
CALL TO ORDER 

ROLLCALL 

TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 
Monday, January 27, 2014 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
AUDREY P. BECK MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

7:30p.m. 

AGENDA 
Page 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES .......................................................................................................... 1 

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL 

REPORT OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

REPORTS AND COMMENTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS 

OLD BUSINESS 

1. UCONN Landfill, Long-Term Monitoring Report (Item #2, 05-28-13 Agenda) ................ 9 

2. Town Council Goal Setting (Item #5, 01-25-14 Agenda) ................................................. 21 

3. Storrs Center Update (Item #4, 01-13-14 Agenda) (Oral Report) 

NEW BUSINESS 

4. UCONN Innovative Partnership Building Comparative Evaluation ............................... 31 

5. Classification - Outreach Social Worker ......................................................................... 59 

6. Building Permit Fee for Educational Playcare LLC ......................................................... 67 

REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES 

DEPARTMENTAL AND ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS (www.MansfieldCT.gov) 

PETITIONS, REQUESTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

7. Planning & Zoning Commission re: Proposed Definitive Agreement with 
Connecticut Water Company ............................................................................................ 73 

8. E. Paterson re: FY 2014/15 Regional School District 19 Budget .................................... 75 

9. E. Paterson/J. Goodwin re: Main Accumulation Area Environmental Impact 
Evaluation (EIE) .................................................................................................................. 77 

10. M. Hart/C. Trahan re: Representation Letter .................................................................... 79 

FUTURE AGENDAS 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

11. Sale or purchase of real property, in accordance with CGS §1-200(6)(D) 

ADJOURNMENT 



PAGE 
BREAK 



REGULAR MEETING- MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL 
January 13, 2014 

DRAFT 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
Present: Kegler, Kochenburger, Marcellino, Moran, Paterson, Raymond, Ryan, Shapiro, 
Wassmundt 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Mr. Ryan moved and Ms. Raymond seconded to approve the minutes of December 4, 
2013 special meeting, as presented. Motion passed with all in favor except Ms. Moran 
and Mr. Shapiro who abstained. Mr. Shapiro moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to approve 
the minutes of the December 9, 2013 meeting, as presented. Motion passed with all in 
favor. Ms. Moran moved and Ms. Raymond seconded to approve the minutes of the 
December 23, 2013 special meeting, as presented. Motion passed with all in favor 
except Mr. Ryan who abstained. 

Ill. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL 
Brian Coleman, Centre Street, urged the Council not to sign the Connecticut Water 
Company agreement and cautioned against the use of public private partnerships. 
(Statement attached). 

Pat Suprenant, with the Mansfield Independent News and a resident, questioned if the 
Council has the power to committhe Town to a water supply and asked how 
assessments are to be determined. 

Arthur Smith, Mulberry Road, asked if there is a limit to the amount of water Connecticut 
Water Company can withdraw from local aquifers and expressed concern with a number 
of aspects of the proposed agreement. 

Ron Baker, Storrs, Road, thanked the Town Council for their service to the community. 

IV. REPORT OF THE TOWN MANAGER 
Mr. Hart reviewed a number of items in his report. 

V. REPORTS AND COMMENTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS 
Mayor Paterson congratulated Mr. Kochenburger on his election to the American Law 
Institute. The Mayor also noted the passing of longtime Mansfield resident and active 
volunteer Kathryn Jan Scottron and extended condolences to her family. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 
1. Water Supply Project/Agreement between the Town of Mansfield and Connecticut 
Water Company 
Mr. Ryan moved and Ms. Moran seconded to approve the following resolution: 
Resolved, to authorize the Town Manager to execute the Water Supply Definitive 
Agreement between the Town of Mansfield and the Connecticut Water Company, dated 
January 13, 2014. 
Representative of Connecticut Water Company and the Town's legal counsel for water 
issues were available to answer questions. 
Council members discussed the proposed agreement including the role of PZC in 
connection approvals, the requirement that the completion date be realized prior to any 
requests for connection being accepted, possible impacts of an interbasin transfer and 
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the fact that all of Connecticut Water Company's provided water will be brought in and 
not extracted from local aquifers. 
The motion to approve the Water Supply Definitive Agreement passed with all in favor 
except Ms. Wassmundt who voted no. 

Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Shapiro seconded to move Item 5, Meeting with State 
Legislators re 2014 Legislative Session and Related Issues, as the next item of business. 
The motion passed unanimously. 

2. Deed Adjustment- Wilbur Cross Way at Supermarket Southeast Corner 
Mr. Ryan moved and Ms. Moran seconded to approve the following resolution: 
RESOLVED, that Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager, be, and hereby is authorized to sign 
the attached Quit Claim Deed to convey the property depicted as "Area To Be Conveyed 
to Storrs Center Alliance, LLC" in the map to be filed in the Mansfield Town Clerk's Office 
entitled "Lot Line Modification Plan Storrs Center Storrs Road (Route 195), Charles Smith 
Way & Wilbur Cross Way Mansfield, Connecticut," subject to the condition that the 
developer relocate the existing light pole to facilitate pedestrian access. 
Motion passed unanimously. 

3. Community/Campus Relations 
Mr. Hart reviewed the interactions between UConn and the Town with regards to the 
NextGen project UConn has agreed to include Town staff in the planning process, to 
assist the Town in efforts to retain PILOT funding and to join in a partnership with the 
Town to assess the benefits and impacts of the project on Town services. By consensus 
the Council agreed to authorize Town staff to meet with their UConn counterparts to 
define the scope of an analysis and its potential cost Council members suggested other 
towns affected by the project be included in the analysis. The Town Manager will report 
back to the Council. 

4. Storrs Center Update 
The Town Manager updated the Council regarding the most recently signed leases for 
Royce Circle. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 
5. Meeting with State Legislators re 2014 Legislative Session and Related Issues 
State Senator Don Williams and Representative Gregory Haddad reported that, to date, 
the biennial budget is holding and cuts to municipal aid are not expected. The 
Representatives also spoke to the impact of UConn's NextGen on the Town and of their 
support for an impact analysis. Council members and staff also discussed potential 
changes to the MERS program supported by CCM; the cost of fringe rates for state 
troopers; the Councils of Government consolidation and the fear the Windham area might 
lose its identity as a region; the Minimum Budget Requirement for educational spending 
and its detrimental impact on a municipality's ability to save cost in non-educational areas 
and plans for a state water plan. 
The Town Manager will summarize the discussed issues and forward the information to 
the representatives. 

6. Resolution to Approve $500,000 Small Town Economic Assistance Program (STEAP) 
grant for the Mansfield Town Square 
Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to approve the following resolution: 
RESOLVED, That the Town Council of the Town of Mansfield, Connecticut <;~uthorizes the 
submittal of the FY 2014 STEAP grant application to the Connecticut Department of 
Economic and Community Development for the Mansfield Town Square in the amount of 
$500,000. 
Motion passed unanimously. 
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7. UCONN Main Accumulation Area Environment Impact Evaluation (EIE) 
Mr. Shapiro moved and Ms. Moran seconded, to authorize the Mayor to co-sign the 
attached letter in support of the University of Connecticut's efforts to relocate the Main 
Accumulation Area, as recommended by the environmental impact evaluation dated 
November 19, 2013. 
Motion passed by all present. 

8. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
Mr. Ryan, Chair of the Finance Committee, moved effective January 13, 2014 to accept 
the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and State and Federal Single Audit Reports 
for the year ended June 30, 2013, as endorsed by the Finance Committee. 
The Finance Committee reviewed and approved the audit report which was very 
complimentary to the Finance Department. 
Motion passed unanimously. 

9. Appointment or Municipal Representative to Mansfield Downtown Partnership Board 
of Directors 
Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Kegler seconded, to appoint Councilor Paul M. Shapiro to the 
Board of Directors for the Mansfield Downtown Partnership, for a term commencing on 
January 13, 2014 and expiring on June 30, 2016. 
Motion passed by all present. 

10. Town Manager's Goals 
Ms. Moran, Chair of the Personnel Committee moved January 13, 2014, to adopt the 
Town Manager's Goals for FY 2013/14. 
Motion passed unanimously. 

11. Presidents' Day Ceremonial Presentation Planning Subcommittee 
Councilors Kochenburger, Moran and Raymond volunteered to prepare the program for 
the Presidents' Day Ceremonial Presentation 

VIII. DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS 
No comm.ents offered. 

IX. REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES 
Mr. Ryan Chair of the Finance Committee, reported on recently passed legislation which 
requires Towns and Boards of Education to have a uniform system of accounting. 

Mr. Kochenburger, Chair of the Committee on Committees, recommended the following 
names for consideration: 
The appointments of Lisa Boree, Kelly Zimmerman, Chelsea Burns, Jeff Smithson and 
Linda Williams to the Mansfield Advocates for Children. All terms will end on 6/30/2016. 
The appointment of Lon Hultgren to the Transportation Advisory Committee, effective 
February 4, 2013. Mr. Hultgren's term will end on 2/4/2017. 
The appointment of Kristopher Perry to the Committee on Persons with Disabilities for a 
term ending 6/30/2016. 
The reappointment of Jennifer Thompson to the Beautification Committee for a term 
ending 6/30/2016 
The reappointment of James Silva (term ending 9/30/2016) and Gregory Zlotnick (term 
ending 9/30/2015) to the Building Board of Appeals 
The reappointment of Matt Hart to the Eastern Highland Health District for a term ending 
10/4/2015 
The reappointment of Winthrop Smith to the Board of Ethics for a term ending 6/30/2016 
The reappointments of Gail Bruhn and David Spencer to the Historic District Commission 
for terms ending 11/01/2017 
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The reappointment of Michael Taylor to the Transportation Committee for a term ending 
11/30/2015 

The motion to approve all recommended appointments passed unanimously. 

Ms. Moran, Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee on Responsible Contracting, reported the 
Committee will hear from the Chamber of Commerce at their meeting in February and 
then will begin discussions regarding possible language. 

Mr. Kochenburger, Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee on Fee Waivers, noted the draft 
amendments will be reviewed by the Committee. 

X. PETITIONS REQUESTS AND COMMUNICATONS 
12. T. Luciano (12/08/13) re: President Herbst's letter 
13. T. Luciano (12/19/13) re: Draft Water Supply Agreement between the Town and CWC 
14. T. Luciano (01/03/14) re: NextGen Connecticut & Town of Mansfield 
15. M. Hart re: Statutory references delineating powers given to the Town Manager/Chief 
Executive Officer . 
16. Legal Notice: Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Regional School District 
#19 
17. Press Release: 2014/15 Non-Profit Agency Grant Application Available 
18. Regional School District #19 Board of Education District Budget Sharing Information 
Meeting 
19. State of Connecticut re: Comptroller Lembo Says State Budget Outlook Continues to 
Slowly Improve 

20. State of Connecticut Office of Policy and Management re: boundaries of logical 
planning regions 
21. CCM re: Prescription Discount Card Program Results for Town of Mansfield 
22. COST re: Connecticut Town Meeting 
23. Mansfield Minute- January 2014 
24. Connecticut Water: In Your Community- December 2013 

XI. FUTURE AGENDA 
No items suggested. 

XII. ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. Shapiro moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to adjourn the meeting at 9:43p.m. 
The motion passed unanimously. 

Elizabeth Paterson, Mayor Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 
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January 13, 2014 

Dear Mansfield Town Council, 

Tonight you will vote on whether or not to sign an agreement with Connecticut 

Water Co., the company designated by UConn to provide water to the section of 

town closest to UConn. This is not a simple decision. 

This decision will change the landscape of Mansfield for generations to come. This 

is not the water supply plan that the Four Corners Committee was charged to 

study several years back. 

Town leaders are telling Mansfield citizens that zoning and conservation plans will 

keep excessive development in check after the water line comes through. We as 

citizens have nothing to worry about right? Wrong! 

I am referring to the public private partnership or a 3P. What is a public private . 

partnership? Simply put it is a business agreement between government and the 

private sector. The definition is far less important than what they are used for. 

They are used to fast track projects, infuse capital into projects that governments 

don't have. They can be used to side step town referendums and planning zoning 

as well. We should be familiar with this. Storrs Center. 

Perhaps we can refer to our Town Manager, Matthew Hart, who along with 

Governor Malloy and Bruce Tobey presented at a Conference called 

"Implementing Public Private Partnerships in Connecticut" on June 14, 2012 at 

Central Connecticut State University. 

Matt Hart spoke for nearly a half hour on the Storrs Center project a P3 project, 

he stated the town was very much a co-developer in the project. He didn't 

mention that the town fellshort 3 million dollars for public infrastructure at Storrs 

Center. The town was forced to borrow 3 Million dollars at 8% from the developer 

EDR. This is now being paid through tax abatements circumventing a referendum. 
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Our planning and zoning department was presented one plan and got another. 

You see? Your leaders can use 3Ps to circumvent the will of the people. Rules and 

regulations as we know them are thrown out the window. 

Governor Malloy stated that the new legislation that was created, in the special 

job session in October 2011, which was highly contested by both republicans and 

democrats, for the use of 3Ps, which was would help build housing and parking 

facilities for UConn. Governor Malloy stated he was an impatient man and wanted 

to get things done quickly. 

Also presenting at the conference was Bruce Tobey, representing the law firm 

who was paid to consult the town on the water agreement you are voting on 

tonight. He thoroughly explained the new legislation and the advantages of fast 

tracking projects. 

You see folks, this is the trend in Hartford and in Mansfield and the water is 

needed for these types partnerships to proceed, in fact how many of you know 

you are voting on a 3p tonight? 

I would like to ask Mr. Hart and our state legislators Is the town of Mansfield 

seeking more p3s with the University of Connecticut or any other entity? 

Brian Coleman 

Centre St. 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council . !I 
Matt Hart, Town Manager 4fk!l 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Robert Miller, Director of 
Health 
January 27, 2014 
UCONN Landfill, Long-term Monitoring Program 

Subject Matter/Background 
Attached please find information regarding the UConn Landfill. The Council is 
not required to take any action on this item. 

Attachments 
1) R. Miller re: UConn Landfill Long Term Monitoring Plan, Report dated 

November 2013 
2) Long-Term Monitoring Plan, November 2013 
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Eastern Highlands Health District 

4 South Eagleville Road • Mansfield CT 06268 • Tel: (860) 429-3325 • Fax: (860) 429-3321 • Web: www.EHJ:ID.org 

Memo 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

Matt Hart, Mansfield Town Manager h~ _ 
Robert Miller, Director of Health~/ z---

12/10/2013 

UConn Landfill Long Term Monitoring Plan, Report dated November 2013 

Per your requ<;lst, I have reviewed the above referenced report The results reported do not suggest 
an imminent or immediate risk to public health. No material changes in the monitoring program were 
identified: The results are generally consistent with the historic body of data available for this project. 
This office will continue to monitor this situation. No action is recommended at this time. 

Preventing Illness & Promoting Wellness for Communities In Eastern Connecticut 
Andover • As Iiford • Bolton • Chaplin • Columbia • Coventry • Mansfield • Scotland • Tolland • Willington 
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LONG-TERM MONITORING PLAN 
FALL 2013 SEMl-ANNUAL SAMPLING ROUND #19 
UCONN LANDFILL 
STORRS, CONNECTICUT 

for 

University of Connecticut 
Storrs, Connecticut 

File No. 91221-682 
November 2013 
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HALEY& 
AlDRICH 

26 November 2013 

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106-5127 

Attention: 

Subject: 

Mark R. Lewis 

Long Term Monitoring Plan 
Fall2013 Semi-Annual Sampling Round #19 
UC:onn Landfill 
Storrs, Connecticut 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Haley & Aldrich, Inc. 
J 00 Corporate Place 
Suite 105 
Rocky Hill, CT 06067-1803 

Tel: 860.282.9400 
Fax: 860.721.0612 
HaleyAidrich.com 

The following certification is being submitted to the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection in 
accordance with the terms as delineated in the Consent Order No. SRD-1 01 issued 26 June 1998 for the 
document specified below: 

" Long Term Monitoring Plan 
Fall2013 Semi-Annual Sampling Round #19 
UConn Landfill 
Storrs, Connecticut 

I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted in this document and all 
attachments and certifY that based on reasonable investigation, including my inquiry of those individuals 
responsible for obtaining the information, the submitted information is true, accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief, and I understand that any false statement made in this document or its 
attachments may be punishable as a criminal offense. 

