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- REGULAR MEETING — MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL
November 26, 2012
DRAFT

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

. ROLL CALL
Present. Freudmann, Keane, Kochenburger, Moran, Paterson, Ryan, Shapiro
Excused: Paulhus, Schaefer

. 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.

1. PUBLIC HEARING _
1. Proposed Open Space Acquisitions
. a. Marshall Property
bh. 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.

V. 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 earfier 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 renovate 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

Wi,

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 Speciai 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 Manager to execute the purchase of the Malek Property, as identified on
Assessor's Map 33, Block 87, Lot 31, for a price not to exceed $25,000.

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

Vill.NEW BUSINESS
6. Appointment to Region 19 Board of Education

November 26, 2012




Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded, effective November 26, 2012, 1o appoint Mr.
Casey Cobb as a Mansfield Representative to the Region 18 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 Al Cyr, Chair of
the Agricuiture Committee, presented an overview of the newly proposed Agricuttural
Land Use Policy Agreement and changes fo the current iease.

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 mode! 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 janguage offered by
the Town Atiorney 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 11-681 (An Act Conecerning 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.

X, DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS
No comments offered

X. REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES
No reports offered

X1, PETITIONS, REQUESTS AND COMMUNICATONS
11.Legal Notice: Mansfield Zoning Board of Appeals
12.L. Hultgren re: CPI Increase 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 Refiability 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” ‘
14.CCM, State and Local News, “CCM in the News”

Xl EUTURE 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 fo include
Town Manager Matt Hart in the discussion.

The motion passed unanimously,

XL 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.
Mction passed unanimously.

Etizabeth C. Paterson, Mayor Mary Stanton, Town Clerk
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LEGAL NOTICE
TOWN OF MANSFIELD
: PUBLIC HEARING
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE BUILDING CONST RUCTION ORDINANCE
AND THE RESCISSION OF THE FEES FOR FIRE PREVENTION SERVICES
ORDINANCE

The Mansfield Town Council will hold a public hearing at 7:30 PM at their regular
meeting on December 10, 2012 to solicit public comments regarding proposed
amendments to the Building and Construction Ordinance (Chapter 107 of the Manstfield
Code) and the proposed rescission of the Fees for Fire Prevention Services Ordinance
(Chapter 122, Article V1 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, Copnecticut. The proposed ordinance is also
available on the Town’s website (mansfieldct.org)

Dated at Mansfield Connecticut this 28" day of November 2012.

Mary Stanton, Town Clerk
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Item #3

~ Town of Mansfield
Agenda item Summary

To: Town Council
From: Matt Hart, Town Managerf%&/ﬁ/ :
CcC: pPZC: 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

Date: December 10, 2012
Re: 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). | 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 Councif 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. | have
invited representatives from these agencies to Monday’s meeting, in case the
Council should have any guestions regarding the proposed comments.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Town Council authorize the Mayor to transmit the
atiached 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, fo 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).



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)




TOWN OF MANSFIELD .

OFFICE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL

ELIZABETH C. PATERSON, Mavor AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2559
{860) 429-3336
Fax: (860) 429-6863

December xx, 2012

Mr. Jason M. Coite

University of Connecticut

Office of Environmental Policy

31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055

Storrs, Connecticut 06269

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

Re:  University of Connecticut Wat% Supply Envnrog‘mﬁp tal Impact Evaluation (EI1E)

On behalf of the Mansfield Town Council, 1)- \ plegsel ot
[OI0k: :g”mees reg"ar‘ mg the draft University of

. '% ;
» , ni n‘ts eng HER
growth iap cts, COnSerys dtion ai{% t manacrement pract1ces governance, the water planning
processh well as the p ! posed action.

?‘- G

As you wi ‘-. e, some of th"mm- ts are directly related to the scope of the EIE and others
' ‘s; to future st S in the water supply project. However, all of the comments are
: 1d ask fhe L EIE project team to carefully review each submission and to
e, G

I wish to thank you fo e opportumty to submit these comments on behalf of the Town. We
look forward to producing a final version of the EIE that will help g ouide future steps in our joint

water supply initiative.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Paterson
Mayor



CC: Town Council
Mansfield Planning and Zomng Commission
Mansfield Conservation Commission
Four Corners 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 AUDREY P, BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH BEAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSTIELD, CT 06268-2599
(860) 429-3330
Fax: (860) 429-6863

December 4, 2012

To: Mansfield Town Council

From: JoAnn Goodwin, Chair ‘

Subject: University of Connectict

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: '

o 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. . R .

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 Comrmission
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 15
clearly the best option. One reason for this is the State's enviromnemtally-based hesitation fo
approve inter-basin fransfers of water by water companies. In the case of the WWW, the mter-
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
AB.C, and D). The reason for this preference by the CC, is that all four of these rivers join to
become the Shetucket River, 1.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). Norisit
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
Corners 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 Army 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
finding 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.

¢) Another example of the apparent prejudice against the WWW in the EIE 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 of Natchaug River, while the CWC and MDC are said to apparently be able
to minimize their cumulative impacts ~ certainly the more serious interbasin transter of water
proposed by the MDC will be difficult to minimize!

