Beck Building to hear 
comments on the application of Anne Blandon and Jill Barton to erect a 12'x 20' 
outbuilding in the southeast comer of the property at 88 Mansfield Hollow Road, 
Mansfield Hollow Historic District 

Gail Bruhn 
Chairman- Historic District Commission 

-155-

Item #17 



PAGE 
BREAK 

-156-



THE MANSFIELD 

• Slippery 
do you have your emergency car kit ready? 

MINUTE 
DECEMBER 2012 

SUPERMARKET COMING 

TO STORRS CENTER 

• Winter Parking Ban- don't park overnight on the street 

or in a municipal lot when it's mowing--you'll be towed! 

The Planning & Z01iing Commission an1encled its 

:regulations to pave the way for a grocery store to be 

built at Storrs Center. Price Chopper is planning a 

neighborhood market that will cater to local needs. 

i;lo;;l~"' Everyday Connecticut State Troopers 

encounter children in need. Many of 

these children would not wake up 

Christmas morning with a smile if 

it were not for the generosity of others. Off 

Duty Troopers from the Mansfield Resident 

Trooper's Office will be collecting toys to help 

families in need during this holiday season. 

Please donate to the 

STUFF A CRUISER HOLIDAY TOY DRIVE. 

December 3-7th there will be a State Police 

Cruiser parked in front of the Community 

Center to collect new, unwrapped toys. 

Saturday, December 8th, from 10 AM to 

8 PM, Off Duty Troopers will he collecting toys 

at the East Brook Mall. Toys are distributed 

to Windham Hospital, Mansfield Sponsor A 

Family Program, and other local charities .• 

FARMERS MARKET 

The Storrs Winter Farmers Market offers 

Mansfield and its neighbors access to fresh, 

locally-grown foods all through the winter. 

The Winter Market will be open in December on 

Saturday 12/8, 12/15, & 12/22 from 3-5 PM in the 

Buchanan Auditorium at the Mansfield Public 

Library. January through April, the market will 

be open on the second and fourth Saturdays of 

each month. 

LIVE MUSIC AT STORRS CENTER 

Local Musicians Play Every Saturday, 2-4 PM 
Live m.usic has arrived in Storrs Center! 

Dec. 1 - Curtis Bnmd 

Dec. 8- The Conn-Men (2-3) 

Spencer Hamlin (3-4) 

Dec. 15 -The Recliners 

Dec. 22 - Full Gael 

Dec. 29 - Mike Casev Jazz Quartet 

For 1nore infonnation about the music series, visit 

the Storrs Center Facebook page. 

Donors Needed to Sustain Mansfield 

Holiday Programs 

Every year the Human Services Department 

coordinates a program rriatching families needing 

holiday help with food & gifts with in,dividuals and 

community groups who have agreed to be donors. 

Also, the Mansfield Holiday Fund provides checks 

which mean food, clothing, and toys for those who 

might have to go without over the holidays. 

At this time the number of families requesting 

assistance exceeds the number of donors. 

YOU CAl'{ HELP! 

If you would like to help a local family for this 

holiday season please contact Kathy Ann Easley in 

the Dept. of Human Services at 860 429-3316 to 

learn what you can do. You can also send a check to 

the Towu of Mansfield/Holiday Fund, 4 S. Eagleville 

Road, Storrs, CT 06268. 
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MANSFIELD HAPPENINGS 
December 2012 

Nov. 24--Dec. 9 SCAVENGER HUNT: LOCAL FffiST MANSFIELD 
Follow the clues to local businesses and qualify for a prize drawing. Clues will be 

available on the Local First Mansfield -Blog. 
MANSfiElD 

Dec. 6 - 7 PM TECHability: Choosing the Right Computer AT THE LIBRARY 
Thinking about buying a computer for yourself or as a gift? Basic considerations such 

as how the computer will be used, how much memory is enough, laptop vs. desktop 

vs. tablet, etc. will be covered in this workshop. 

Dec. 8- 8AM-5PM Holiday Craft Show and Pet Adoption AT E.O. SMITH HIGH SCHOOL 
Sponsored by the AgEd Boosters and the FF A Alumni Group. 

Dec. 8- 9AM-1PM Holiday Bazaar AT THE SENIOR CENTER 
Toys, hooks, food, crafts, holiday items! 