Agreed and accepted as stated above: 

Richard P. Standish, P. G., LEP 
Senior Vice President 
Haley & Aldrich, Inc. 

C: Richard Gray, UConn 

O:IPROJECTS\91221\CERTLTR63 doc 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This Long Term Monitoring Plan (LTMP) was prepared pursuant to the Consent Order # SRD-101 
between the State of Connecticut and the University of Connecticut (UConn) regarding the solid waste 
disposal area on North Eagleville Road (Landfill and Former Chemical Pits) and the former disposal 
site in the vicinity of Parking Lot F (F Lot). An Interim Monitoring Program (IMP) was performed in 
order to monitor shallow ground water, surface water and bedrock groundwater quality in nearby 
domestic water supply wells until the LTMP required pursuant to paragraph B.4.e of the Consent Order 
was implemented. In September 2005, the University transitioned from the IMP to the LTMP. As part 
of this process, samples were collected from both the IMP and LTMP locations for three sampling 
quarters. These quarters, referred to as "transition rounds" were conducted in September and 
December 2005 and May 2006. Beginning with the October and November 2006 monitoring quarter, 
samples were only collected from the LTMP locations. 

The objectives of the LTMP are: 

• To assess the effectiveness of the remediation 
• To monitor groundwater and surface water quality and trends, and 
• To act as sentinel wells to protect human health and the environment 

Groundwater, surface water and soil gas samples are being obtained to verify that the remediation 
systems are working as planned. The Plan is also designed to protect human health and the 
environment by evaluating the concentrations of contaminants in groundwater and surface water over 
time. If increasing concentrations are observed, UConn and the Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection (CTDEEP) will reassess the remediation system design, expand the 
monitoring program, and/or take additional measures to protect human health and the environment, if 
necessary. 

The LTMP includes sampling of media at multiple locations as shown on Figure 1: 

(1) six surface water locations; 
(2) five shallow groundwater monitoring wells; 
(3) five deep bedrock monitoring weils; 
(4) six active domestic wells on Meadowood Road and Separatist Road; and 
(5) four soil gas monitoring locations. 

Installation of the landfill cap and leachate interceptor trenches (L!Ts) was completed in the spring of 
2007. To date, significant changes to the groundwater quality have not been observed. Analytical 
results continue to be evaluated and reported to the key parties and to the public. 

this report documents the sampling round conducted in September and October 2013, also referred to 
as Round #19. In a letter to the University dated 16 April 2010, CTDEEP approved a reduction in the 
LTMP sampling frequency from quarterly to semi-annually to be conducted in the spring and fall 
seasons. The next sampling event is planned for March 2014. 

HALEY 
ALDRICH 
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2. SCOPE OF PROGRAM 

The following paragraphs describe the rationale for each sampling location for the Long Term 
Monitoring Program based upon the approved Comprehensive Hydrogeologic Investigation and 
Remedial Action Plan, Addendum No. 2, dated July 2004. 

2.1 Shallow Groundwater Monitoring Wells 

. Three shallow wells [B401(MW), B403(MW) & B404(MW)] were constructed in the overburden south, 
southeast and north of the landfill respectively, and downgradient of the LITs in February and March 
2007. These wells function to monitor shallow groundwater quality migrating out of the landfill area 
and to assess the effectiveness of the landfill cover and LITs. 

Two previously existing shallow monitoring wells, MW -3 and MW -4, were reinstalled in August 2007 
in the same general area in F Lot however; they were offset several feet from their original locations. 
They function to monitor shallow groundwater quality downgradient ofF Lot. 

2.2 Deep Groundwater Monitoring Wells 

Five bedrock (125 to 300ft) groundwater monitoring wells are included in the LTMP. Three existing 
wells, MW-105R, B201R(MW), and B302R(MW) are located south and west of the landfill and former 
chemical pits. These wells were selected because they are situated in the direction of either suspected 
historical or known bedrock groundwater flow. Since permanent packer systems for discrete fracture 
interval sampling are installed in B201R(MW) and MW-105R, two samples are collected from each 
well. Two former residential water supply wells, located at 156 Hunting Lodge Road and 202 North 
Eagleville Road, are included in the LTMP because of their locations and construction depths. The 
University has not received permission to access the well at 156 Hunting Lodge Road therefore; it 
continues to be excluded from sampling events. 

2.3 Surface Water Monitoring Locations 

Six surface water-monitoring locations (SW-A through SW-F) are selected to assess surface water 
quality migrating from the landfill, former chemical pits, and F Lot areas SW-A through SW-E are 
strategically placed at the primary surface waters north (wetland and Cedar Swamp Brook drainage) and 
south (western tributary of Eagleville Brook drainage) of the landfill and former chemical pits area. 
SW-F is located downgradient ofF Lot on an eastern tributary to Eagleville Brook. 

2.4 Active Residential Water Supply Wells 

Six active residential water supply wells are included in the L TMP: 

38 Meadowood Road 
41 Meadowood Road 
65 Meadowood Road 
202 Separatist Road 
206 Separatist Road 
211 Separatist Road 

HALEY 
ALDRICH 
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These residential wells are the closest active bedrock wells to the landfill and former chemical pits in 
the direction of suspected historical and known groundwater migration pathways in the fractured 
bedrock aquifer. 

2.5 Soil Gas Monitoring Locations 

Four soil gas"monitoring points B501(GW), B502(GW), B503(GW) and B504(GW) were installed in 
the east, southeast, southwest and northwest quadrants of the landfill immediately outside the cap 

· perimeter to monitor for potential gas migration away from the landfill. The monitoring points are 4-
in. diameter PVC wells extending to depths ranging between 7.5 and 9.5 ft bgs with a slotteq screen 
interval from the surface seal (approximately 2.5 ft bgs) to the depth of completion. The locations are 
lateral to the leachate interceptor trenches (LITs) where the likelihood of soil gas migration is presumed 
to be greatest. 

2.6 Sampling Parameters 

During the course of the Hydrogeologic Investigation, a comprehensive suite of analytical methods was 
selected to determine the nature of the contamination in the Study Area. A wide range of methods were 
used to ensure that any potential contaminant identified during review of historical records or interviews 
with knowledgeable personnel would be detected if present. Multiple rounds of groundwater and 
surface water sampling have shown that the contamination is confined to a few classes of compounds. 
Monitoring a select number of analytical methods accomplishes the objectives of the LTMP, that is, to 
assess effectiveness of remediation, monitor groundwater quality and trends and be protective of human 
health and the environment. 

Groundwater and surface water samples were analyzed for the following parameters: 

VOCs by EPA Method 524.2 
Total metals by EPA Method 200 Series 
Total mercury by EPA Method 7470/E245.1 
Other Inorganic Parameters 

ammonia, nitrate and nitrite, total phosphorus, total dissolved solids, total suspended 
solids, alkalinity, hardness, chloride, sulfate, chemical oxygen demand, total organic 
carbon, biological oxygen demand and cyanide 

Field Screening Data 
turbidity, conductivity, dissolved oxygen, ORP, pH, and temperature 

Soil gas monitoring points were analyzed for methane and carbon dioxide using a multiple gas detection 
meter. 

2. 7 Sampling Frequency 

As previously mentioned, to date, significant changes to the groundwater quality have not been 
observed. This round represents the Fall 2013 sampling and we anticipate Spring sampling to occur in 
or about March 2014. 

HALEY''. 
ALDRICH 
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3. SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

Sampling procedures aud analytical methods for the groundwater monitoring wells and surface water 
samples were conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive Hydrogeologic Investigation and 
Remedial Action Plan, Addendum No. 2, dated July 2004. 

Sampling procedures for the residential water supply wells were conducted in accordance with 
procedures previously established by CTDEEP and the DPH for the health consultation study completed 
in 1999. Samples were collected from the water supply system prior to treatment after running the tap 
for approximately eight minutes. 

Samples from the residential water supply wells were analyzed using EPA drinking water methods as 
noted on the enclosed Table L 

HALEY 
ALDRICH 
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4. SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

The analytical results from the September/October 2013 LTMP round #19 sampling are summarized in 
Table I. VOC Concentration and Conductivity vs. Time Plots for selected bedrock wells [MW105R, 
B201R(MW), and B302R(MW)] and selected overburden wells [B401(MW) and B403(MW)] are 
included in Appendix A. A discussion of the results below is organized by general sample types and 
locations. 

4.1 Shallow Groundwater Monitoring Wells 

Samples from monitoring wells B40l(MW), B403(MW) and B404(MW) were collected and submitted 
to Phoenix Environmental Laboratories, Manchester, Connecticut for analysis of VOCs, total metals, 
and nutrients. Both LITs and associated pumps were in operation at the time of this sampling event. 

As in previous rounds, benzene,1,4-dichlorobenze, chlorobenzene and toluene were detected in 
monitoring well B40l(MW). Benzene and cholrobenzene were detected in B403(MW) at 
concentrations below re~latory criteria. VOCs were not detected in the sample collected from 
B404(MW). Metal concentrations in all samples were below protective criteria with the exception of 
arsenic in B403(MW) at a concentration of 0.007 mg/1, slightly above the SWPC of 0.004 mg/1. In 
general, concentrations of selected parameters and compounds appear consistent with previous sampling 
rounds. 

For quality control purposes, a duplicate sample was collected from B40l(MW). Results from the 
duplicate sample were in general agreement. 

The VOC chloroethane was detected in the sample collected from MW-4 however; it was also detected 
in several project trip blanks prepared by the laboratory. Chloroethane has not been detected at this 
location during previous sampling events. This · detection was likely the result of laboratory 
contamination. VOCs were not detected above reporting limits in MW-3. Metal concentrations were 
below protective criteria. 

4.2 Deep Bedrock Monitoring Wells 

Samples from these wells were collected and submitted to Phoenix Environmental Laboratories, 
Manchester, Connecticut for analysis of VOCs, total metals, and nutrients. VOCs were detected in 
discrete samples collected from the deeper fracture zone of MW-105R and both fracture zones of 
B201R(MW). VOCs were not detected above laboratory reporting limits for the shallow fracture (74ft) 
in MW105R. Concentrations of 1,2-dichloroethane, benzene, trichloroethene and vinyl chloride 
exceeded the GWPC in the sample from the deeper fracture zone in MW-105R. Concentrations of 1,2-
dichloroethane and benzene exceeded the GWPC in both the upper and deeper fracture zones of 
B201R(MW). Analytical results of groundwater quality at MW105R and B201R(MW) appear to be 
generally consistent with previous sampling events. Monitoring wells 202-NERD (unused domestic well 
at 202 N. Eagleville Road) and B302R-MW which range in depths from 200 to 320 ft do not have 
discrete sampling systems installed so, integrated samples were collected. VOCs were not detected in 
the sample collected from 202-NERD or B302R-MW. Metal and nutrient parameters were within 
typical groundwater water ranges in all of the bedrock well samples. 

For quality control purposes, a duplicate sample was collected from the deeper zone of MW105R. 
Results from the duplicate sample were in general agreement. 

HALEY··· 
ALDRICH 
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4.3 · Surface Water Samples 

During this sampling event, surface water was collected from four of the six monitoring locations. 
Samples were not collected from SW-B and SW-C due to dry conditions. The samples were submitted 
to Phoenix Environmental Laboratories, Manchester, Connecticut for analysis of VOCs, metals and 
nutrients. VOCs were not detected. Metal and nutrient parameters were within typical surface water 
ranges and consistent with previous sampling rounds for these locations. 

4.4 Active Residential Domestic Wells 

Five of the six active domestic wells were sampled as part of this quarterly event. 65 Meadowood 
Road was sold to new owners. UConn issued a letter to the new owners requesting permission to 
sample their well however; permission has not yet been granted. Results of the domestic well sampling 
were consistent with most previous rounds, trace concentration (0.58 ug/L) of chloroform was detected 
in the sample collected from 211 Separatist Road, below the state action level for groundwater 
protection (6 ug/L). VOCs were not detected above method reporting limits at any of the other 
locations sampled. An elevated concentration of manganese (0.378 mg/1) was detected in the sample 
collected from 38 Meadowood Road, below the State action level of 0.5 mg/L. This is consistent with 
previous sampling events. Metal and nutrient concentrations at all locations were within acceptable 
drinking water ranges. 

4.5 Soil Gas Monitoring 

Landfill gas is the natural by-product of the decomposition of solid waste in landfills and is comprised 
primarily of carbon dioxide and methane. A GEM2000 Landfill Gas Meter was used to sample and 
analyze methane, carbon dioxide and oxygen content at soil gas monitoring locations B501(GW), 
B502(GW), B503(GW) and B504(GW). Oxygen concentrations ranged from 19.6% at B502(GW) to 
20.9% at B504(GW). Carbon dioxide readings ranged from 0.0% at B503(GW), and B504(GW) to 
0.9% at B502(GW). Methane gas concentrations ranged from 0.0% at B501(GW), B503(GW) and 
B504(GW) to 0.4% at B502(GW). These readings are generally consistent with previous monitoring 
events. 

4.6 Consent Order SRD-101 Progress Report 

From May 2013 through September 2013, the Leachate Interceptor Trench systems collected the 
following volumes of leachate which were pumped to the UConn Water Pollution Control Facility: 

m South Trench: 16,201 gallons or approximately 106 gallons per day 
" North Trench: 712,239 gallons or approximately 4,655 gallons per day 

The flow was lower in South trench as compared through the previous time period of December 2012 
through April 2013. Although the South trench produces less leachate than the North trench, we are 
having mechanical issues with the South trench pumps. UConn is looking into the matter. North LIT 
#2 has been repaired and leachate production is up for this time period. 

HALEY 
A_LDRICH 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 
Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council /ld / 
Matt Hart, Town Manager I ft W f. 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Mary Stanton, Town Clerk 
January 27, 2014 
Town Council Goal Setting 

Subject Matter/Background 
At the January 25, 2014 budget and financial retreat, I am recommending that 
the Town Council initiate a goal setting session for its 2013-15 term. This 
exercise is important as the Council's goals will serve to set policy for the staff 
and the organization, and inform the upcoming FY 2014/15 Operating Budget 
and capital improvement program (CIP). 

We will structure the initial discussion at the budget retreat as an idea-generating 
session, as time permits. We would then plan to carry the item as old business 
for the January 27, 2014 regular meeting of the Town Council. 

Oncefinalized, I recommend that the Town Council vote to formally endorse its 
stated goals and objectives. This action would emphasize the importance of the 
document as a policy instrument. In addition, I suggest you consider adding the 
document to the Council:.s Policy Index as previous councils have done in the 
past. 

I have attached various documents to serve as a reference for this discussion. 