2 - A. The CC 1s concemed with the University (Jason Cotte 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 1s. 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. ,

"¢} 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, of the 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
focations 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 BIE’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 1n 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 Manstield
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 Connecticut. 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 enviropmental
shortcomings. Would UConn be able to continue to supply water to the Town of Mansfreld
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 s
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 Commenis
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? | 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 4-51 last 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

additional 1.93 mgd.”

That was not the original scoping 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 scoping 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 of the EIE, including, but not imited to the sections
noted here.

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 Mansfieid. 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 Pubiic 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, if the action is permissible, and are
WHUCC approvals needed. it goes on to state that statutes and regulations discouraged action such
as the MIDC 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 fisted 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 2007 to
discuss whether the WUCC for the Northeast region of the state should be convened and the
outcome of that meeting.

CT Water Planning Council

There should be a section added to the EIE which addresses the CT Water Planning Council and the
need 10 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

1
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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, hut 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 fagleville 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 additional 1.93 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 1o 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, decumented or coordinated.

The need for a more comprehensive statewide approach {o 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 FIE, which pronounce that
there will be few or minor impacts since mitigating actions can be implemented are simply not
adequate.

Governance lssues

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 o gavern this new additional supply of water being
purchased from another water supplier far away from Storrs, CT. There needs to be much more
detait as well as examples of how to accomplish this. Stating that the Town of Mansfield could
hecome a water utility, as the text of the EIE does, is just the first step; there needs to be much
more detail, including examptles of other towns, preferably in Cannecticut, 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.

Pedestrian Bridge

There are a number of places in the EIF 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 CWC 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 [-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.

Comprehensive Planning

Page 4-1 lists 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.

....19....



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, 1o a regional project of transporting water in a
new regional pipeline from CWC’s Shenipsit Reservoirto 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 €T, The WUCC process only deals with water supply and demand and delivery
issues, not with comprehensive fand use, environmental, economic and socio economic issues, s
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 cut Principle 6 of the State Plan of
Conservation and Development.

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 wanied to have preserved as open
space, and not subject to development.

In numerous sections of the EIt reference is made to Mansfield and other towns through which a
new water main would pass, could use an overlay zoning technigue 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 EIE. References can be made to itin
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 technigue 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 zbout this. Basing so-much growth control on one untested land use regulatory
technigue could result in disastrous consequences if the technigue later is overturned.

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.

-20~-




TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-25599
(860) 429-3336
Fax: (860) 429-6863

To:  Conservation Commission
Fconomic Development Commission
Four Corners Sewer and Water Advisory Committee
Planning and Zoning Commission
Sustainability Committee
Town/ University Relations Committee

Copy: Town Council
From: Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager

Re:  Referral of UConn 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 of UConn’s existing Well A at the Fenton River Wellfield

Last week, Linda Painter, the Town’s Director of Planning and Development, emailed each of
your commissions/committees a link to the website where the report can be found

( http://www.ct.,qov/ceq/cwn/view.asn?ax987&Q"~"=249438&ceqNav=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:

x  Executive Summary
= Introduction
x  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 (CEPA),
the University will hold a public hearing on December 11, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. in Room 146 of the
Bishop Center. The doors will open at 6:00 p.m. for viewing of informational materials related
to the EIE. Wiritten comments can be submitted unti! December 21, 2012.

As this is a project of significant interest to the Town, we would like to submit one consolidated
set of coruments 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 Coite 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 CEPA 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 pians beginning in
1994. Additionally, the Town of Mansfield prepared a water supply plan in 2002. These water supply
plans provided estimates of future water derand 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 paralle! efforts brought water supply issues to the forefront in 2010 and 2011: the Untversity'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 Storrs Center development, the North Campus Fechnology Park,
Depot Campus redevelopment, and the King Hill Road Planned Business Area. The 201} Water Supply
Plan further identified the need for an additional 0.5 mgd to 1.0 mgd of avaitable supply to bolster
availabie 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 shori/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 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 identified in the 2011 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 201 1,
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 wilt 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

! 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 main breaks or ofher emergencies.

University of Connecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
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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 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 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 Wellfield is
curtailed or offline. This includes existing system demands plus committed water supply both on and
off campus. 1t 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 ingd quantity, only 0.38 mgd
would be needed for consumption; the remainder would be placed on standby for MOS.

2. Additional Incremental Demand to Suppiy 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 Technelogy Park. Current estimates
are approxima’ceiy 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 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:

TABLE ES-1
Additional Incremental Technology Park Demand

- ) Base Demand Plus
Condition Base Demand . 15% MOS
Average Day 333,900 gpd 383,985 gpd
Peak Day 444,087 gpd 510,700 gnd

Future Town of Mansfield Demand — In addition to the previously committed water service in the
Town of Mansfield, the town has identified previcusly 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 Mansfield's Plan of

1¥5;
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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

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

e Base Demand Plus
Condition Base Demand 15% MOS
Average Day 453,500 gpd 521,525 gpd
Peak Day 603,155 gpd 693,628 gpd

planning horizon (2060) with a 15% MOS:

TABLE ES-3

Incremental Water Supply Demand in 2060

Average Day Peak Day Demand
et With 157 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 epd 693,628 gpd
TOTALS: 1,225,510 gpd 1,934,328 gpd

“Due to the manmer in which the demand was computed in the University's 2011 Water Supply Plan,
maxintum 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:

w  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, rughy,
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 Waier Supply
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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 "no action" 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 welifield(s).