Dec. 9- 12PM-4PM One Stop Shop AT THE COMMUNITY CENTER 

MANSFIELD 

Local businesses gathered in one place to sell products and gift certificates, 

making your holiday shopping a breeze! 

Dec. 12- 6:30 PM Winter Band Concert AT THE MIDDLE SCHOOL 

Dec. l3 - 4 PM Sparkle UP! Make Some Fun Holiday Crafts AT THE LIBRARY 
For children of all ages, no registration required. 

Dec. 14-7 PM Messiah Sing Concert AT E.O. SMITH HIGH SCHOOL 

Dec. 15- 10AM-2PM Parent's Morning Out AT THE COMMUNITY CENTER 
Holiday Edition: Activities and pizza for children in grades K-5. 

Dec. 16 -12PM-4PM 

MANSFIELD 

Give & Receive Gift Wrapping AT THE COMMUNITY CENTER 
Bring your unwrapped gifts and have them wrapped in exchange for a 

donation (cash, toy, personal care item) to benefit a Mansfield family in need. 

Dec. 17 - 7 PM Band Concert AT E.O. SMITH HIGH SCHOOL 

Dec. 19- 6:30 PM Winter Orchestra and Choral Concerts AT THE MIDDLE SCHOOL 

Town of Mansfield, Connecticut 

Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, CT 06268 

mansfieldct.gov 860.429.3336 
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Government Finance Officers Association 
203 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2700 
Chicago, Illinois 60601- 121 0 
312.977.9700 fax, 312.977.4806 

November 26, 2012 

Mr. Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Town of Mansfield 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Mansfield, CT 06268 

Dear Mr. Hart: 

I am pleased to notify you that Town of Mansfield, Connecticut has received the Distinguished 
Budget Presentation Award for the current budget from the Government Finance Officers 
Association (GFOA). This award is the highest fonn of recognition in governmental budgeting 
and represents a significant achievement by your organization. 

When a Distinguished Budget Presentation Award is granted to an entity, a Certificate of 
Recognition for Budget Presentation is also presented to the individual or department designated 
as being primarily responsible for its having achieved the award. This has been presented to: 

Town Manager's Office/ Department of Finance 

. We hope you will arrange for a formal public presentation of the award, and that 
appropriate publicity will be given to this notable achievement. A press release is 
enclosed for your use. 

We appreciate your participation in GFOA's Budget Awards Program. Through your 
example, we hope that other entities will be encouraged to achieve excellence in 
budgeting. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen J. Gauthier, Director 
Technical Services Center 

Enclosure 

Washington, DC Office 
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W, Suite 309 • Washin~on, DC 20004 

V\"Wln ~ O'NJ . t; 

• 202.393.8020 • fa" 202.393.0780 
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Government Finance Officers Association 
203 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2700 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-1210 
312.977.9700 fax: 312.977.4806 

November 26,2012 

PRESS RELEASE 

For Further Information Contact 
Stephen J. Gauthier (312) 977-9700 

************************************************************************************* 

Chicago--The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA) 

is pleased to announce that Town of Mansfield, Connecticut has received the GFOA's 

Distinguished Budget Presentation Award for its budget. 

The award represents a significant achievement by the entity. It reflects the commitment of the 

governing body and staff to meeting the highest principles of governmental budgeting. In order to 
receive the budget award, the entity had to satisfy nationally recognized guidelines for effective 

budget presentation. These guidelines are designed to assess how well an entity's budget serves as: 

Ill a policy document 
Ill a financial plan 
II an operations guide 
II a communications device 

Budget documents must be rated "proficient" in all four categories, and the fourteen mandatory 
criteria within those categories, to receive the award. 

When a Distinguished Budget Presentation Award is granted to an entity, a Certificate of Recognition 
for Budget Presentation is also presented to the individual or department designated as being 

primarily responsible for its having achieved the award. This has been presented to Town 
Manager's Office/ Department of Finance. 

For budgets including fiscal period 2011, 1,328 entities received the Award. Award recipients have 
pioneered efforts to improve the quality of budgeting and provide an excellent example for other 
governments throughout North America. 

The Government Finance Officers Association is a nonprofit professional association serving over 
17,500 government finance professionals throughout North America. The GFOA's Distinguished 
Budget Presentation Awards Program is the only national awards program in governmental 

budgeting. 

Washington, DC Office 
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 309 • Washington, DC 20004 • 202.393.8020 • fax: 202.393.0780 

www.-glclii.Org 
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