Attachments 
1) Town Manager's Goals, Adopted on January 13,2014 
2) Town Council Goals, Adopted on December 28, 2009 
3) Mansfield 2020 Strategic Plan Update 
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Town o:fMansfiehl 
Town Council 

Town Manager's Gaals for JfY2013/14 
January 13, 2014 

General Govemment 
1) Prepare FY 20~4/15 ope1;ating budget an,d CIP 
2) Continue efforts to protect state's obligation to provide PILOT funding 
3) Complete negotiations with professional & technical and public works Mions 
4) Replacement of senior staff 
5) Assist with the appointment of attorneys for various legal services 
6) Continue to assess town's needs for public safety personnel 

Infrastructu.w 
1) Negotiate key terms of agreement with preferred water supply option 
2) Investigate and plan for necessary extensions of water supply to support toy.,n development 

goals · 
3) Negoti;3te key terms of sewer service agreement 
4) Plan for detailed analysis of our buildings, parks, roads and other infrastructure, and to 

develop a more comprehensive improvement program 

Storrs Center and Economic Develgpment 
1) Complete construction of public infrastructure iq Storrs Center 
2) Negotiate key terms of overrun agreements for Storrs Center parking garage 
3) Complete operations management plan for Zin:uner-Nash Transportation Center 
4) Assist Mansfield Downtown Partnership with design an.d fundraising plan for Town Square 
5) Work with deveLopers on Price Chopper, development offor-purchase housing, and 

additional retail 
6) Continue Economic Development efforts with the goal of relieving homeowners of tax 

burdens, consistent with sustainability goals 
7) Continue development of Four Comers consistent with sustainability goals 

Sustainability 
1) Continue Mansfield Tomorrow project, including a toy.,n-wide economic development 

strategy 
2) Complete open space acquisitions as approved by to\\'11 council 
3) Continue efforts to reduce Mansfield's carbon footprint 

Education 
1) Continue 1;o work on issues related to school building repair or replacement 
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Regionalism 
1) Assist \VTNCOG and Town Council with state COG consolidation effort; recmmnend 

successor COG if necessary 

Human Services 
1) Fill key vacancies in department of human services 
2) Work with new director to assess and improve hmnan services delivery 

Town-University Relations 
1) Contitltre professional-to-profession.al collaboration on UCo\m expansion and infrastructure 

projects 
2) Continue to facilitate partnerships. between state police and UConn police 
3) Monitor development oftJConn Teclmology Park and Next Generation CT initiative; work 

with Council to develop policy positions for town council as necessary 
4) Urge UConn to build sufficient housing for additional students 
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TOWN COUNCIL GOALS 
Adopted 12/28/2009 

Goal: Embrace sustainability. 
Objective: Use as a principle in decision making. 

Goal: Make progress on the physical components of the Mansfield Downtown Partnership "Storrs Center'' project. 
Objective: Break ground on new building(s) prior to the end of the Council term. 
Objective: Develop a fair development agreement between the Town and the developer, Leyland Alliance 
Objective: Begin demolition of buildings to be retired. 
Objective: Provide Council support to MOP to accomplish the stated objectives. 

Goal: Make a decision on the school renovation project 
Objective: Send project and funding request to referendum prior to the end of the Council term. 
Objective: Provide public forums and opportunities for public input on the school renovation project. 

Goal: Maintain core services despite declining revenues 
Objective: Define core services 
Objective: Avoid major layoffs 
Objective: Develop creative solutions to maintain or enhance services 
Objective: Research opportunities for revenue diversification 
Objective: Explore opportunities for providing services regionally 

5 Goal: Improve quality of life for residents of neighborhoods close to the UCONN campus 
Objective: Reduce blight and blighted neighborhoods 
Objective: Research and develop additional ordinances and programs to combat negative off-campus student 
behavior. 

6 Goal: Maintain tradition of open and transparent government 
Objective: Develop more mediums for the exchange of ideas between citizens and their government 
Objective: Empower and engage seniors in Senior Center programming. 
Objective: Complete review and adoption of Council Rules of Procedure. 

7 Goal: Improve active recreation facilities for youth 
·Objective: Improve Region 19 athletic facilities 
Objective: Improve Town owned active recreation facilities such as athletic fields and playgrounds 

8 Goal: Make progress on installation of water infrastructure to Four Corners area. 
Objective: 
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Mansfield 2020: A Unified Vision 
Developed 2007-2008 

Sample projects and/ or part1Zerships that have beett atz outgrowth or strengthened by the stmtegic plan 

K -'-12 Education and Early Childhood Development 
Mansfield provides high quality, holistic education for all children/youth 
in town while celebrating the individuality of each child. Funding for 
education has broad support from the community. 

a The Mansfield Advocates for Children (our ea.rly childhood initiative for ages birth to eight) 
developed a strategic plan that linked back to Mansfield 2020. Various initiatives ate underway to 
implement this plan. 

• The Mansfield Board of Education and the Mansfield Town Council evaluated numerous 
renovation and construction options for its elementary and middle schools. The Town Council 
opted to maintain the existing elementaty and middle schools for the next seven to ten years. 
Currently, $200,000/yr is budgeted for Information Technology infrasttuctnre needs and 
$200,00/yr for building repairs and maintenance. 

• The Community Playground initiative is underway. The playground is meant to serve as a 
centrally located, well-designed, accessible playground in which childxen can have the time and 
space to develop their physical and mental dexterity. In spring 2013, the Jeffrey P. Ossen Farnily 
Foundation awarded the Town $200,000 to benefit the playground. 

Historic and Rural Character, Open Space and Working Farms 
Mansfield's cultnral history together with its woodlands, open fields, and 
working farmlands, remain an integral part of the Town's character 
providing locally produced food, abundant wildlife habitat, scenic views 
and inviting recreational opportnnities. Through collaboration with the 
University of Connecticut and the Connecticut Department of Agriculture, 
Mansfield is known as an incubator site for a growing number of 
entrepreneutial farms and farmers. 

• The Town has continued its commitment to open space acquisitions. Notable acquisitions in 
recent years include the Moss Sanctuaty and Dorwart properties. In 2013, the Town purchased 
two parcels to expand Dunhamtown Forest and Sawmill Brook Preserve. 

• Adopted new ordinances to promote and sustain agticulture in Mansfield: Right to Farm 
Ordinance and Municipal Tax Incentives for Farms. 

• Completed a comprehensive Agricultnre Strategy as part of the Mansfield Tomorrow Project. 

• Held two annual farmers fotums with agricultural stakeholders to understand how the Town can 
encourage a viable farm economy. · 
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Housing 
Mansfield has varied types of affordable and accessible housing thzt meets 
the needs of everyone, especially families, working adults, seniors and 
students. 

e In 2007, received a $500,000 grant to install a fire suppression/sprinkler system at the cottages in 
Juniper Hill Village. The project was completed in 2009. 

" In 2008, through the use of CDBG funds, installed modern, energy efficient water heaters in all 
units of Holinko Estates. 

a In 2012, received a $300,000 grant to provide no interest loans to low and moderate income 
homeowners to finance home repairs and energy efficiency improvements. 

e Expanded the inspection zone for the Housing Code program in 2007 . 
., Adopted the Ordinance Regarding Residential Rental Parking in August 2010. The Ordinance 

was implemented to reduce unsafe, blighted and congested conditions and other negative 
neighborhood impacts within the Town related to issues at rental properties not having 
adequately sized and delineated off-street parking areas to safely accommodate all residents and 
their guests. 

• Adopted the Ordinance to Prevent Neighborhood Nuisances in July 2011. The Ordinance was 
implemented to reduce behavior which constitutes a nuisance such as but not limited to: 
disturbances of the peace; disorderly conduct; underage drinking; obstmction of public streets 
by crowds or vehicles; crimes against property; and excessive noise. 

Public Safety 
Mansfield's public safety services-police, fire and EMS-have 
appropriate resources to serve the present and future needs of the 
community. The community emphasizes the protection of life and 
property, and the importance of regional partnerships, volunteering and 
community policing. 

• Mansfield engaged in a police senrices study (2010-2012) to determine present and future needs 
as well as options for providing police services in Mansfield. Alternative Two, the enhanced 
Trooper model was endorsed by the Council. Implementation of Alternative Two has begun; an 
additional trooper ":'as added in FY 12/13. Alternative Two calls for the gradual addition of 
three more troopers. 

• The Mansfield Resident Trooper's Office has improved community policing efforts and 
collaborated with UCONN PD, most notably conducting joint patrols beginning in 2012. 

• During Hurricane Irene, Storm Alfred, and Hutricane Sandy, operated shelter for community 
members in need during the emergencies. Sample services provided included: showering 
facilities, respite center, food, potable water, and electric charging stations. 

• The Mansfield Firefighters Association's Personnel Committee has worked diligently to improve 
Mansfield's Fire and Emergency Services membership program. The Committee, along with the 
EMS Officer, has improved the number of volunteers qualified to respond to EMS incidents. 

• Fire and Emergency Services has received an additional ambulance certification from the State 
of Connecticut Department of Public Health. This improves resource allocation by enabling tl>e 
Department to have a minimum of two ambulances available to respond at all times and a third 
ambulance during peak volume periods. 
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e Fire and Emergency Setvices has standardized equipment on two apparatus. Standardization has 
improved the effectiveness of Department apparatus response assignments and enhanced the 
safety of victims and response personnel. 

o Station 307 has had a Base Radio installed to improve intetagency communications with the 
UCONN Fire Department Grant funds wete used to covet cl1e cost to purchase the equipment 
and installation. 

• Fire and Emergency Setvices received a grant for the purchase of Tone and. Voice Pagers. This 
improves the Department's ability to alert members to calls for ser-vice, provide updates en toute 
to an incident, and effectively manage in-coming resources. 

e The GIS (Geographic Information Systems) program provides infrastructure information 
relevant to Fire Department operations. It has been critical to identifying water supply 
infrastmcture upgrades that have improved the effectiveness of the Department's emergency 
response operations. 

Recreation. Health and Wellness 
The Town of Mansfield has a variety of quality recreation facilities and 
ptograms that build a sense of community and citizen health and wellness. 
The community center is a key asset that promotes health, fitness and well 
being. Outdoor parks and facilities assist in this effort. These resources 
provide safe, affordable and accessible places to enhance the quality of life 
of people of all ages and socioeconomic levels. 

e Parks and Recreation participated in the 2011-2012 UCONN MPA capstone project A public 
opinion survey of Parks and Recreation departmental programs and services was completed 
The sur-vey findings are being used to assist the department with long-tertn planning for capital 
needs, budgeting, programs and ser-vices. 

• Parks and Recreation participated in the 2012-2013 UCONN MPA capstone project. The 
analysis assisted in determining optimal levels of pricing for membership to the Mansfield 
Community Center and Parks and Recreation Department programs to maximize revenues. 

• In spring 2011, the Town received a grant to help fund improvements to the tennis courts at 
E. 0. Smith high school. The grant afforded improvements to the tennis courts to promote 
tennis use amongst children. 

• In 2009 the construction of the concession and restroom facilities at Southeast athletic fields was 
completed. Many community volunteer hours contributed to this project's completion. 

• In 2010, iluough the use of CDBG funds, installed a second ADA compliant, fully accessible 
family changing room at the Mansfield Community Center. 

• In 2009, the Town accepted ownership and responsibility for Lions Memorial Park. 
o In 2009, River Park officially opened. The park is providing river access for the public for canoe 

and kayak use. A multi-use ball field was installed and is in nse as well. 

• In 2009, the Skate Park opened for use. This project was funded by the Town and through 
donations. Many community volunteer hours contributed to this project's completion. 

• In November 2012, Sunny Acres Park playscape was replaced with modern and safe equipment 
o In February 2013, through a Recreational Trails Program Grant, the Town completed a design 

and bid specs for a Universal Access Trail around Bicentennial Pond. The trail will improve 
access from the Middle School for educational opportunities and fitness opportunities for the · 
community at large. Future funding is needed to complete this project A grant to build the trail 
was submitted in March 2013. 
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Regionalism 
Mansfield is a leader i11 developmg regional strategies for addressmg 
common concerns such as public works and mfrastJ:ucture, public health 
and safety, education, economic development, transportation, natural 
resources, housmg, health and recreation. Shared resources and expertise 
and other cooperative efforts lead to economies of scale, preservation of 
resources, and improved quality of life. 

o Mansfield Parks and Recreation jomed with Wmdham Parks and Recreation to participate m the 
2010-2011 UCONN MPA capstone project. The project identified opportunities for sharmg 
services between the two towns. Some recommendations from the study have been 
implemented. 

• In 2011 and 2012, Mansfield partnered with Tolland and Coventry on Regional Performance 
Incentive Program grant applications to fund regional economic development efforts. A 2013 
application is currently bei11g prepared; Bolton has been added as a new partner m this year's 
application. 

Senior Services 
Through public and private efforts, Mansfield provides a continuum of 
care ser-vices such as: housmg, transportation and m-home care to create an 
optimal quality of life for an agmg population. 

• Developed, implemented and funded a volunteer transportation program for seniors. H.i.ted 
part-time coordiDator for the program, identified town vehicle for program use, and was 
awarded a grant and acquired a 10 passenger van. 

• Smce FY 2007/2008 ilie Town has received grant fundiDg to provide out-of-region medical 
transport for senior residents. 

• In 2010, through the use of CDBG funds, replaced ilie Senior Center roof, installed new gntters 
and down spouts, and repaired soffit and fascia board work. 

• Undergraduate students m the HDFS program concentrating m gerontology have been 
. shadowmg the Mansfield Senior Center CoordiDator. Students conduct a variety of work 
assignments and projects and work 16 hours per week for one semester. Six students have 
participated m this shadowmg program smce 2010. 
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Sustainability and. Planning 
Pdnciples of sustainability guide the decisions, policies and regulations 
of the Town government and its regional partners. In order to achieve 
quality of life and economic prosperity for current and future 
generations, Mansfield protects and conserves land and water 
resources, reduces harmful enuss10ns by promoting green 
transportation and energy, and plans for development that coexists 
with infrastructure, social and environmental resources. 

• In 2013, through a grant from the US. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Office of 
Sustainable Housing Communities, the Town launched the Mansfield Tomo?TOW Project. Through 
tbis project, the Town will produce a new Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD) and 
new zoning and snbdivision regnlations as tools to implement the vision ontlined in the POCD. 
The plan will be completed winter of 2014. 

• Storts Center opened its first phase in August 2012. Storrs Center includes a mix of housing, 
restaurants, shops, offices, and services. There are 322 units of rental housing and twenty-one 
businesses open in Storrs Center in the four buildings that have opened (1 Dog Lane, 9 Dog 
Lane, 11 Dog Lane, and 1 Royce Circle). Phase 1 C (8 Royce Circle) will open in August 
2014. It will include 92 rental apartments on the upper floors, a CVS drugstore, and Bruegger's 
Bagels and Jamba Juice on the first floor. A 32,000 square foot Price Chopper grocery store and 
an additional 5,000 square foot commercial building will open in late spring 2014 in the market 
area of Storrs Center. Educational Playcare day care center will open in summer 2014 on Wilbur 
Cross Way. Future phases include development along Wilbur Cross Way and for-sale housing. 

• In 2011 and 2012, the Town partnered with the Mansfield Downtown Partnership to sponsor 
l.JJcal First Mmzsfield, a holiday shopping program promoting local businesses. 

• In 2012, the Economic Development Commission was re-established. The Conunission spent 
much of its first year learning about cnrrent economic development efforts and participating in 
the development of an Economic Development Strategy for the Town as part of the Mansfield 
Tomorrow initiative. 

• A co-generation plant was commissioned at the Community Center in 2010. The co-generation 
plant reduces the Town's energy consumption and costs, therefore redncing our carbon 
footprint. 

• Solar panels were installed at the Community Center in 2009. The solar panel array was installed 
through collaboration with SunEdison. The solar panels reduce our carbon footpdnt by using 
renewable energy. The Community Center's elecu-ical costs have been reduced by 25% as a 
result. 

• In 2010, solar panels were installed at the Library, Senior Center, and two fire stations totaling 23 
kilowatts. 

o In 2012, installed a total of five electric car chatging stations, including ones located at the 
Mansfield Community Center and Parking Garage. 

• Awarded a grant i:n 2008-2010 to retro-fit all Mansfield Public School buses with diesel 
particulate fllters to reduce emissions pollution cotning out of the bnses. 

• In a four month pet-iodin 2013, the Solarize Mansfield-Windham initiative more than doubled 
the amount of solar installations in Mansfield. Group purchasing power reduced the price of the 
installation for participating homeowners. 88 households (69 were Mansfield households) 
received solar installations through the solarize project for a total of 541 kilowatts. 

• From 2010-2013 Mansfield participated in the Neighbor-to-Neighbor Energy Challenge. This 
initiative promoted the Home Energy Solutions Program which provided home energy audits 
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for a reduced price for Mansfield residents. 636 residences pledged to reduce their energy usage 
through the Challenge, 148 participated in the home energy audits, and 9 residents made further 
energy upgrades such as furnace replacements or insulation improvements. 