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

Alternative #1 - No action or no-build;

Alternative #2 - Relocation or replacement of Fenton River Wellfield Well A;

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

Alternative #6 - Development of New Groundwater Supply Source along Willimantic River; and

Altemnative #7 - Development of New Groundwater Supply Source Near Mansfield Hollow Lake.

Table ES-4 summarizes the capability of each alternative refative to the project purpose and need. Only
Alternatives 3, 4, an 5 (the interconnections with water utilities) are capable of providing 1.23 millien
gallons per day average day demand (ADD), 1.93 mgd peak day demand (PDD), and have the ability to
expand to accommeodate additional future growth in water demand.

TABLE ES-4
Capability of Each Alternative to Deliver Potentially-Desired Quantities of Water
Able to Expand
Able to Ableto Detiver | , O
Alr # Alternative Name Deliver ADD PDD of 1.93 .
of 1.23 mgd? mgd? Additional
© Future
' Growth?
#1 No action No No No
#2 Replacement of Fenton Well A No No No
#3 Interconnection with CWC Yes Yes Yes
#4 Interconnection with MDC Yes Yes Yes
#5 Interconnection with WWW Yes Yes Yes
Development of New Groundwater
#6 Supply along Willimantic River No Mo Mo
' Development of New Groundwater
# Supply Near Mansfield Hollow Lake Mo No Mo

CWC = Connecticut Water Company
MBC = Metropolitan District Commission
WWW = Windharm Water Works

University of Covnecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND ANALYSIS OF IMPACT

Land Use — Table ES-5 sumimarizes 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,
Congervation 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
purpese of controlling unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth.

Fand 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 refated to the MDC interconnection afternative.

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 Hotiew
#Hunt, Preston, and other Northern 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 ars consistent with Connecticut's streamfiow regulations.

= Provision of water fromm 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 regufations; 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 form of increasing
releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although this is beyond
the contrel of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW,

No direct impacts are expected to oceur 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.

University of Comnecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
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State Pian Designations, Zoning, and Summary of Recommended Mitigation per Town

TABLE ES-3

Town interstate or Alternatives Adjacent Zoning State Plan Designations” Existing
Name Roadway Considered’ Districts RC | NC | GA | RCCIEPOS] PA rwsY Mitigation
Mansfield [Route 193 fnorthwesty  JCOWC, MDC Neighborhood Buasiness Zone 1 E R T o) NI RIEEE No Overlay Zone
Rurat Agricultural Residence 90 A X No Cverlay Zone -
Professional Offica 1 : No Overlay Zone
Residence 50 No Overlay Zone
Planned Business 3 Mo Overlay Zone
Baxter Road/Route 44 {CWC, MDC Rural Agricultural Residence 90 No Overlay Zone
Planned Business 3 No Overlay Zone
Route 44 MDC Neighborhood Business Zone | No Nane
Rural Agricultural Residence 90 Partial Overlay Zone
Institutional Partial None
Chaffeeville Road Www Rural Agricubtural Residence 90 Na Overlay Zons
Clover Mill/Maple Road [WWW Rural Agricultural Residence 90 No Oveslay Zone
Caoveniry Routs 195 CWC, MDC Neighborhoad Commercial No None
River/aquifer Zone Mo None
Route 44 MDC Commercial No Posgible Overlay Zone
Prefessional Office No Possible Overlay Zone
CommercialAgricultural No Possible Overlay Zone
General Residential Zone 80 No Possible Overlay Zone
General Residential Zone 40 No Possible Overlay Zone
River/Aquifer Zone No Possible Overlay Zone
Tolland i-84 MBC Commercial/Induosirisl Yes None
Tolland Business Park Yes None
Residential Design District No Pogsible Overlay Zone
RDDWNat. Resource & Wildlife No Passible Overlay Zone
Tolland Village Area Yes None
Gateway Design District Yes None
Route 193 CWC, MDC Guteway Design District Yes None
[Neighborhood Commercial Yes Possible Overlay Zone
Residential Desion District No Possible Qverlay Zone
ROD-Nat, Resouroe & Wildlife No Possible Overlay Zone
Bolton 1584 MDC Residential } No Possible Ry, Amendment
Residential 2 No None
Industrial No None
General Business Mo MNone
Route 44 MDC Residential 1 No None
Residential 2 Ne None
Residential 3 No None
Industrial No None
Generat Business Ne Nons
Vermon 1-84 MDRC Commergial Partial Mone
Single-Family Residential R-27 Partial None
Planned Residential Development Yes None
15pecial Ecenomic Development Pastial Mone
Industrial Yes Mone
Planned Development - Exit 67 Yes None
Muanchester 1-84 MDC Rural Residence Yes Nong
Residence B Yes Nong
Industrial - Yes None
Planned Residentiat Development Yes None
General Business Yes None
Comprehensive Urban Develop. Yes None
Business 5 ) " Yes None
Residence A Yes None
Special Dasign Commercial “Yes HNone
[-384 MDC Tndustrial Yes None
Rural Residence Partial None
General Business Yes None
Elderty Housing Development Yes None
Bugingss 1 Yes Mone
Business 2 Yes Mone
Residence AA Yes MNone
Residence A Yes None
Residence B Yes None
Residence C Yes None
Planmed Residential Development Yes None
Historic Yes None
E‘;ms{h Windsor  {1-84 MDC Industrial Yas None
Notes 1. CWC = The Connecticut Water Company 2. State Phan Designations:
MDC = The Metrapolitan District RC Regional Center
WAWW = Windham Water Works NC Neighborbood Conservation
GA Crrowth Area
RCC Rural Community Center
EPQS Existing Preserved Qpen Space
PA Preservation Area
CA Conservation Area
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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
popuiation and housing demand resulting from new water supply, even with the Jand vse controls that will
be enacted to limit development along the pipeline route in Mansfield.