" Mansfield collaborated with the University of Connecticut on an Environmental Impact 
Evaluation to find a new water supply source for the University and the Town, particularly for 
the Four Corners area. The study was completed in 2013 and identified an interconnection with 
the Connecticut Water Company system in Tolland as the preferred source. 

e The Four Corners sewer collection system is currently under design; it is anticipated that the 
design will be completed in time to allow for the new water and sewer systems in the Four 
Cornets area to be constJ:ucted concurrently. 

University/Town Relations 
Mansfield, home to the University of Connecticut main campus, has built 
an enviable college-town community. Mansfield has established and 
maintained a good relationship with UConn through many cooperative 
ventures and partnerships including sustainable environmental and 
economic partnerships. 

• The Mansfield Community-Campus Partnership has been active and have conducted the 
following in recent years: Off-campus welcome visits (fall); Off-campus "be a good 
neighbor" visits (spring); Underage drinking prevention initiatives and grants; and 
implemented a ~ecycling program for Celeron and Hunting Lodge apartments, large off­
campus complexes primarily inhabited by students. 

• Since September 2009, Mansfield has been a participant in the UCONN work study 
program and has approximately a dozen students gaining work experience with various town 
departments. Just in the past three years, work study students have completed 3,970 hours of 
work and nearly $50,500 in value- all at no direct cost to the Town. 

• In July 2011, executed an education affiliation agreement with UCONN to allow students to 
gain professional experience in an education setting academically oriented for their personal, 
ptofessional, and academic development. Through this agreement, students are able to 
volunteer with the Town through Co1n1nunity Outreach. Last year, our Youth Services 
Division had over 60 student volunteers. 

• Since 2008, Public Works has benefited from hosting a UCONN engineering student intern. 
The student assists with: researching and developing information; helping plan and 
coordinate projects; inspecting construction sites; reviewing plans and specifications; 
designing elements of engineering projects; preparing maps; maintaining permit records and 
files; and preparing engineering reports. 

• The Town has hosted many UCONN MSW students with our Youth Services and Senior 
Services divisions over the years. Students complete 20 hrs/wk ptacticums during the 
academic year. Sample work includes managing programs, facilitating groups, providing 
services to clients, and working in the schools. This past academic year (12/13), Youtl1 
Services had 2 MSW students working a combined 40 hrs/wk at no direct cost to the Town. 

• The UCONN masters of pharmacy program has recently been working with Youth Services 
to assist in providing services to clients; students work in conjunction with Dr. Haney, a 
long-time contractor with Youth Services. 

• For approximately 5 years doctoral students in the psychology program have been providing 
clinical services to families through the Youth Service Division free of charge. 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Pate: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council //,1. ( 
Matt Hart, Town Manager ;ntv/i 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of 
Planning and Development; Planning and Zoning Commission 
January 27, 2014 
UCONN Innovative Partnership Building Comparative Evaluation 

Subject Matter/Background 
The University of Connecticut is proposing to build a ±112,000 square foot 
Innovative Partnership Building (IPB) on Parcel C in the UCONN Technology 
Park. The building will be located to the north and west of the existing terminus 
of North Hillside Road and will contain research and development uses including 
laboratories, tenant space, office and administration space, and amenities for 
building occupants. Parking to support the building will include between 215 and 
250 spaces, including overflow turf parking. 

In accordance with the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA), in 2001 
UCONN completed an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) for the new 
Technology Park. The analysis of potential environmental impacts was updated 
in 2011 as part of the Final Environmental impact Statement for the North Hillside 
Road extension. As part of the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management's 
(OPM) approval of the 2001 EIE, the University was required to prepare 
comparative evaluation reports for specific developments within the technology 
park. These reports must be made available for public review and comment for a 
period of 14 days. All comments received during the review period must be 
forwarded to OPM along with the Comparative Evaluation report. 

Comparison of Impacts 
On January 21, 2014, the University of Connecticut released a Comparative 
Evaluation for the new Innovative Partnership Building. A full copy of the 
evaluation can be viewed at 
http://www.envpolicy.uconn.edu/IPB_CE_Finai_011714.pdf. Table 1 of the 
Comparative Evaluation report summarizes how the impacts of the proposed 
construction compare with the impacts identified in both the 2001 EIE and 2011. 
A copy of the table is attached to this memo for your information, along with 
graphic exhibits depicting the location and design of the project. 
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With the exception of potable water use, all impacts are identified as either less 
than or equivalent to the impacts identified in both the 2001 and 2011 analyses. 
For potable water use, the summary notes that projected actual water need for 
the building (51 ,500 GPD) is significantly higher than what was originally 
estimated in 2001 for this parcel (17,300 GPD). Based on updated information, 
the tech park at build-out is now projected to need 423,500 GPD as compared to 
the 89,600 GPD identified in 2001. On a percentage basis, the revised 
projections reflect Parcel C using approximately 12.1% of total water demand for 
the tech park, as compared to 19.3% estimated in 2001. 

While the increase in projected water demand is significant given the concerns 
raised with regard to impacts on the Fenton River as part of the original tech park 
EIE process, much has changed since 2001 with regard to water use and 
availability. The report notes that the projected water demand for this building 
can be accommodated even if the Fenton River wells are unavailable due to low 
stream flow conditions. Limitations on the use of the Fenton River wells were 
established as part of a Fenton River study. Completion of this study was the 
only other condition OPM placed on approval of the EIE. 

The availability of water for this project is primarily due to the increase in potable 
water capacity made possible through the UCONN reclaimed water facility that 
became operational in 2013. This facility recycles wastewater for use at the 
UCONN central utility plant, which had been the largest water user in the system. 
Additionally, the new interconnection with the Connecticut Water Company 
system will further supplement available water supplies when it comes on-line in 
the next two to three years. 

Consistency with Previous Town Comments 
In addition to the concerns regarding water usage noted above, the Town issued 
comments in response to the 2001 EIE that addressed a variety of topics, 
including communication with the Town on proposed projects, stormwater 
management system design and wildlife impacts. The Town also issued 
comments in response to the 2011 Final EIS for North Hillside Road. (Copies of 
both sets of comments are attached for the Council's reference.) As noted 
previously, OPM only attached two conditions to the approval of the EIE related 
to preparation of comparative evaluations and completion of a Fenton River 
study; therefore, all other comments issued by the town in 2001 remain advisory 
in nature. 

Based on previous comments issued by the Town, staff has reviewed the 
Comparative Evaluation Report and identified the following items for inclusion in 
formal comments to the University: 

• Project Communication/Timeframe for Review. While the University is 
only required to provide a 14 day public review period for proposed 
projects within the technology park, the Town urges the University to 

-32-



develop a framework for more open communication and discussion of 
projects apart from that mandatory requirement. 

• Stormwater/Drainage. The Town appreciates the inclusion of Low Impact 
Development (LID) techniques such as permeable pavement and rain 
gardens into the stormwater management plan for the subject site. Use of 
porous pavements should also be considered for pedestrian plazas in 
addition to the parking areas. 

Additionally, there was no mention of how the proposed stormwater 
system for this site integrates with the comprehensive stormwater 
management plan that was to be prepared for the entire development 
pursuant to the 2001 EIE. Due to potential impacts on downstream 
property owners as well as the Town's roadway and drainage systems, 
the Town would like additional information and details on both the 
stormwater management system for this site as well as the tech park as a 
whole. These details should also address potential impacts of stormwater 
drainage on the landfill leachate plume and long-term maintenance 
responsibilities. 

• Access/Traffic Management. The Town reiterates its request that 
improvements to the South Eagleville Road/Separatist Road intersection 
be made a priority due to existing traffic concerns. While this intersection 
is not directly impacted by the IPB building construction, it was projected 
to operate at an LOS F for both the 2010 and 2030 no-build conditions 
analyzed as part of the North Hillside Road EIS. As such, it is imperative 
that these improvements be expedited for installation as soon as possible. 

• Surface Parking. The report notes that the amount of proposed parking 
on the subject site has been significantly reduced from what was proposed 
in 2001. However, there are inconsistencies between the number of 
parking spaces noted in the narrative section (215) and the number shown 
on Figure 5 (250). This discrepancy needs to be remedied. Portions of 
the northern and southern parking lot also appear to extend beyond the 
approved development envelope. These areas should be redesigned to 
eliminate the encroachments. 

Additionally, both of the proposed parking lots are located adjacent to 
North Hillside Road. Significant landscaping and screening of these 
parking lots is needed to ensure that parking lots do not become the 
defining gateway feature along North Hillside Road. This screening 
should include planted berms and terracing of parking areas as identified 
in the 2012 Master Plan to reduce visibility of surface parking areas. 

With regard to proposed turf overflow parking areas, detailed designs 
need to include wheel stops to prevent vehicles from straying from these 
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areas, particularly along the development envelope boundary. 
Additionally, plans should be put in place to monitor these areas for oil and 
other vehicular fluid leaks and immediate corrective action to prevent 
these fluids from infiltrating groundwater or washing off into nearby 
wetlands. 

• Wetland/Habitat Impacts. It is our understanding that no additional 
wetland permits will be required for construction of this project provided 
the building and site design is consistent with the wetland impacts 
identified as part of the North Hillside Road construction. While no 
additional permits are necessary, measures should be taken to provide 
the maximum protection possible to the adjacent wetland areas and 
nearby vernal pools including timing of construction, strict clearing 
limitations, designated laydown areas and vigilant monitoring of erosion 
and sedimentation controls. 

Figure 3 shows a proposed gravel path leading into the forest; however, it 
is unclear as to whether the path is connecting into an existing trail. If it is 
connecting to an existing trail, it appears that the trail will be impacted by 
the southern parking lot, in which case the existing trail should be clearly 
rerouted. Furthermore, materials used for new trail construction should be 
chosen based on projected trail use and volumes, with a goal of 
minimizing impacts to the environment. The Town's Natural Resources 
and Sustainability Coordinator can provide assistance in choosing the 
proper materials. 

• Stone Walls. Exhibit 5 indicates that significant portions of existing stone 
walls will be impacted by the road, parking lot and building construction. 
Stone walls should be preserved wherever possible as they are a 
distinctive cultural feature of this area. While the note indicates that 
stones will be stockpiled on site for reuse, specific uses for those stones 
should be indicated on the plans, with priorities given to repair and 
extension of remaining stone walls. Another option would be to construct 
a stone wall along the North Hillside Road frontage to reinforce the history 
of the area. 

Recommendation 
The PZC will review the Comparative Evaluation at its next regular meeting on 
February 3, 2014. Under normal procedure, the PZC would review the proposed 
project and submit recommendations to the Council for inclusion in a joint letter 
to the University. However, the PZC's February 3'd meeting will occur towards 
the end of the 14-day comment period for the Comparative Evaluation. 
Therefore, staff recommends that the Mayor be authorized to co-endorse a letter 
with the Chair of the Planning and Zoning Commission that addresses the above 
comments as well as any other comments identified by the PZC. 
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If the Council concurs with this recommendation, the following motion is in order: 

_____ moves, seconds to authorize the Mayor to co-endorse a 
letter to the University regarding the Innovative Partnership Building Comparative 
Evaluation. The letter shall include the comments identified in the Town 
Manager's Memo dated January 27, 2014 and any additional comments 
suggested by the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

Attachments 
1) IPB Comparative Evaluation-Table 1 
2) IPB Comparative Evaluation- Figures 1-5 
3) April10, 2001 Comments on North Campus Master Plan EIE 
4) January 23, 2012 Comments on North Hillside Road 
5) August 13, 2001 OPM Memo 
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UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT IPB COMPARATIVE EVALUATION 

Hydrology 
Groundwater 

Floodplains 

Table 1 
Summary Comparison of Potential Environmental Impacts 
North Campus Master Plan EIE Parcel C and Proposed IPB 

No impacts to 
prime farmland 

i stormwater 
management plan 
and BMPs, no 
significant impacts 
to water quality 

No direct impacts to 
the 100-year or 
500-year floodplain 

No impacts to prime 
farmland; excavation 
not anticipated to 
reach bedrock. 
Building design 
integrates surrounding 
topography thereby 
minimizing cuts and 
fills and avera!! site 
disturbance 

stormwater Less 
management plan and 
BMPs, no significant 
impacts to water 
quality; Low Impact 
Development (LID) 
measures to be 
included in the design 

No direct impacts to 
the 100-year or sao­
year floodplain 

Equivalent 

The project is now required to with more stringent 
erosion and sedimentatio~ controls (CTDEEP 2002) and 
stormwater management guidelines (CT DEEP 2004) that were 
not in existence at the time of the 2001 ElE. Also, incorporation 
of a green roof, rain gardens1 and other LID measures, coupled 
with less parking requirements, will reduce the impervious 
footprint. 

The project site does not lie within the 100-year or 500-year 
floodplain. Impacts would be equivalent to those outlined in 
the 2001 EIE. 
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Vegetation & Wildlife 

Historic Resources 

Resources 

on the northern and 
western periphery 
of the site, but no 
other wetlands 
were delineated on 
the parcel. 

Potential reduction 
in forest dwelling 
species; listed 
species that. use 
fields during 
migration would 
not be impacted by 
loss of forest 

historic resources 

prehistoric 
potential on north 
side of parcel; 
recommend survey 

acres of wetlands 

Potentia! reduction in 
forest dwelling 
species; some 
disturbance within the 
750-foot critical 
habitat buffer defined 
by Calhoun & Klemens 
(2002) with respect to 
vernal pools but the 
project meets 
specified vernal pool 
habitat management 
and conservation 
objectives. 

resources 

Phase 1B conducted; 

no additional survey 
required 

Less than the 
2001 EIE and 
equivalent to 
the 2011 FEIS 

Less 

IPB COMPARATIVE EVALUATION 

on the project site. However, wetlands were delineated on 
Parcel C in 2008 and impacts from the proposed concept 
development were evaluated in the 2011 EIS and found to be 
0.22 acres. Permitting was pursued and a wetland mitigation 
area has been identified. Thus, wetland impacts are unchanged 
and mitigation has already been planned to offset the impact. 

The project footprint has been designed to preserve greater 
than 75% of the 750-foot critical upland habitat surrounding 
nearby vernal pools and as such meets the conservation and 
habitat management guidelines for vernal pools as specified by 
Calhoun & Klemens (2002). Due to the location of several 
vernal pools near Parcel C, it is impossible to completely avoid 
impacting the 750-foot critical habitat buffer but the project 
has been located strategically on the parcel and has been 
designed to reduce this impact to the greatest extent possible. 
Refer to the CT DEEP NDDB correspondence letter contained in 
Appendix B, as well as the mitigation outlined in Section 5.0, for 
precautions to be taken during construction to protect bird 
species, amphibians and wood turtles so as to minimize project 
impacts to the greatest extent practicable. 

National Register GIS does not identify any above ground 
resources in the vicinity of the parceL In addition, the 2011 E!S 
does not identify any above-ground historic resources in 
proximity to the site. Impacts would be equivalent to those 
outlined in the 2001 EIE. 

2012 Phase 1B Archaeological Survey did not identify any 
significant prehistoric or historic archaeological resources on 
the site. Impacts would be less than those identified in the 
2001 EIE. 
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sufficient water 
supply; ability of 
sanitary sewer 
system to meet 
demands of full 
build-out unclear. 
Daily water use 
based on a planning 
metric of 0.1 gallons 

per day (gpd) per 

square foot of 

building. Thus the 

173,000 SF building 

was estimated to 
I use 17,300 gallons 

w per day (gpd). This co 
I water use estimate 

includes use of 
reclaimed water for 
heating and cooling. 

No utility impacts; the 
IPS is now 112,000 SF 

-or 61,000 SF less 

than that proposed in 
2001. Despite being 
less in overall area, the 

building is projected to 

use 28,000 gpd of 
potable water and 
23,500 gpd of 

reclaimed water 
(serving the cooling 

towers). 

except for 
water use, 
which is 
greater than 
reported in 
the 2001 EIE 
and 2011 EIS 
forthe IPS 

building. 

Refer to the 

explanation 
provided in 
the column 

to the right. 

IPB COMPARATIVE EVALUATION 

Utilities, including i steam, gas, 
water, reclaimed water, and sewer, are accessible to the 
project site. With respect to overall water demand (both 

potable and reclaimed water), the 2001 EIE and 2011 EIS 
predicted a totar average water demand for the North Campus 
Technology Park of 89,600 gpd. The 173,000 SF building 

planned for the subject parcel (Parcel C) in the 2001 EIE was 
estimated to require 17,300 gpd of the total 89,600 gpd, or 

19.3% of the total water demand predicted for the Technology 
Park in 2001. The present total water demand for the North 

Campus Technology Park is now forecast to be higher. The new 

water demand is predicted to be 423,500 gpd. Thus, the 

51,500 gpd demand for the IPB (which includes both potable 
and reclaimed water) is now only 12.1% of the tota! water 
demand predicted for the Technology Park. Despite the 

increase in predicted water demand for the IPB, the UCONN 

water system can meet the tPB's expected water use even ih 
the event that the Fenton wellfield is unavailable. This is 
primarily due to the UCONN reclaimed water utility which, 

starting in 2013, recycles the wastewater from the UCONN 
wastewater treatment plant and returns the water to the 
UCONN Central Utility Plant for non-potable re-use. The utility 
plant had been the highest consumer of potable water on the 

UCONN system. Further, to address the water demands of the 
entire North Campus as well as other additional demands, 
UCONN will have successfully supplemented its public water 
supply as described elsewhere in this comparative evaluation 
th.rough a new interconnection with another water supply 
utility. 

Lastly, UCONN's WPCF has adequate capacity to treat 

wastewater from the IPB. THE WPCF has a design capaci.ty of 

3.0 mgd. Average daily flows at the WPCF currently range 
between 0.81 mgd and 1.32 mgd. 
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land Use 

Neighborhood 

Aesthetics 

Area, Municipal, State 
& Federal Concerns 

existing uses at 
UCONN campus 

Job creation, 
primarily high wage; 
new tax revenues or 
state grants in lieu 
of taxes 

would minimize 
impacts 

Consistent 
Town of Mansfield 
Plan of 
Development, and 

CT Conservation 
and Development 
Policies 

existing uses at 
UCONN campus 

Creation o-f 

approximately 179 
jobs, primarily high 
wage; potential 
increase in housing 
demand; new tax 
revenues or state 
grants in lieu of taxes; 
EJ community impact 
not anticipated 

Vegetated 
would minimize 
impacts 

Equivalent 

ent 

Consistent with Town Equivalent 
of Mansfield Plan of 

Conservation and 
Development; 
Conservation and 
Development Policies: 
The Plan for CT; and 
Windham Region Land 
Use Plan 2010 

IPB COMPARATIVE EVALUATION 

Would convert woodlands to Research and Development use, 
but new development would be consistent with existing land 
uses at the UCONN campus. Impacts would be equivalent to 
those outlined in the 2001 EIE. 

Overall beneficial impacts to neighborhoods. Impacts would be 
equivalent to those outlined in the 2001 EIE. 

Impacts waul e equivalent to those outlined in the 2001 EIE. 

Would be located within an area designated as a development 
area within municipal and state planning documents; would 
concentrate development where existing utility infrastructure 
exists; the parcel was defined to avoid sensitive habitats to the 
greatest extent possible. Overall, impacts equivalent to those 
outlined in the 2001 EIE. 
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Energy 

Traffic and Parking 

environmentally 
friendly 

technologies for 
energy efficiency 

With mitigation, all 
but one intersection 
will operate at 
acceptable level of 
service (LOS) 

employing 
environmentally 
friendly technologies 
for energy efficiency 

intersection LOS in the 
project study area 
would remain 
unchanged and all 
intersections would 
experience a LOS Cor 
better; operations 
would mostly remain 
the same and in those 
cases where the LOS 
would degrade, it 

would not do so 
beyond LOS D. 
Because the IPB is only 
part of the proposed 
North Campus Master 

Plan, its impact on the 
existing network is 
smalL Extension of 
North Hillside is not 
required for a 

, functional road 
network. 

Equivalent or 
less 

IPB COMPARATIVE EVALUATION 

Because land is owned by the University, on the 
parcel is not subject to zoning. Impacts would be equivalent to 
those outlined in the 2001 EIE. 

The facility will be developed following the University's 
Sustainable Design & Construction Policy and thus will meet 
the requirements for LEED Silver. 

the purposes of securing a Major TraffiC Generator 
Administrative Decision from the State Traffic Administration 
demonstrates that the proposed IPS would have minimal 
impact on traffic operations in the project area. While the 
proposed action can be accommodated without ful! 
implementation of actions in the Master Plan EIE, the IPB 
project can be developed as an initial stage of the overall North 
Campus Plan without major mitigation measures. 
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Toxic Waste 

Air Quality 

Increase in 

municipal solid 
waste 

system 
of management of 
regulated waste 
would be extended 
to new facilities 

Impacts at peak 
travel times 

Noise typical of 
commercial 

developments and 
due to traffic 

hazardous wastes 
would be. disposed of 

in accordance with 
State and federal 
regulations 

Air quality impacts not 
anticipated to be 
significant. 

Noise typical of 
commercial 
developments and due 
to traffic 

utilities and services 
with the continued 
development of the 
North Campus 

Equivalent or 
less 

Equivalent or 

less 

less 

IPB COMPARATIVE EVALUATION 

Impacts could be I due to the fact that the building is smaller 
than that proposed in the 2001 EIE. 

Air quality impacts are not anticipated to be significant and 
would be less than that outlined in the 2001 EIE, including 
during peak times. This is due to a reduction in the size of 
building; a reduced parking capacity and corresponding 
reduction in vehicle trips; and cleaner burning engines since 
2001. 

In addition to traffic noise, potential noise sources include 
power transformers, HVAC units, and elevator banks. However, 
the equipment will be located inside the buildings and thus 
won't significantly impact ambient noise. Impacts could be less 
than those outlined in the 2001 EIE due to the reduction in the 
size of the building and thus the reduction of cars on the roads. 

the exception of water, the demand for utilities and 
services associated with the !PB may be less than that 

evaluated in the 2001 EIE due to the reduction in the size of the 
building. Therefore, cumulative impacts to most utilities could 
be diminished. With respect to water, the UCONN water 
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Traffic and Parking Not evaluated 

Not evaluated 

Additional traffic and 
parking demand with 
continued 

development of the 
North Campus 

Equivalent or 

less 

IPB COMPARATIVE EVALUATION 

system can meet the IPB's expected water use even in the 
event that the Fenton wellfield is unavailable because the 
UCONN reclaimed water utility has allowed the UCONN Central 

Utility Plant, which had been the system's largest consumer of 

potable water, to come off the potable water system. Further, 
to address the water demands of the entire North Campus as 
well as other additional demands, UCONN will have 
successfully increased their public water supply as described 

elsewhere in this comparative evafuation through a ne~ 
interconnection with another water supply utility. A CEPA ElE 
and ROD for Potential Sources of Water Supply was completed 

in July 2013. The preferred alternative involves an 

interconnection with the Connecticut Water Company (CWC). A 

contract agreement between UCONN and CWC is in place as of 
December 2013 and permitting for the project is expected to 
be completed by mid-2015. Thus, cumulative impacts 

associated with expanding the campus water supply to meet 

demands attributed to future development have already been 
identified in an approved EIE and ROD. 

The IPB may generate I evaluated 

in the 2001 EIE due to the reduction in the size of the building 
and the reduction of parking. Therefore, cumulative impacts to 
transportation systems may be diminished. 

Impacts to hydrology Equivalent or Impervious surfaces would be less than planned for within the 
and water quality due less 
to increase in 

impervious surfaces 

and stormwater 
pollutants 

2001 E!E. The corresponding water quality impacts may also be 
less, due in part to low-impact development measures and 
more stringent erosion and sedimentation control and 
stormwater management requirements. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts to hydrology and water quality may be diminished. 
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TOWN OF MANSFl.)i:LD 

Mr. Larry Schilling,' University Architect 
At.chitectural and Bngineering Services 
University of Conno;>cticut 
31 LeDoyt Rd., U-Box 3038 
Storrs, CT 06269-3038 

Re; 

Dear Mr. Schilling: 

tnu. v A.ct::nl. cect 
TOWN OF' MANSFIELD 

RECEIVED 

.h.UPRE!Y P. BS'C'K: B'C.fJ.LDlNQ 

!@ OU2 

@J 001 

.Architectural 8:- FOfJR SOOT>! 'E.YILEVlt.Lll! l'<OAD 

Bugi.neer\ng Serv1ce.s t sTOt<as. """"""""'ctl't'·,.,.,.""•• 
1Jniversi\y of Connecucu 

April 10, 2001 

Mansfield's Planning and Zoning Commission and Town Coun.cU, with the assistance of the 
Town's Conservation Commission and staff, have reviewed the above referenced Environmental Impact 
Evaluation (EIE). The following comments should be addressed in accordance with Connecticut 
Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) processes and, whete applicable in the design, pennit, construction 
and maintenance elements of project development: 

l. The North Camptts Master Plan is considered to be generally consisteut with local, r?gional and State 
land use platis, and it is noteworthy that, in association with the former Connecticut Technology Park 
project on this site, Mansfield's Planning and Zoning. Commission and Inland Wetland Age11cy 
approved a roadway link to Route 44, a hotel/conference center and three office/research buildings. 
However, the magnitude of the project will have significant impacts for the Town. It is recognized 
that there is value in compr<:h<msive.ly analyzing the cumulative impacts fm· the entire North Campus 
area, but it is very difficult to fhlly assess potential impacts without more specific project details. The 
uncertainty about deve!oprneut timing lllld infrastructure pbruling further complicates the revi.ew. 
Accordingly, it (s ~ecomrnended that Town officials and residents be given future opportunities 
to comment on various elements of development, iucluding specilic ston:nwacer lytanagemeot 
plnns; indh'idual project designs, pnrtieulnrly with :respect to neighborhood hn~>acts, visu:~l 
impacts, infrastructure needs,. preservation of historic structures, and erosion and sediment 
coutrol; and the phasing of roadway and intersection improvements. In acting on this RIR, the 
Ofllce of Policy and Management should incorporate S]:lecific approval conditions that include a 
subsequent development-by-development review, with opportunities fur public comment, in 
order to ver!fy that commitments and mitigation measure_~ cited In the approved .Em are 
incorporated into :l)nnl plans. 

2. Development of the North Campus Master Plan will have significant direct and indirect impacts for 
tl1e Town of Mansfield. In addition to the traffic and envirorun~ntal impacts, the project will result in 
infrastructure as ·well as municipal and educational service costs. It is recognized that the pr-oject is 
projected to contribute direct ta:.: payments or Stnte gants in lieu of taxes. lt is essential that 
these contributions are adequate to address Town costs nod, as each project site is developed, 
offsite infrastructure costs should be incorporated into the project. 

-48-



J....lVVV'iVVV~V<.J 

04/11101 WED OS: 42 FAX 880 429 8883 ~OWN 0 F )!ANS FIELD 

lgjUUJ 

@002 

3. The water supply data utilizes registered we1lfte\d capacities which have been questioned in the past, 
and projected margins of safety are not significant. Xt is anticipated that more infillmation on water 
supply issues will be available upon the completion of the Town's Water Study, finalization of 
UCotm's level A aquifer smdies ao.d approval of UConn's pending Water Supply :Plan Update. 
Water supply problems are .not amicipated for initial projects in the North Campus area, but there may 
be increasing uncertainties as lliis area and other portions of the UConn campus arc developed, The 
EIE should clarify the role the State Dep't, of :U~Ith will have in reviewing future proje~ts and 
the Office of Policy and Management should incorporate n speclfic approval condition that 
ensures that wnter supply issues cau be revisited once additional information becomes available. 

4. The EIE emphasizes that a comprehensive stormwater management plan will be prepared for the 
entire North Campus and that peak runoff will be limited to pre-development levels. The reporl also 
notes that, working with DEP, vegetated swales and other non-structural measures will be 
implemented and lliat stnlctural measures, including catch basins with deep sumps and hoods, gross 
particle separators and/or detention/retention basins, and possibly cyclonic gross particle separators, 
will be implemented and "maintai.ned to insure continued ·effectiveness." These drainage dements are 
a significant component of the project 2.\'ld inappropriate design, implementation and maintenance 
could have significant impacts for downstream property-Dwners and on the Town of Mansfield's 
roadway and drainage systems, As previously emphasized, it is essential that the Town be given 
future opportunities to review and comment upon specific storm wate.r management designs, 
and all mitigation measures arid loug-t?l:m maintenance responsibilities must be documented in 
construction plans nnd contractual documents. 

5. The EtE notes that the UConn landfill area is de~ignaied for surface parking and that an impervious 
cover may reduce leachate movemems. Potential impacts on landfill leachate movemeol.$ ~lso 
must be considered with respect to site drainage and the stormwater management system 
design. This issue has not been addressed in the EXE. 

6. The submitted traffic impact analysis does not adequately address potential impacts on 'Town and 
State roads 2.\'ld it does not adequately address the timing of traffic mitigation measures, including. the 
e:>tension of North Hillside Roacl. The ElE should emphasize the need to incorporate specific 
roadway and Intersection improvements, as well as pubUc transit access, walkways and bicycle 
paths, into speciiic project designs. The attached report from Mansfield's Assistant Towo 
Engineer provides more details on traffic safety issues that need to be addressed, 

7. The Norlli Campus Master Plan includes areas of preserved prime farmland,· areas :where prime 
farmland will b"' developed and a proposal to replace on an acre-by-e.cres basis, in an of.f.~ite location, 
farmland wbich is lost due to development. A recent study by E. Pagoulatos, head of UConn's 
Agricultural and Resource Economics Department, underscores the high value of farmland, and a 
concerted effort musl b~ made ~o preveu t auy loss of prime farmland, wbich is considered " 
unique and irreplaceable resource, Th~ proposed offsite creation of new farml2.\1d to replace lost 
fannland on North Campus has not been documented in any detail and cannot be supported as an 
appropriate. mitigation measure. The ElE sl!onld be revised to incorpo1·ate all !dentifled prime 
farmland Into depicted preservation areas, 

8. The Rosebrooks House and bam, whlch are situated along Route 195 on parcel f, are listed on the 
State Regist<:>r of Historic Places and are older th:l.\1 represented in the EIE. Public Rearing testimony 
from R. Smith, Mansfield's Town Historian, and others, reported that the Roscbrooks house was built 
in the 1700's and that the barn was built in 1875. The Rosebrooks house and barn have blstol"lc 
significance and should be preserved on site, not potentially 'displaced,' as 1ndlcated in the EIE. 
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9. The plan notes the importance of buffering new development from neighboring properties, hut appears 
to inappropriately rely on a planned 30-foot-wide vegetated buffer to add.J:ess potential neighborhood 
impacts. In many locations, such as parcel a, which is adjacent to the Rolling Hills mobile home 
park, the proposed 30-foot buffer likely will not be adequate to address potential visual, noise 
and lighting impacts, As previously emphnsized, there needs to be a process to analyze 
neighborhood impacts on a project-by-project b;~si~. Additionally, io developing individual site 
plans, allligb.ting should be the minimum necessary to addr~s safety and security needs and 
belp minimize light spill and the illununatiou ofuightskies. 

10. The North Campus Master Plan indicates that convenience retail uses are appropriate on parcel g. 
This area is in close prox.imity to Town-designated commercial areas at Four Corners and King Hill 
Road, :md the maXimum planned buildout of \0,000 sq. ft. of commercial space .;:auld undermine 
efforts to revitalize nnd strengthen these areas. Parcel g has a potential buildout of 60,000 square feet, 
which could increase the commercial square footage beyond what is represented 'in !be EIE. The EfE 
should more thoroughly addr~ss this commercial competition issue a11d, if a limited amount of 
accessory commercial use is deemed appropriate, ernpha$iS should be placed on 
support/couvenience comJilcrciul uses that are complementary to the Four Corners and King 
Hill :Ro!l.d areas. 

11. Parcel h, which is designated for student housing and associated accessory uses including 
pilrklng and recreation, abuts rhe Storrs Burial Ground, und setback and buffering issues have 
not been addressed in the Em. 