Comprunity 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 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. Benefiis to small community, non-
transient non-community, and transient non-community water systemns will be realized through
interconinections or direct connection to new pipetines. 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 instalied 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 applicabie, through the Connecticut Office of State Traffic Administration
(OSTA).

Flood Hazard Potential — Tostallation of pipelines will have minimal impacts where they cross special flood
hazard areas (SFHAs), as piping and appurtenances will be below grade.

Biglogical 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 aiternatives will become localized sources of noise,
although such noise will be mimmal.

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.

Enerey Resources ~ Increases in energy usage would occur for all of the feasible alternatives. For the
CWC interconnection alternative, energy will be used to withdraw additionat groundwater from wells in
the Western System, fiiter and treat additional water at the Rockvilie WTP, and pump water through the
pipeline. For the MDC interconnection alternative, energy will be used fo 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. Systerns 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 Septernber), 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;

= Interbasin transfer of water;

= Formmation of additional disinfection byproducts in treated water due to higher water ages along the
© pipeline;

»  Additional water mains within roadways;

University of Cormecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
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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 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 infterbasin transfer of water and resulting loss of
water from Jocal 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. '

The project will undergo a construction phase wherein additional equipment will be utilized. Mitigation
measures have been identified with respect to associated short-term air and noise guality. 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 {echniques.

Uravoidable 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 Iocal land use regulations and zoning, with the Town of Mansfield considered most
equipped and well-positioned to directly address the risks for development atong pipelines. By virtue of
the shorter potential pipelines, the CWC and WWW alternatives present a lesser degree of risk than the
MDC alternative.

No other unavoidable adverse environmental impacts have been identified.

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 committed. Specifically, these include the following
actions:

®  Clearing;

»  Access road construction;

w  Installation of water mains to connect to the University and Mansfield; and
»  Installation of associated infrastructure, treatment plant expansion, ete.

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 overiay 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 commitied to
such protections at this time. In the case of Coventry and Bolton, discrepancies exist between the
community’s Jocal vision and the State Plan such that mitigation through development protections may
not have local support.

TABLE ES-6
Opportunities for Mitigation

Mitigation Opportunities Alternative
3 4 5
CWC MDC WWw
Actively manage releases to rivers located downstream of reservoirs Yes Yes No
Implementation of overlay zones to reduce future development densities Yes Yes Yes
Coordination with various local departments, commissions, and committees
Yes Yes Yes

regarding proposed pipelines

Pipeline designs that hang pipe on bridges or include directional drilling to

_prevent direct wetland impacts Yes Yes Yes

Construction occurring in the summer whenever possible to minimize traffic
. L= ‘ Yes Yes Yes
impacts near the University

Performing a biclogical survey for endangered, threatened, or special concern
species during the design phase to establish buffers and construction timetables Yes Yes Yes
to minimize the impact fo these species

Adherence to best management practices to mitigate impacts to stormwater

Yes Yes Yes
runoff :
Performance of construction activities during daylight hours to minimize noise
. Yes Yes Yes
impacts
Reduction of water age, mixing in tanks, and blending with groundwater (the Ves Ves Yes
University’s or otherwise) to reduce DBPs i
Provide benefits such as emergency interconnections with other water utilities No Yes No
where pipelines are contrary fo exclusive service areas
Provide emergency interconnection with Tolland’s municipal water system . 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 MIDC interconnection aliernative, 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 contro] 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 galions (MG) of water.

TABLE ES-7
Summary of Estimated Interconnection Costs
CwWC 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 boine by the consumer).

TABLE ES-8
Summary of Average Annual Water Costs to Customers
Public Water System Residential Commercial
CW(C 3643 3577
MDC $549 §549
WWW $371 $371
Town of Tolland $413 $413
Unpversity of Connecticut $393 3393

Sources CWC website, MDC Website, WWW, Toiland Water Commission, UConn, Tighe & Bond
Note: Tolland rates assume that an equal amount of water is used each quarter.

Althougl 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 Jower 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 conpection to
additional sources of water supply:

W [ncrease the University water system’s MOS to above 1.15 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 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 syster.