12. The EIB specit1es that, since the North Campus development will take place on University land, the 
projects arc not under municipal zoning authority. While it is anticipated that the proposed 
developments will bs directly linked to UConn's educational function and would be exempt from 
municipal Jurisdiction, neither th~ State Statutes nor CT case law address this jurisdictional issue, and 
future uses may be subject to municipal regulation. The EJ.il: and Record of Decision should 
acknowledge this jurisdictional issue· and potential land usc regulation by the Town of 
Mansfield. 

13. The Ell:i lists various State permits that need to be obtained, but does not comment on the timing of 
these permits. It should be clarified whether identified State permits need to be obtained on u 
site-by-site, deveJopment-by-developnlent basis or on a more generic entire proj~ct a'rea basis. 

14. The BrE recognizes 1h.;:rc is evidence of the existence of three protected avian species· wi \bin the areas 
of proposed development. Other potential wildlife corridors should also b<:: investigated. Thi~ is 
recommended because a visual inspection by 3!1 archaeological consultant for a 1994 EIE raised 
concems (p. 3-49). The ElE should not be considered Dual until after field investigations have 
been completed by professional 6'io!oglsts aud archaeologists. To min:ixniz~ impacts on 
agricultural land as well as wildlife habitats, a more specific sequence for developing designated 
technology/research parcels should be required. Ba·sed on e::dstlng information, it appears that 
parcel e should be the first parcel to be developed, .followed by c nnd d. Lower-impact uses 
should be cou~(dered for parcels a and j. 

15. There appears to be an inconsistency betweell the North Campus Plan recommeod::ttion for 
parcel b, which recommends technology and research us the primary use, and the chart on page 
1-9, which indi~ates the primary use as 1·emote parldng with a secondary use as reerention, This 
should be clal'ified. 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

16. Pages 3-55 through 3-61 provide data about Mansfield's population, employment, income 
characteristics and educational characteristics. While this information is llOt critical to the 
enviroruneutal impact evaluation, it does contain inaccurate or outdated population totals, and the EIE 
does not adequately expJgin b.ow the reported demographic information ls affected by the 
University's presence in town. This should be clari11ed and appropriately updated. 

17. Figure 7 indicates that portions of parcel a are within the area of influence for the Rolling Hill$ 
moblle horne park's supply well, but does not address this Issue in the impact analysis. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We anticipate continued cooperation regarding this project 
area and other issues of mut\lal interest. 'fown officials are. available to discuss any of the issues 
identified in this letter. vVe respectf\\lly request a copy ofthe Unive~sity's writtl>n responses. If you have 
any questions regarding this k>tte~, please contact Mansfield's Town Planner, Gregory J. l'adick, at 429-
3329. 

Very truly yours, 

A .. A.'·'· d( fda.JJV.-;;])" 
1~Barberet, Chairman 
Manstield Planning & Zoning Commission 

encl. 

cc: J. Petersen, Chancellor, Univ. CT 
T. Callahan, Vice-Pres., Univ. CT 
K. Fox, Co-Chair, Univ. Master Plan Carom. 
R; Schwab, Co-Chair, Univ. MasterPlan Comm, 
J. Smith, State Off Policy & Mgm 't. 

f:b~ e fJ-I:c(;~~1 
Elizabeth C. Paterson 
Mayor of Mansfield 

B. Buddington, Dir., Windham Region Council ofGov'ts. 
Mansfield Conservation Commission 
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Memorandum: April 4, 2001 
To: Traffic Authority 
From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Engineer 
Re: UConn North Campus Master Plan - Traffic Impact Study 

dated Feb~ary 19, 2001 

There.are one or two inconsis~encies in the report but by and 
large it seems to be digested. !rorn a more det:ailed ;z::eport having 
more information which wo~tld be of interest, especially with 
regard to Specific intersection analyses and·movement breakdowns 
for specific movements. I think this repol:'t. treats off campus 
impacts lightJ.y. 

1. Table 3 indicates 49~ traffic increase on Hunting Lodge Road. 
Page 19, last line next to last paragraph indicates a reduction 
in traffic on BUnting Lodge Road. 

This needs explanation. 

2. North Eagleville Rd & Route 32 intersection does not seem to be 
addressed. This is presently a poor intersection carrying 
considerable uConn traffic. 

J. North Eagleville Rd & Bone Mill Rd intersection has long been a 
problem location and will likely be increasingly so with the 
growing Depot Campus operation. This is also true for the 
Birch Road & Hunting Lodge Road intersection but this has not 
yet been a sel:'ious problem location. 

4. The Separatist R.oad section between Route 275 and Stadium Road 
is mentioned as having increase in traffic but is not mentioned 
othentise. The road is nar:cow, has horizontal and vertical 
cu~es that restrict·~ight distance and is likely to suffe~ 
from this increase. This inte:csection is noted as reaching 
level of service F which is not acceptable op<;:ration·. · 

s. A reduction in provided pa.rldng from 4SOO to 3600 is indicated 
without an accompanying reduction in building area. 

Page·3: 

6. As in past reports- Routes 89 
changed many, many years ago. 
Rout:e 39 - which does not lead 

and 289 had their Route numbers 
These are now Routes ~9Ei and 
to Route 6. 

7. Route 195 is only 40 to 44 feet ~tide through the campus and 
possibly between Route 44 and Route 32. Most of it is two 12' 
lanes and shoulders varying from 1' to 3'. 

a. There is also an active pedestrian light on Route 195 in front 
of the dormitories near Gurleyville Road. 
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9. Route 275 speed limit is 30 and 35 mph, not 40 mph. 

10. Route 275 is only 30' wide bet,~een Separatist. Road and Route 
J.9S. 

11. Separa~ist Road runs from Route 275 to ~orth Eagleville Road. 
State route 430 ends at Hunting Lodge Road. 

Page 5, 

12. speed humps have been installed on Eastwood and westwood 
Roads, 

Page 6: 

13. Mansfield Road doesn't operate effect:ively as a two lane e:dt 
from. campus because it has only one approach lane away from 
the intersection, aft.;.r a fe;v cars make the pe:r:mitted right 
turn others are blocked from doing so. Hidening to ti:Jo lanes 
will make this true. 

Page 7: 

14 .. The comment regarding long queues northbound on Route 195 at: 
Gurleyville Rd may be less now with recent light control 
repairs. This bears watching. 

Page 8: 

15. The table 2 figures are averages only, and don't present 
specific movement levels of service. 

15. Table 2 doesn't include the North Eagleville & Route 32 
intersection. 

Page 12: 

17 . Increases OI:l Cedar S>vamp Rd and Ba.""<ter Rd are noted. Speed 
hurnps we have approved should go in on these roads. 

Page 13: 

18. Hunting Lodge Rd is sho1~n as having a 49%- ;lncrc=ase reaching 
67G vehicles per hour in 2010. Present traftic has beeri 
higher t~an this. Does this include the completed Hillside 
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Extension ? 

19. 47~ inc~ease in traffic on Separatist Rd at route 275 should 
be dealt wit:h. 

Page 14: 
20. Eastwood-Westwood Roads show so and ·55% increase in traffic. 

Page 15; 

21. Analyses should be ~ncluded with movement breakdowns. 

Page 2o. 

22. The separate right turn lane on Hillside southbound at Stadium 
Road may encourage traffic on Separatist Road, 

23. Regarding upgrade and optimization of signaliz<;lU.on - this 
monitoring should include a committment to main unsignalized 
intersection mon~toring as well. 

24. I think it worthwhile to spell out the improvement process in 
some detail to achieve_mutual understanding of the upcoming 
proce·sse$. 

-54-

I@ uu~ 
t@ uu·, 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER 

Matthew W, Hart, Town Manager 

Janmuy 23, 2012 

Ms. Amy Jackson-Grove · 
Division Administrator-FHW A 
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303 
Glastonbmy, CT 06033 
Email: Amy.Jackson-Grove@dot.gov 

Mr. Richard A. Miller 
Director of Environmental Policy 
University of Connecticut 
31 LeDoyt Road U-3055 
Storrs, CT 06269-3055 
Email: rich.miller@uconn.edu 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVIUE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268.2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fax: (860) 429-6863 

Transmitted via Email 

Re: Final Environmental Impact Study (FEIS) for North Hillside Road 

Dear Ms. Jackson-Grove and Mr. Miller: 

Thank you for providing the oppmtunity to comment on the Final Environmental Impact Study 
for North Hillside Road. As was noted in the Town's comments on the 2008 Draft EIS (DEIS), 
the Town Council and Planning and Zoning Commission agreed with the conclusion of the DEIS 
that the North Hillside Road Extension project and associated development ofUConn's North 
Campus could be implemented without significant environmental impact. The only request made 
as part of our DEIS comments was that Mansfield residents and representatives be given 
adequate notice and opportunity to review and comment on construction plans prior to their 
approval and implementation. 

The FEIS maintains the prefened roadway alignment identified in the DEIS and incorporates 
several new mitigation measures to further reduce the environmental impact of the project, 
including: 

o Significant measures to protect wetlands along the roadway alignment through the 
constmction of two bridges where previously culverts had been proposed. 
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o Further reduction in wetland impacts through changes to the preferred North Campus 
Development by replacing development Parcel A with a ±76 acre conservation easement 
and reallocating development previously proposed for Parcel A to Parcel B. 

o Incorporation of additional measures to fu1iher mitigate impacts on wetlands and water 
quality, including: 

• Use of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques as part of the overall 
storm water management plan for the roadway construction and the development 
of the North Campus 

• Measures to reduce impacts of deicing and anti-icing activities 
• Measures to mitigate impacts of lighting on night skies and nocturnal habitats 
• Implementation of a monitoring program to control invasive species 
• Timing of construction to maxinlum extent possible to minimize inlpacts on 

impacts to amphibian habitats. 
o Acknowledgement of impacts on Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) and measures to 

mitigate those impacts. 
o Acknowledgement of the potential secondary and cumulative impacts that may occur to 

various environmental resources in Mansfield and the region through the development of 
housing and other services to support the anticipated growth in employment resulting 
from the development ofN011h Campus. 

Based on the above summary, staff has found the FEIS to be consistent with the comments 
provided by the Town Council and Planning and Zoning Commission in 2008. Additionally, we 
provide the following comments for your consideration: 

o While the response to our 2008 comments included in Appendix N indicated that 
opportunities for review and comment on constmction plans would be provided during 
subsequent stages of the desigrl and permitting process, we would like to take thls 
oppmiunity to reiterate that request for the record. 

o To ensure that the change from culve1is to bridges as referenced above meets the desired 
goals of reducing wetland impacts and protecting wildlife habitat connectivity, specific 
measures should be put in place during constmction such as restricted lay down areas and 
location of 'no equipment' areas, etc. to minimize inlpacts on those areas during 
construction. 

o While no significant changes were made to the assessment oftraffic impacts and 
mitigation measures, it is important to note that the intersection of South Eagleville Road 
and Separatist Road/Sycamore Drive has been of ongoing concern to the Town due to the 
number of accidents at the intersection and resident complaints. The FEIS recognizes 
that the Separatist Road approach will operate at a LOS F during PM Peak hours under 
both the 2010 and 2030 No Build Conditions. As such, we respectfully request that 
signalization ofthls intersection be made a priority and installed prior to full build-out of 
the Nmih Campus area. 

o As with any document of this magnitude and duration, there are projects referenced 
whose status has changed since the drafting of the document, including: 

• Water Reclamation Facility. This project is referred to in various places as being 
under consideration or design. These references should be updated to reflect 
cu1rent constmction status and anticipated completion date. (Pages ES-12, 95) 
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• Storrs Center. References should be updated to reflect that the project is under 
construction. 

• University Water Supply Plan. References should reflect completion date ofMay 
2011 instead of'anticipated completion date.' (Page 98) 

o It appears that the reference at the bottom of page 30 to 'Alternative 2B' should be 
revised to 'Alternative 2C' to correctly reflect the new number for the plan being 
described in the following parcel descriptions. 

In closing, we look forward to your continued cooperation regarding the review and 
implementation of construction plans for the Notth Hillside Road extension and the associated 
development of UConn' s north campus. If you have any questions regarding the comments 
included in tl:Us letter, please contact Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development. 

Sincerely, 

AlLiif 
Matthew W. Hart 
Town Manager 

Enclosure: Febtuary 10,2009 Letter from Town Council and PZC 

C: Town Council 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Conservation Commission 
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development 
Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Works 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT 

Larry Schilling, University Architect 
University of Connecticut, Storrs 

Pam Law, Deputy Secretary 
Office of Policy and Management 

August 13, 2001 

ElE for the North Campus Master Plan. UConn 

Based on a review of the subject environmental impact evaluation and related 
documentation conducted pursuant to C.G.S. 22a-le, I am herewith advising you of my 
finding that thls evaluation satisfies the requirements of the Connecticut Environmental 
Policy Act. 

In the future, site-specific projects proposed for development within UConn' s North 
Campus Master Plan area will be reviewed by OPM to ensure that impacts are 
substantially equivalent to or less than those identified for that site in the Master Plan 
ElE. If impacts are greater than identified in the Master Plan an environmental review 
pursuant to CEPA must be conducted. · 

In your letter dated July 19, 2001, UConn has agreed to draft and make available for a 
14-day public review period a site-specific project comparison evaluation. Upon 
completion of the public review, UConn shall send the comparative evaluation, along 
with any comments received thereon, to OPM for a timely review. 

The comparative project evaluation shall contain sufficient detail that OPM can evaluate 
consistency of specific projects with the approved North Campus Master Plan EIE. 

Further, a study is required to determine the long-term impacts of the University's 
withdrawal of water from the Fenton River. In the next phase of the North Campus 
expansion an evaluation of the use of the Fenton River should be undertaken in 
consultation with the Department of Environmental Protection.in order to minimize 
potential impacts to the Fenton River from future expansions. 

cc: John Bacewicz, OPM 

450 Capitol Avenue .. Hartford, Connecticut 06106-1308 
www.opm.state.ct.us 

.. -· ..... --- --- -· ----- ---=w~ . -. 



To: 
From: 
CC: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council ( 
Matt Hart, Town Manager ;J!~r;f, 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Patricia Schneider, Human 
Services Director 

Date: January 27, 2014 
Re: Classification - Outreach Social Worker 

Subject Matter/Background 
Staff is seeking Council's approval on the Outreach Social Worker classification. 
Traditionally, the Personnel Committee reviews and the Council as a whole 
approves pay grades for new non-union classifications. 

Based on feedback gathered from the various Human Services advisory 
committees in late spring 2013 and an assessment of departmental and client 
needs, staff believes a reorganization of Human Services staff is warranted. Due 
to two vacancies, a reorganization of staff will not result in the layoff or 
reassignment of any employees. The reorganization consists of the following 
changes: 

• Replacing the vacant 28-hr/week Social Worker position with a new 19-
hr/week Outreach Social Worker position 

• Replacing the vacant 35-hr/week Administrative Assistant position with a 
new 35-hr/week Senior Center Program Coordinator position (pay grade 
to be negotiated with the CSEA Professional and Technical union) 

• Increasing the hours of the existing Receptionist position from 17.5 to 35. 
hours per week (the incumbent had split her time between the Senior 
Center and the Community Center; under the reorganization she would 
work all 35 hours at the Senior Center) 

This reorganization will increase direct service provided to seniors at the Senior 
Center by over 415 hours per year while remaining cost neutral from a budgetary 
perspective. 

The Outreach Social Worker position will primarily work with senior clients. The 
selected candidate will normally work 19 hours per week and be a non-union 
position. Details of the job duties are in the attached. 

Staff utilized the Springsted point factor system when conducting the 
classification analysis (see attached). The Personnel Committee was scheduled 

-59-

Item #5 



to review this classification proposal at its January 21, 2014 meeting; that 
meeting was cancelled due to inclement weather. The Personnel Committee will 
review this classification proposal at its January 2th meeting and report out to 
the Council as a whole during tonight's Council meeting. 

Financial Impact 
There are sufficient funds budgeted within the Senior Services program budget to 
cover salary expenses for the position (see attached). The rate of pay for grade 
15 of the Town Administrators play plan is $25.57/hr-$33.21/hr. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Outreach Social Worker position be classified at 
grade 15 of the Town Administrators (non-union) pay plan. 