= 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 redeveloped buildings on
the Depot Campus, and in commercial developments in Mansfield Four Corners.

SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

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 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
tand use conflicts between existing Jand 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 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 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 galions per day
{mgd) available per the water diversion registrations on file 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 (move commonly known as the
Fenton River Study) in 2006, the need for reducing withdrawals from the Fenton River wells
during periods of low instream 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 faii 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 of
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 due to
withdrawals from the Willimantic River Wellfield 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.

01 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 of the Fenton River

University of Connecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation

November 2012 £, MILONE 8 MACBROOM®



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.

O 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 study found that moving wells further downstream provided
limited benefit and that the instaliation 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 parailel 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 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' (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
coramitted to by the University in its 2011 Water Supply Plan. Specific to the Mansfield Four
Comers area, a total of 0.17 mgd of water demand has been estimated for this area through the
20-year planning period.

The University's 2007 Water and Wastewater Master Plan, 2011 Water Supply Plan, and the
Mansfield Four Comers study report (2011) 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 2011 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)

! Margin of ‘Safeiy is defined as the ratio of available subply 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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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 Mansfieid
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 Plon to the
Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPEH) 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 use® 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 D is 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 1.15. Based on the information presented in Tables 7-17 and 7-18 of the
2011 Water Supply Plan, a minimum of 0.32 mgd of new water supply will be necessary to meet
the maximum month® MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060, and a minimum of 0.73 mgd of new water will
be necessary 1o meet the peak day® MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060. Any currently unforeseen
additional demands realized by the Umiversity will, in turn, 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 Corners 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. Furthermore, the lack of reliable water supply in
the Mansfield Four Corners 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 I would be in accordance with its diversion registration and the operating procedures presented
in the Wellfield Management Plan (2011).

* While 0.32 rogd will need fo be available to maintain a MOS of 1. 15, a lesser quantity (0,04 mgd) would be needed
for actual consumption.

* While 0.73 mgd will need to be available to maintain a MOS of 1.15, a lesser quantity (.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 improvemenis and siates 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 Corners.

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
Pian of Conservation and Development, the University and the Town of Mansfield are evaluating
alternatives that will identify a viable long-tenm public water supply source. This additional
supply would have the dual benefit of increasing the MOS of the University 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:

1. Need for Sufficient MOS ~ MOS is thoroughly evaluated in the University's Water Suppiy
" Plan (2011).and in the water demand projections of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan

(2006). A minimum of .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
commiited water supply both on and off campus. 1t also accounts for the reduction of
demand that will occur once the reclaimed water facility comes on line. Off-campus
committed demands inciude 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 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 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 cajculations. 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 Ineremental Technology Park Demand _

- Base Demand Plus
Condjtion Base Demand 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 {o 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
. Base Demand Plus
Condition Base Demand , : 15% MOS
Average Day 453,500 gpd 521,525 epd
Pesk 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
Need ) Demand ?\es;::l?fg"/]ji\?ggd
: 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 ppd 1,934,328 gpd

*Due to the manner in which the demand was computed in the University's 201) 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-vet 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 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 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 C. onmecticut North Campus Technoloey 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 (FE1S) was released in October
2011 and approved m 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-
1990s. 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 EIE 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 altematives
and scenarios evaluated in the subject document propose the installation 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 of Mansfield 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 Plar 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 service areas in the 2002 Water Supply Plar inciude:

= 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 of Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development

The Town of Mansfield adopted its most recent Plan of Conservation and Development in 2006.
The policies and programs contained therein were reviewed to defermine 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.”
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The Four Corners area is specifically identified in Mansfield's Plan of Conservation arnd
Development as a redevelopment arez. Policy Goal #1, Objective "a" of the POCD calls on the
town to “support initiatives 1o document surface and groundwater guality and public health
issues in the Four Corners area and fo seek State and Federal funding to extend public sewer and
water services to this area.” It further notes that this effort is of "immediate importance" and
must be coordinated with the University and other pertinent agencies. Objective "¢" of Policy
Goal #1 notes that the Four Corners area is a priority mixed-use development area.

The University of Connecticut Water Supply Plan

For certain regulated water utilities in Connecticut, water supply plans must be compieted 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: {1) ensure an adequate quantity of pure drinking water now and in the future; (2) ensure
orderly growth of the system; and (3) make efficient use of available 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 ifs 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,
mncluding the North Campus Technology Park, Storrs Center, the North Eagleville Road/King Hili
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 altematives 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 a MOS of
1.15 through the year 2060; a value of 0.5 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 Manstfield, 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 Warer 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.

x  The FEIS 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.

m  Redevelopment or new development on some sections of the Depot Campus have oceurred
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 Operatjons region in 2006,
This document has been reviewed in light of a regional water supply interconnection relative o
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 chronjc supply issues in northwestern 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 HI-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 delermining additional future
services areas that it might advantageously serve."
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The Windham Water Works Water Supbly 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 2011, and the plan was revised in
September 2011. This document and DPH's comments have been reviewed in light of a regional
water supply interconnection relative to its consistency with policies, programs, and planned
projects of WWW.

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 2011 that, based on the information 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 of time. However, the
comments offered by DPH were written prior to WWW’s plan revision, which was subsequently
submitied and is currently under review.