If the Council as a whole supports this recommendation, the following motion is 
in order: 

Move, effective January 27, 2014, to create the classification of Outreach Social 
Worker and set the pay grade for the position at grade 15, salary range of 
$25.57/hr-$33.21/hr of the Town Administrators pay plan. 

Attachments 
1) Job Description 
2) Classification Analysis 
3) Financial Analysis- positions as currently budgeted 
4) Financial Analysis- positions as proposed 
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Class Title: 
Group: 
Pay Grade: 
FLSA: 
Effective Date: 

TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
POSITION DESCRIPTION 

Outreach Social Worker 
Town Administrators 
Town Administrators Grade 15 
Exempt 
January 28, 2014 

General Description/Definition of Work 
This position perfonns intermediate professional work primarily in the support and assistance of older 
adults with personal, social, health and economic needs as well as related work as required. Duties include 
assessing client needs; determining available programs and services; preparing and maintaining files, 
records and reports. Work is perfmmed under regular supervision. Position reports to the Director of 
Human Services or his/her designee. 

Essential Job Functions/Typical Tasks 
• Assesses the extent of independent functioning, informal and formal support systems, environment, 

safety, needs for additional services and resources and coordinates services available to meet needs. 
Conducts both in office visits and home visits as appropriate to meet the needs of the client. 

• Works as a partner with clients, family members and caregivers to determine needs and select 
appropriate services to meet those needs. Recognizes the individual's rights of self-determination. 

• Makes appropriate referrals, coordinates with service providers to ensure the provision of necessary 
services. Monitors and modifies services on an ongoing basis. 

• Maintains appropriate statistics, case notes and files. 
• Maintains linkages with organizations, agencies and businesses in the community. 
• Gathers and maintains current infonnation on the needs of clients and the services and programs 

available to meet those needs. Keeps abreast of changing legislation that affects seniors. 
• Uses a variety of approachys and media to get infonnation out to the community including such as 

press releases and public speaking engagements. 
• Assists clients in applying for federal, state and local services and benefits. 
• Advocates on behalf of clients to assist them in meeting their needs. 
• Encourages and supports family and other caregivers in their efforts to provide assistance to their 

senior and disabled adult relatives. 
• Coordinates support groups and educational series to benefit clients, their families and caregivers and 

the community at large. 
• Responds to referrals from other Town departments, members of the community and concemed 

persons. Responds to crisis referrals by coordinating in a timely fashion with Protective Services, the 
Police Department, Mental Health Crisis Services and/or other appropriate parties. 

• Maintains an outreach focus in order to find and service those residents who are less visible and less 
vocal in the community. 

Knowledge, Skills and Abilities: 
• Skill and ability to perform general social work practice including engagement, assessment, 

intervention, monitoring and evaluation. Excellent crisis intervention skills. 
• Knowledge of the issues and needs of the senior, disabled adult and the financially at risk population 

and the resources available to meet those needs. 
• Ability to demonstrate good judgment, empathy, sensitivity and flexibility. 
• Ability to work independently within the community as well as cooperatively with department staff 

and other organizations and agencies. 
• Ability to work with Microsoft applications including Outlook, Word, PowerPoint and Publisher. 
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Education and Experience: 
Bachelor's degree from an accredited college in Social Work or a related field and two years of work 
experience with seniors in a similar setting. Master's degree in Social Work preferred. 

Physical Demands and Work Environment: 
(The physical demands and work environment characteristics described here are representative of those 
that must be met by an employee to successfully perform the essential functions of this job. The list is 
not all-inclusive and may be supplemented as necessary. Reasonable accommodations may be made to 
enable individuals with disabilities to perform the essential functions.) 

• This is sedentary work requiring the exertion of up to 10 pounds of force occasionally, and a negligible 
amount of force frequently or constantly to move objects. 

• Work requires reaching, standing, walking, and fingering. 
• Vocal communication is required for expressing or exchanging ideas by means of the spoken word, and 

conveying detailed or important instructions to others accurately, loudly, or quickly. 
• Hearing is required to perceive information at normal spoken word levels, and to receive detailed 

information through oral communications and/or to make fine distinctions in sound. 
• Visual acuity is required for preparing and analyzing written or computer data, operation of motor 

vehicles or equipment, detennining the accuracy and thoroughness of work, and observing general 
surroundings and activities. 

• The worker is not subject to adverse environmental conditions. 

Special Requirements: 
Must possess and maintain a driver's license valid in the state of Connecticut. 

The above description is illustrative of tasks and responsibilities. It is not meant to be all-inclusive of 
every task or responsibility. The description does not constitute an employment agreement between the 
Town of Mansfield and the employee and is subject to change by the Town as the needs of the Town and 
requirements of the job change. 

Approved by: Date:------~-
Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 
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Town of Mansfield 
Classification and Pay Plan 
Pay Grade for Outreach Social Worker 

Title Grade Skill 
Outreach Social Worker 
Proposed NU 15 5 

Information Technology 
Specialist NU 15 4 
Executive Asst. to Town 
Manager NU 15 4 
Accountant NU15 5 
Social Worker (Youth, 

I Adult/Senim) P/T20 5 
w 
1 
Recommendation: 

Training 

80 

80 

40 
80 

120 

Experience Level HR Physical Conditions Independ 

. 

40 60 15 0 0 40 

20 45 15 10 0 35 

40 45 35 10 5 50 
40 45 10 0 0 so 

80 60 15 0 0 50 

Outreach Social Worker, NU GR 15 , Salary Range $25.57/hr, $46,537/yr- $33.21/hr, $60,442/yr (7/1/12 rate) 

January 9, 2014 

Impact Supervision Total 

40 0 280 

35 5 245 

40 0 265 
50 5 280 

40 0 365 



B d u ?ete dH uman s s ffi s ervtces · ta ng tructure -

Hrs/ FICA or 
·osition wk Salary Alt. Medicare 
ocial Worker 
meant) 28 $41,175 $2,553 $597 

,dmin. Asst. 
iTacant) 35 $46,956 $2,911 $681 

ceceptionist 
incumbent) 17.5 $22,393 $1,388 $325 

Total 80.5 $110,524 $6,852 $1,603 

~ssumptions: 

Jses FY 12/13 wage rates as 13/14 not yet determined 
Jses FY 13/14 health insurance rates 
Jses FY 13/14 MERS rates 

MERS 

$4,933 

$5,625 

$2,683 
$13,241 

p .. os1t1ons to b I e mpacte d 

Health 
Insurance/ 

Life Pymtin 
LTD STD Ins. Lieu 

$250 $225 $133 $9,649 

$285 $256 $152 $1,200 

$136 $122 $72 $6,534 
$671 $603 $358 $17,382 

~eceptionist position is shared with Parks and Recreation; each department has 17.5 hrs per week; incumbent 
:urrently filling in 35 h.ts/wk on a temporary basis 
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$59,515 

$58,067 

$33,652 
$151,234 



Proposed Human Services Staffing Structure - Positions to be Impacted 

Hrs/ FICA or 
Position wk Salary Alt. Medicare 

Outreach Social 
Worker 

I I vacant/ new) 19 $25,312 $506 $367 

Senior Center 
Program 
Coordinator 
I (vcant/ new) 35 $40,841 $2,532 $592 

Receptionist 
I (incumbent) 35 $44,699 $2,771 $648 

Total 89 $110,852 $5,810 $1,607 

Assumptions: 
Uses FY 12/13 wage rates as 13/14 not yet determined 
Uses FY 13/14 health insurance rates 
Uses FY 13/14 MERS rates 

MERS 

--

$4,893 

$5,355 
$10,248 
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Health 
Insurance/ 

Life Pymtin 
LTD STD Ins. Lieu 

-- -- -- --

$248 $223 $132 $11,721 

$271 $244 $145 $13,067 
$519 $467 $277 $24,788 

Total 

$26,185 

$61,182 

$67,201 
$154,568 



PAGE 
BREAK 
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To: 
From: 
CC: 

Date: 
Re: 

Town of Mansfield 
Agenda Item Summary 

Town Council 
1

} 

Matt Hart, Town Manager$wn 
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Cynthia van Zelm, Executive 
Director, Mansfield Downtown Partnership 
January 27, 2014 
Building Permit Fee for Educational Playcare LLC 

Subject Matter/Background 
Attached please find a communication from Educational Playcare LLC requesting 
a reduction in the building permit fee for its project in Storrs Center. 

As provided in Section of 107-6 of the Building Construction Ordinance (see 
attached), the Town Council has the ability to contractually establish a reduced 
fee for certain "large" projects to more accurately reflect the cost to the Town of 
inspecting the project. This section is part of a series of amendments to the 
ordinance that went into effect in January 2013. Via a Building Permit Fee Fixing 
Agreement, the Council has to date approved a lower fee for Leyland Storrs LLC 
and EDR Storrs LLC for phases 1 C and Market Square of Storrs Center. 

Financial Impact 
The anticipated building permit fee for the Educational Playcare project totals 
$38,420.76, based on an estimated construction value of $1,726,000 and the 
current fee of $22 per $1,000 of construction value. Staff's estimate of the cost 
to inspect the building from receipt of the application through the issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy is $31,068, or $18 per $1,000 of construction value. 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Council refer this item to the Finance Committee for 
review. 

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

Move, effective January 27, 2014, to refer the request from Educational Playcare 
LLC for a reduction in the building permit fee for its project in Storrs Center to the 
Finance Committee, to review and to develop a recommendation for Council's 
consideration. 
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Attachments 
1) Educational Playcare LLC reBuilding Permit Fee for Storrs Center Project 
2) Excerpts from Chapter 107, Mansfield Code. of Ordinances 

-68-



Box 129 
West Simsbury, CT 06092 

RE: Building Permit Fee for Educational Playcare LLC 

Project location is Storrs Center 

Tel: 860-989-9302 
Fax: 860-651-4447 

January 15, 2014 

We are requesting a reduction in the permit fee for this project. The estimated value of the 
building is #1,726,000. Of this amount, $150,000 we have already received a pennit at the 
full rate. 

We are making this request because the original project budget has increased substantially. 
Numerous delays on many fronts have forced us to begin our project in the dead of winter 
thus increasing the site work and concrete work costs dramatically. The structural 
engineering and site engineering fees are substantially greater than what we have experienced 
in past projects. The requirements, especially the site development, are more complex than 
we anticipated. While we initially recognized the specific nature of the sight might cause 
small issues, over time these issues have been substantial. Until final engineering was 
complete it wasn't possible for us to have known this. And lastly, as a result of delays by all 
parties (we had hoped to begin construction last March), over the past year building 
materials and labor costs have increased substantially. 

We are struggling at this point to come close to our original budget for the project and meet 
the limits of the financing that has been approved by our lenders. Every little bit helps and 
we hope we might receive some assistance by way of reduced permit fees. We are still 
planning to construct a state-of-the m.i childcare facility which will make the citizens and 
workers in Mansfield proud. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jane Porterfield and Gerry Pastor 
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Town of Mansfield, CT 

Chapter 107. BUILDING CONSTRUCTION 

§ 107-1. Legislative authority. 

Town of Mansfield, CT 

Wednesday, January 22, 2014 

Pursuant to Chapters 541, 98 and 99 of the Connecticut General Statutes, as amended, the 
following penalties and schedule of fees are hereby established in accordance with the 
provisions of the State Building Code, Connecticut Fire Prevention Code and Connecticut Fire 
Safety Code, as amended. 

§ 107-2. Schedule of fees. 
A The fee for a building permit required under the provisions of the State Building Code, as 

amended, shall be at the rate of $15.25 for each $1,ooo or fraction thereof of construction 
value, except as provided in Subsections B, C and D, below. 

B. The fee for a building permit required under the provisions of the State Building Code, and 
requiring plan review and/or inspection by the Fire Marshal pursuant to the Connecticut 
Fire Safety Code and/or Connecticut Fire Prevention Code, as amended, shall be at the rate 
of $22 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of construction value. 

C. The fee for a permit for the demolition of a building or structure shall be at the rate of 
$12.50 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof of the cost of such demolition. A copy of the 
work contract shall be submitted for the purpose of determining permit fees, except that 
permit fees for demolition not requiring a licensed demolition contractor shall be based 
on the actual cost of the demolition activity. 

D. The fee for a building permit required under the provisions of the State Building Code, as 
amended, for one- and two-family residences, townhouses and associated accessory 
buildings to those structures shall be at a rate of $13.25 for each $1,000 or fraction thereof 
of construction value. 

E. A fee of $25 for all permits required pursuant to Subsections A, C and D of this section shall 
be applied when the cost of the work is valued at less than or equal to $1,000 of 
construction value. A fee of $so for all permits required pursuant to Subsection B of this 
section shall be applied when the cost of work is valued at less than or equal to $1,000 of 
construction value. 

F. The fee for the inspection of any existing fuel-burning appliance is $35 per unit, and must be 
submitted prior to the inspection. Applicants requesting an inspection shall apply to the 
Building Department. 

G. Except as provided under Subsection H of this section, all permit fees are due when an 
application is submitted to the Building Department. 

H. A nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee of $350 per dwelling unit must be 
submitted with the application for all new permits submitted pursuant to Subsection B. 
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Town of Mansfield, CT 

The fee shall be $2so for all permits submitted pursuant to Subsection D. The plan 
review/administrative fee will be subtracted from the total fee as calculated pursuant to 
the fee schedule set out in this section. The balance of the permit fee will be due upon the 
approval of the building permit. 

I. Construction value, used for the determination of all fees within this schedule, shall be 
determined by the Building Official pursuant to the State Building Code, as amended. 

§ 107-3. Refunds. 
A. When a permit has been issued in accordance with the State Building Code and the 

owner/applicant abandons or discontinues the building project, or, if the permit is revoked 
by the Building Official, the owner/applicant can make a written request for a refund. That 
portion of the work actually completed shall be computed and any excess fee shall be 
returned, less a nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee equivalent to a minimum of 
$so or 1S% of the cost of the permit, whichever is greater. 

B. When a permit application submitted under this section has been denied in accordance 
with the State Building Code, the owner/applicant can make a written request for a refund. 
Any excess fee shall be returned, less the nonrefundable plan review/administrative fee 
prescribed in§ 107-2H. In all other cases, the refund shall be $so or 1s% of the cost of the 
permit, whichever is greater. 

C. The Building Official will calculate the refund due to the owner/applicant and forward it to 
the Finance Department for processing. 

§ 107-4. Penalties for offenses. 
A. Any person who violates any provision of the State Building Code shall be fined not less 

than $200 nor more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both, as 
provided in C.G.S. § 29-2s4a. 

B. Any person who shall continue any work in or about the structure after having been served 
with a stop-work order, except such work as that person is directed to perform to remove 
a violation or unsafe conditions, shall be liable to a fine of not less than $zoo nor more 
than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both, as provided in C.G.S. § 29-
2s4a. 

C. Starting work prior to obtaining a building permit. 
(1) A penalty of $zso will be added to a permit fee for starting work without a permit. 
(2) A penalty will not be assessed to emergency repair work. 

§ 107-5. Agencies exempt from fees; education fee. 
Agencies of the Town of Mansfield and the Mansfield Board of Education are required to 
comply with the provisions of the State Building Code, as amended, but shall not be required 
to pay any permit fees required under said State Building Code, any amendment thereto or 
under any Town ordinance relating thereto, except that the Building Official shall assess an 
education fee on each building permit application, including any application filed by an agency 
of the Town of Mansfield or the Mansfield Board of Education, as required by C.GS. § 29-263 
(b), as amended, and the regulations promulgated thereunder. 

§ 107-6. Exception. 