Conservation and Development Poz{icies 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 pian are presented
throughout the subject EIE.

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 FPlan

The Windham Region Council of Governments (WinCOG) regional planning organization
adopted its most recent land use plan 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 of the Windham Region Land Use Plan as the area is demarcated as
a Regional Center.

m  Development should be sensitive to water resources and public water supply recharge arcas
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. Specificaliy, the plan does not
support the provision of water for additional development activities along roadway corridors
that are designated as Rurai 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 11 of this document. Feasible alternatives
must be able to:

1.

3.

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

Supply a safe and reliable supply of potable water in the amount of 1.93 mgd during peak day
dermnand (PDD) conditions.

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
Ableto | Able to Deiver | API¢ 10 Expund to
Al # Alternative Name Deliver ADD PDD of 1.93 o
of 1.23 mgd? mgd? Additional Future
) a ) Growth?
#1 Ne Action No No - No
#H2 Replacement of Fenton Well A No No No
#3 Interconnection with CWC Yes Yes Yes
#4 Interconnection with MDC Ves Ves Yes
#5 Interconnection with WWW Yes Yes Yes
Development of New Groundwater : .
#6. Supply along Willimantic River No o No
Development of New Groundwater
#7 Supply Near Mansfield Hollow Lake No No Mo

CWC = Connecticut Water Company
MDC = Metropolitan District Commission
WWW = Windham Water Works

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 Barkbamsted and
Nepaug Reservoirs in the Farmington River basin within their existing registered withdrawal
rates. Piping extension would be required from the terminus of MIDC’s system in East
Hartford via one of two contemplated routes. Route #4A runs through portions of
Manchester, Bolton and Coventry and then into Mansfield. Route #4B 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 Mansfield with additional water supply while maintaining an adequate margin of safety
(MOS), WWW would require 2 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

Table 12.2-1 summarizes state-designated land uses and current zoning by town for the
interconnection pipeline routes. The Conservation 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 developiments for which a new source of supply is being sought are all located
within the Town of Mansfield in areas where such dévelopment 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 Deve!opment 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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‘TABLE 12.2-1
State Plan Designations, Zoning, and Summary of Recommended Mitigation per Town

Town Irterstate or Alternatives Adjacent Zoning State Pian Desipnations” Existing
Name Roadway Considered” Districts RC__J_ NC | GA j RCC:EPOS| PA CA | RBL Pwes? Mitigation
Mansfield Route 195 (northwest)  [CWC, MDC Neighhorhpod Business Zone | A B No Overlay Zone
H Rural Agricultural Residence 90 No Overlay Zone
1 Professional Office 1 Neo Overlay Zone
Restdence 90 No Overlay Zone
Planned Business 3 No Overlay Zone
Baxter Road/Rowe 44 JCWC, MDC Rural Agricultural Residence 90 No Qverlay Zone
Plapned Business 3 No Overlay Zong
Route 44 MDE Neighborhood Buginess Zene ! No None
Rural Agricultural Residencs 90 Partial Overlay Zone
Tnstitutional Partial None
{haffeevilie Road WWW Rurat Agricultural Residence 90 No Overlay Zone
Clover Mill/Maple Road [WWW Rural Agnicultural Residence 90 No Overlay Zone
Coventry Route 195 CWC, MDBC WNaighborhgod Commercial Ne None
: River/Aquifer Zone No None
Route 44 MDC Commercial Ne Possible Overlay Zone
Professional Office No Possible Qverlay Zone
Commercial/Agricultural No Possible Overlay Zone
General Residential Zone 80 No Possible Overlay Zone
General Residential Zone 40 No Pogsible Overlay Zone
River/Aaqufer Zone No Possible Qverlay Zone
Tolland -84 MDC Commercial/Industrial Yes Nang
Tolland Business Park Yes Nane
Residential Design District No Possible Overlay Zone
RDD-Nat, Resource & Wildlife No Possible Overlay Lone
Tolland Village Area Yes Mone
Gateway Degign District Yes Nene
Route 195 CWC, MDC Gateway Design District Yet None
Neishborhood Commercial Yes Possibie Qverlay Zone
Residential Deshm District No Possible Overlay Zone
RDE-Nat Resource & Wildlile No Possible Overlay Zone
Bolton 1.384 MBC Residential | No Possible Reg. Amendment
Residential 2 No None
fndustrial No Nong
General Business No None
Route 44 MDC Residential 1 No None
Residential 2 No Naone
Residential 3 No None
industrial Neo None
Geneval Business No MNone
Vernon I-84 MDC Commercial Partial None
Single-Family Residential R-27 Partial None
Planned Residentia} Development Yes None
Special Economic Development Partial None
Industrial Yes Nose
Planred Development - Bxit 67 Yes MNone |
hanchester 1-34 MDC Rural Residence Yes None
Residence B Yes None
Tndustrial Yes None
Pianned Residentia) Development . Yes None
General Business Yes None
Comprehensive Urban Develop. Yes None
Business 3 Yes None
Residence A Yes Nong
Special Design Commercial Yes Nane
1-384 MDLT Industrial Yes Nona
Rural Residence Partial None
General Business Yes Nong
Elderly Housing Development Yes None
Business i Yes MNone
Business 2 Yes None
Residence AA Yes None
Residence A Yes Mone
Residence 8 Yes None
Residence C Yes None
Planned Residential Developrment Yes Nane
Historic Yes Nong
FSouth Windsor |84 MDC Tndustrizt Yes | None
Notes 1. ©WC = The Connecticut Water Company 2 State Plan Designations:
MDC = The Metropolitan District RC Regional Center
WWW = Windham Water Works NC Neighborhood Conservation

GA Growth Area

RCC Rural Community Center
EPOS Existing Preserved Open Space
PA Preservation Ares

CA Caonservation Area

RL Rurzt Lands

% MILONE & MACBROOM®
i} 8 s




. Alterngtive 3 — CWC Inferconnection

The CWC system in Toiland has a terminus on Route 195 on the north side of Interstate 84.
Under this alternative, water mains would be installed beneath exjsting 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 secendary development have
been evaluated for this alternative. Potential land use impacts in Tolland and Coventry are
described below.

Land Uses in Tolland

Approximately 1.6 miles of pipeline would traverse Route 195 in the town of Tolland in areas
that do not currently 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 portion 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
currenily available in the Residential Design District (RDD) and RDD-Natural Resource and
Wildlife Protection Area district located southeast of Antheny 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:

x  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
Jand use plan in its Plan of Conservation and Development.

= The Jarge parcel between Norwegian Woods and Dimock Road is preserved as open space
and js 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.

u  Seven or eight large parcels on the west side of Route 195 have development potential.
These are Iocated on the eastern side of Cassidy Hill end 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 oceur, are not anticipated to be significant.

Land Use ig Coventry

Route 195 traverses a small portion of the Town of Coventry, approximately one-quarter mile in
Jength (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
developm ent can occur. The CoVentry Plan of Conservation and Development and zoning map
are in conflict with both the State Plan and the Windham Councii of Governments (WinCOG)
Land Use Plan where Route 195 traverses the town.

Parcels located in the area of the CWC pipeline segment along Route 195 (11 and 12A) and on
Jones Crossing Rodd (12B) in Coventry are described below:

= The parcels denoted as a Special Planning Area (Neighborhood Commercial) are currently
developed with single family homes. It is possible that with the provision of public water,
these areas could be redeveloped into 2 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 1% 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 t0 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 Permit. -

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 (Refer to Figure 3.5-2). An interconnection with MDC has the potential to affect Jand
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.

University of Conmeciicut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
CEPA Emvironmental Impact Evaluation

vl i ‘
November 2012 @&@ MILONE & MACBROOM®
- 5 0 —




Land Uses in Bolton

Potential pipeline routing through Bolton runs aleng Interstate 384 for approximately 1.6 miles
and then along Route 44 for another 1.6 miles (Refer to Figure 3.5-2). The majority of land along
the 1-384 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 focated
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 Bolion 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 Boltor’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 afong the roadway.

The presence of the water main is expected to enable the Town of Bolton fo 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 Interstate 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 fo 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 manner. State policy is to avoid extension of water systems in these areas.
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While installation of water fransmission 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 interconnection 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 altemative 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 north of Loebr 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 of 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.

Sumnmary

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 dnd 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 ad;acent potent;aliy developabie
" residential land and with fewei 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 defailed 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. In 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 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 Northern 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 waler 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 streamnflow regulations; however, MDC will continue {0 manage
releases from the West Branch Farmington River reservoirs.

w  Provision of water from WWW would draw upon the Willimantic Reservoir upstrearn of the
Natchaug River. A new or meodified 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 formn 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 fo 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 diréctional drilling or attached to
bridges. '

12.2.3 SOCIOECONOMICS

The provision of additional water supply te the University and Town of Mansfield is expected to
have a posifive impact on the Jocal 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 fand
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 Upiversity and Town of Mansfield is consistent
with current community services. The burden on municipal and University emergency services

personnel is not expected fo increase significantly.

12.2.5 AESTEBETIC 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 PUBuc 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, Vemon, 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 storm sewer, electric, gas, telephone, and cable services are not
anticipated.

12.2.7 CULTURAL RESQURCES

Where pipeline is instailed 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 instatled in state and town roadways. No
permanent impacts to traffic will occur. Individual development that occurs as 2 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 stmilar 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 Mansfield. Significant medifications 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-term construction related impacts to air quality from fugitive dust
and other poliutant emissions.

12.2.13 NoOISE 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 punping stations for the CWC, 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 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.

12.2.16 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impaéts are those that result from the incremental impact of the proposed action when
added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulanve impacts
associated with the feasible alternatives include the following:

Additional groundwater and/or surface water supply withdrawals;
Interbasin transfers of water;

n  Formation of additional disinfection byproducts in treated water due to higher water ages
along pipelines;

= Additional water mains within roadways;

a  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 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. :

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-term 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 lesser degree of risk than the MDC alternative.

No other unavoidable adverse environmental impacts have been identified.

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
committed. Specifically, these include the following actions:

= Clearing;

m  Access road construction;

= [nstallation of water mains to connect to the University and Mansfield; and
= Instaliation 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 ‘  Alternative

3 4 5
_ CWC MDC WWW

Actively manage releases to rivers located downstream of reservoirs Yes Yes No
Implementation of overlay zones to reduce future development densities Yes Yes Yes
Coordination with various local departments, commissions, and committees

. A Yes Yes Yes
regarding proposed pipelines
Pipeline c%e:mgns that hz‘mg pipe on bridges or include directional drilling to Ves Yes Ves
prevent direct wetland impacts _
Censtruction occurring in the summ.er whenever possible to minimize traffic Yes Yes Ves

impacts near the University

Performing a biological survey for endangered, threatened, or special concern
species during the design phase to establish buffers and construction timetables Yes Yes Yes
to minimize the impact to these species

Adherence to best managenient practices to mitigate impacts fo stormwater

Yes Yes Yes

runoff
Pe ance of construction activities during ight hours to minimize noise ‘
E yformat iring daylight hours to 8 Yes Yos i Yes
unpacts .
Reduction of water age, mixing in tanks, and blending with groundwater (the :

. -, . Yes Yes Yes
University’s or otherwise) to reduce DBPs
Provide benefits such as emergency interconnections with other water utilities No Yes No
where pipelines are contrary to exclusive service areas
Provide emerzency interconneciion with Toliand’s municipal water system Yes Yes No

12.3.1 SECONDARY GROWTH MITIGATION

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
comimunities 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 MUTIGATION

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, t¢ be supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut’s
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streamflow regulations. For the MDC inferconnection 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 io actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs.

12.3.3 AIR POLLUTION MUTIGATION

The use of air pollution devices on construction equipment and other forms of controis that
reduce the impact from fugitive dust emissions will be utifized during this project fo minimize
impacts to air quality. The proper phasing of construction will further minimize the lengih of
time that soil remains exposed to wind and water. Activities will be conducted in accordance
with proper protocols and regulations, and no washings will be directed to storm drainage.

Primary short-term air guality concerns relate fo construction activities and their potential to
generate fugitive dust and mobile scurce 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. Meteorclogical conditions and the intensity of the activities
as well as soil moisture content also govern the extent to which particles will become airbome.

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 witl 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, and Maintenance Confractors manual
dated February 18, 20190.

Off-site tracking occurs when residual soil particles are displaced from construction sites onto
higher traffic roadways and then become both airborne and waterborne. These measures will also
control dust from exposed soil or gravel areas to further minimize airborne particulate matter.
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12.4 CERTIFICATES, PERMITS AND APPROVALS

The proposed project will be subject to environmental certificates, permits, and approvals listed
in Table 12.4-1 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

Permit/Approval Reviewing Authority
Water Diversion Permit : CT DEEP
401 Water Quality Certificate CT DEEP
Flood Management Certification CT DEEP
Inland Wetlands Permit . CT DEEP
Stormwater Permit ) CT DEEP
Construction Dewatering Permit ) ‘ CT DEEP
Hydrostatic Discharge Pressure Testing Wastewater Permit CT DEEP
Section 404 Permit USACE
Encroachment Permits CTDOT
Railroad crossing permit ' RailAmerica, Inc.
Pumping stations : _ Connecticut DPH
Storage tanks Connecticut DPH
Treatment plant improvements Comnecticut DPH
Sale of Excess Water Permiis Connecticut DPH
Water main extensions Conneciicut DPH
Building Permits for Pumping Stations Various Municipalities
Town Road Work Permits ' : Various Municipalities

12.5 SCHEDULE

Tabie 12.5-1 presents an anticipated timeline for the feasible alternatives. Overall project
durations are as follows:

% CWOC InterCOnNBCTION oot ivteeetireie e n et er e ran s b eb e e s trean et a s e ar s e 3 years
CT Y DT ' = {75411 Vvt £ o « DO SO SO ORI 4.5 years
LRV YA CY AT Vi T 7S aru sy crat s T ) s DO OU U Os SO VYOS U SO PUR USROS 3 years

To provide for a uniform schedule for each feasible alternative, differences in pipeline routing
scenarios have not been taken into account. For each alternative, 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 shut-
downs, whereas the CWC 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 [ikely be in place by 2014. As such, all of the
timelines depict a 12-month schedule “remaining™ for the land use mitigation in Mansfield. This
is consistent with an EIE approval by OPM in 2013.

Additional assumptions and discussion are provided below.

CWC Interconnection

A 36-month schedule is estimated. Important assumptions include:

= hmprovements to the Powder Hollow Wellfield will have been completed before the timeline
begins, as these improvements are eurrently 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 foliowing from
DPH: well site approval for the Hunt Welifield improvements, treatment plant approval for
the Rockville WP package plant, water main approval for the pipeline, and pumping station
approval for the Tolland pumping station upgrade.

*  Construction at the Hunt Wellfield would commence immediately following desagn and the
site-specific DPH approvals.

= The water diversion permit application and sale of excess water application would be filed with
the Comnecticut 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 permit 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 plpe]me and pumping stations Would be deferred to the comp}etlon of the
water diversion 