-71-
http://ecode360.com/print!MA1517?guid=11924822,11924807,11924808,11924818,11924... 1/22/2014 



Town of Mansfield, CT 

Except for the mandatory education fee noted in the preceding§ 107-5, nothing in this 
chapter shall limit the authority of the Town Council as set forth in Town of Mansfield 
Charter§ C303 to contractually establish any alternative schedule of fees for any large 
multifamily, commercial or mixed use construction project to reflect more accurately the 
cost to the Town of providing the services related to such fees. 
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To: 
From: 
Date: 
Re: 

Town Council 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Tuesday, January 14, 2014 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 

FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 

MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06268 

(860) 429·3330 

Proposed Definitive Agreement with Connecticut Water Company 

At a meeting held on 1/13/14, the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission adopted the following 
motion: 

"To authorize the Chair to report to the Town Council that the terms contained in the draft Definitive 
Agreement between Connecticut Water Company and the Town of Mansfield sufficiently address the 
concerns raised by the Commission in its September 2013 memo provided the PZC is consulted in 
regards to the terms of the Advisory Committee Memorandum of Understanding, particularly 
membership." 

-73-

Item #7 



PAGE 
BREAK 

-74-



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
TOWN COUNCIL 

Elizabeth Paterson, Mayor 

January 15,2014 

Mr. James Mark 
Chairman 
Board of Education 
Regional School District 19 

Re: FY 2014/15 Budget 

Dear Mr. Mark: 

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

For the coming FY 2014115 budget year, we have heard that it is likely that the state will 
maintain its grant funding for municipalities. While this is good news, there is no guarantee that 
the state funding will remain intact or that we will not see a mid-year rescission. As you know, 
we have seen mid-year cuts from the state in the past. This issue is particularly important to 
Mansfield, where state grant funds collectively comprise 40-percent of our general fund 
revenues. Consequently, we encourage the Region 19 Board of Education and the administration 
to continue your efforts to control expenditures to the extent possible, while maintaining the 
integrity of Region 19's fine education program. 

On behalf of the Mansfield Town Council, I thank the Board for its consideration of this 
important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Paterson 
Mayor, Town of Mansfield 

CC: Bruce Silva, Superintendent of Schools 
Town Council 
Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager 
Cherie Trahan, Director of Finance 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 

Elizqbeth Paterson, Mayor 

Janumy 13,2013 

Mr. jason Coite 
UConn Office of Environmental Policy 
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055 
Stor!'s, Connecticut 06269 

Subject: Main Accumulation Area EnVil'onmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) 

Dear M1·. Coite: 

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING 
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD 
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599 
(860) 429-3336 
Fn;.;; (860) 429wfiR63 

Item#9 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) fol' the relocation of the 
Main Accumulation Area (MAA). As you know, the current facility is located in dose proximity to the Level A Aquifer 
Protection Area for the University's Fenton River wellfields and is within the watershed for the Willimantic Reservoir, which is 
the source of the public drinking water supplied by Windham Water Works to Windham and southern Mansfield. The 
potential for contamination of this critical natural resource has been a significant cause of concern for town residents and 
agencies for many years. 

The effort> of the MAA Advisory Group, university staff and consultants have resulted in a clearly superior location for the 
MAA that minimizes the potential environmental and public safety impacts of the facility. As such, the Town stron~;ly supports 
relocation of the facility to Parcel G of the new Technology Park as recommended In the November 19, 2013 EIE. We are 
hopeful that the successful completion of this ElE will lead to the relocation of the facility within the next one to two years, 
particulal'ly given past efforts that have resulted in no action. To this end, we encourage the University to dedicate the 
necessary financial resources to ensure the implementation of the EIE preferred alternative. 

Thank you for p1·oviding us with the opportunity to participate throughout this process. If there is any way that we can be of 
assistance in the implementation of this project, please contact Matthew Hart, Town Manager. 

Sincerely, 

l4ljlitft_ fldct&Jh 
Elizabeth Paterson 
Mayor 

Cc: Town Council 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Consetvation Commission 
President Herbst 
Michael Kirk, Deputy Chief of Staff 
Richard Mille!', Director of Environmental Policy 

)oA n Goodwin 
Ch .ir, Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
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TOWN O:F MANS:FIELD 
OFFtCE OF THE TOWN M.Al"fAGER 

Matthew W. H.art, Town Manager 

December 18, 2013 

Blum, Shapiro & Company, P .C. 
29 South Main Street 
P.O. Box 272000 
West Hartford, CT 06)27-2000 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

This representation letter is provided in connection with your audit of the financial statements of 
the Town of Mansfield, Connecticut, which comprise the respective financial position of the 
govetnmentaj activitieS; the business-type activities, each major fund and the aggtegate 
remaining fund information as of June 30, 2013, and the respective changes in financial pi;>sition 
and, where applicable, cash flows for the year then ended, and the related notes to the "financial 
statements, for the purpose of expressing opinions as to whether the financial statetoents are 
presented fairly, in all material respects, in accordance with accounting principles gel)erally 
accepted in the United States of America. 

Certain representations in this letter are described as being limited to matters that are riniterial. 
Items ate considered material, regardless of size, if they involve an omission or misstatement of 
accounting i\lformation that, in light of surrounding circumstances, makes it probable that the 
judgment of a reason«ble person relying on the information would be changed ot influenced by 
the oiuission or misstatement. An omission or misstatement that is monetarily small it1 aruount 
could be considered material as a result of qualitative factors. 

We confirm, to the best of our knowledge and belief, as of the date of this letter, the following 
representation$ ma,de to you during your audit: 

Ilinancial Statements 

L We have fulfilled out responsibilities, as set out in the terms of the audit engagement 
letter dated June 10, 2013 including our responsibility for the preparation and fair 
presentation of the financial statements and for preparation of the supplementary 
information in accordance with the applicable criteria. 
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Blum·; Shapiro & Company, P.C. 
Pecemb.et 18, 2013 
Page T\vo 

2. The fmancial statem,ents referred to above are fairly presented in conformity with 
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America and include all 
properly classified funds and other financial information of the primary government and 
a!] component \lnits, if any, reqliired by accounting principles generally accepted in the 
United States of America to be included in the financial reporting entity. 

3. We acknowledge our responsibility for the design, implementation and maintenance of 
internal COJltrol· relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of financial statements 
that are free from materia[ ·l'nisstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

4. We acknowledge our responsibility for the design, implementation and maintenance of 
internal control to prevent and detect fraud. 

5. Sigr1ificant assumptions we used in making accounting estimates are reasonable. 

6. Relat.ed party relationships and transactions, if any, incll!ding revenlies, expenditures/ 
expenses, loans, transfers, leasing arrangement~ .and guarantees, and amounts rec<'Oivable 
from or payable to related parties have been appropriately ·accounted for and disclosed in 
accordance with the. reqliiterhents of accortnting principles generally accepted in the 
United States <if America. · 

7, All evei:J.ts subsequent to the date qf the financial. statements and for which accounting 
principles generl!Uy accepted in the United States of ArMrica require an adjustment or 
disclosure have been adj1.1sted or disclosed. No events, including instances of 
noncompliance, have oc9urred subsequent to the balance sheet date and through the dl!te 
of this letter t[1at would requite 'l.djustme!lt to or disclosure in. the aforementioned 
financial statements. 

8. TI1.e effects of all known actual or possible litigation, claims and assessments have been 
accounted for and disclosed in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted 
in the United. States of America. 

9. Gnarantees, if any, whether written or otal, lillder \ivhich the entity is contingently liable 
have been properly recorded or disclosed. 
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Bltlm, Shapiro & Company, P.C. 
December 18, 2013 
Page Three 

Information Provided 

10. We have provided you with: 

a. Access to all information, of which we are aware, that is relevant to the preparation 
and fair presentation of the financial statements, such as records, d6cumer14ttion and 
oth.er matters. 

b. Additional information that you have req:'ested from us for the purpose of the audit. 

c. Unres!J;icted access to persons within the entity from whom you detem1ined it 
necessary to obtain audit evidence. 

d. Mi.nutes of the. meetings of the Town Council or summaries of actions of tecenl: 
meetings for which minutes have not yet been prepared. 

I L All material transactions have been recorded in the accounting records anc! ate reflected 
in the fir~ancial statements, the schedule of expenditures ·of federal awards and the 
schedule of expenditures of state financial assistance. 

12. We have disclosed to you the results of our assessment of the risk that the financial 
statements may be materially misstated as a result of fraud. 

13. We have no knowledge of any fraud or suspected fraud that »ffects the e11tity that 
iJ.1Yo1ves: 

. a. Management, 

b. Empl<;yees who have significant roles in intemal contra!, or 

c. Others where the fraud could have a. material effect on the financial statements. 

14. We have no knowledge of any allegatioris of fraud or suspected fraud affecting the 
entity's financial statements communicated by employees, former employees, regulators 
or others. 

15. We have disclosed to you all known instances of noncompliance or suspected 
noncompliance. with provisions of laws, regulations, contracts or gfant agreements, ot 
abt~se whose effects should be considered when preparing financial statements. 

16. We have disclosed to you all known actual or possible litigation, claims and assessments 
whose effects should be considered when preparing financial statements. 
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Blum, Shapiro & Company,P.C. 
December 18, 2013 
Page Fqur 

17. We have disclosed to you the identity of the entity's related parties and all the related 
pariy relationships and transactions of which we are aware. 

GovernmeQt Specific 

18. We have made available to you all financial re¢ords and related <;lata an.d all audit or 
relevant monitodng reports, if any, received from fundii1g sources. 

19. There have been. no communications from regulatory agen<:>ies concerning 
noncompliance with, or deficiencies in, finan.cial rep<)!iing practices. 

20. We have a process to track the status of audit findings and recommendations. 

21. We have identified to you any previous audits, attestation. engagements and other studies. 
related to the audit objectives and whether rt;Jated recon:unenc!ations h;,ve been 
implemented. 

22. We have no plans or intentions that maY materially affect the carrying value or 
classification of assets, liabilities or equity. 

24. 

We are responsible for the compliance with laws, regulations and provisions of contracts 
and grant agreements appli(:able to us, including tax or debt limits and debt contracts, and 
we have identified and disclosed to you all laws, regulations ap.d the provisions of 
contracts a11d grant &greelrtents that we believe have a direct and materia.! effect on the 
determination of financial statement 3.1J10unts, or other financial data significant to the 
audit objectives, including legal and contractual provisions for reponing spetific 
activities in separate funds. 

There are no violations or possible violations of budget ordinances,. laws and regulations 
(including those peJ;taining to adopting; approving and amending b11dgets); provisions of 
contracts and grant agreements; tax or debt limits; and any related debt covenants whose 
effects should be considered for disclosure in the financial statements ot as a basis for 
recording a loss contingency, or for reporting on noncompliance. 

25. As part ot' your audit, you assisted with the preparation of the financial statements and 
related notes and schedule of expertditures of fedetal awards a1td schedule of 
expenditures of state fiMncial assistance. We have· designated an individual with 
suitable skill, knowledge or experience to oversee your services and have made all 
management decisions and perfon:ne<;l all management functions. We have reviewed, 
approvec! and accepted responsibiEty for those financial statements and rl)lated notes and 
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Blum, Shapiro & Company, P,C. 
December 18, 2013 
Page Five 

schedule of expenditures of federal awards and schedule of expenditures of stat\'> financial 
assistance. 

26. The Town has satisfactory title to all owned assets, ahd there are l.lo liens or 
encumbrances on such assets nor has any asset been pledged as collateral. 

27. 111e Towri has con:iplied with all aspects of contra,cttial agreeinents that would have. a 
material effect on the financial statements in the event of noncompliance. 

28. We have followed all applicable laws and. regulations in adopting, approving and 
amending budgets. 

19. The financial stateinents include all COll:ip01lent units, as well as joirit ventures with an 
equity ii1terest, and propetly disclose all other joint ventures and other related 
orgahizations. 

30. The fina,hcial stateh1ents properly classify all funds a11d activities. 

31. All fm1ds that meet the quantitative criteria in GASB Statement Nos. 34 and 3 7 for 
pres~ntation as major are identified andpresented as such, and all other funds that are 
presented as major ate particl\larly important to financial statement n:;ers. 

32. Contponents of net position (invested, in capital assets, restricted ~d unrestricted) and 
equity amounts <J.r¢ properly classified and, if applicable, approved. 

33. 1nvestm.ents and land are properly valued. 

34- Provisions for uncollectible receivables have been ]Jroperly identified and recor<)ed. 

35. Expenses have been appropriately classified in or allocated to functions and programs in 
the statement of activities, and allocations have been made on a reasonable basis. 

36. Rever1t.Ies are appropriately classifi.ed in the statement of a.ctivities within program 
revenues, ge11eral revenues, contribution.s to term or permanent endowments, or 
contributions to petmanent fund principal. 

37. lnterfund, intemal an<) intra-equity activity and balances have been appropriately 
classified and reported. 

38. Deposits and investment securities are properly classified as to risk and are properly 
disclosed. 
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Blum, Shapiro & Company, P.C. 
December 18, 2013 
Page Six 

39. Capital assets, including infrastructure 'lnd intangible assets, are properly capitalized, 
reporied and, if applicable, depreciated. 

40. We have appropriately disclosed the Mtity's policy regarding wheth.er to first 'lpply 
resti·icted or unrestricted resources when an expense is i;1curred for purposes for which 
both restricted and unrestricted net position are available and have detennined that net 
position is properly recognized trndet the policy. 

41. We acknowledge our responsibility for the required supplementary ir1formation (RSI). 
The RSI is measured and presented within prescribed guidelines, and ti)e methods of 
measurement and presentation have not changed from those used in the prior period, We 
have disclosed to you any significant assumptions and inteqoretations underlying the 
measurement and presentation of the RSL . 

42. We acknowledge our responsibility for presenting the combining and individual 
nomnajor fund financial statements in accor.dance wit.h accouhiing principles gener,l!y 
accepted In the United States of America, and we believe the combining and ir,dividual 
nonmajor fund financial statements, including their. tom1 and content, are fairly presented 
in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of 
America. The methods of measurement and presentation ofthe cornbinii1g and individual 
non.major fund financial statements have not changed: from those used in the prior period, 
and we have disclosed to you any significant assumptions or interpretations uetderlying 
the measurement and presentation of the supplementary information. 

43. With respect to federal award programs: 

a. We are responsible for understanding and complyi11g with, and have complied with, 
the requirements ofOMB Circular A-133, Audits of States, Local (Jovernments, and 
Non-Profit Organizations, including requirements relating to preparation of the 
schedule of expenditures of federal awards. · 
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Blum, Shapiro & Company, P.C. 
December 18, :2013 
Page Seven 

b. We aclmowledge our r<:Jsponsibility for presentlpg the schedu.le of expenditu.res of 
federal awards h1 accordance with OMB Circulat A-133, ss310b, and we believe the 
schedule of expenditures of federal awards, including its form and content, is fairly 
presented i11 accordance with OMB Circular A-133 ss3l0b. The methods of 
measurement or presentation of the schedule of expenditures of federal awards have 
not ch:mged from th,ose used in the prior period and we have disclosed to you any 
sigi;tlficant assumptions· ani;[ itttetpretations underlying the measurement and 
presentation of the schedule of explea1dit1lres offedet;al awards. 

c. If the schedule of expenditures of federal awards is not presented with the audited 
financial statements, we will make the audited financial statements readily available 
to the intended users of the schedule ·of expe11ditures of federal awards no later than 
the. dale we issue the schedule of expeliditures of federal awards and the auditors' 
report thereon. 

d. We have identified and disclosed to you all of onr government programs and related 
activities subject to OMB Circular A-133 and included in the schedule of 
expei)ditures of fedetal awa.rds made during the audit period for all awards· provided 
by federal agencies in the form of grants, federal cost-reimbursement contracts, loans, 
loan guarantees, property (including donated surplus property), cooperative 
agreements, interest subsidies, insurance, food commodities, direct appropriations, 
and other direct assistance. 

e. We are responsible for understanding and complying with, and have complied with, 
the requirements of laws, regulations and the provisions of contracts and grant 
agreements related to each of our federai programs and have identified. and disclosed 
to you the requiremcnts of Jaws, regulations and the provisions of contracts and grant 
agreements tl1at are considered to have a direct and material effect on each major 
federal pro gram. 

f. We are responsible for establishing and maintaining, and have established and 
maintained, effective intemal control over compliance requirements applicable to 
federal programs that provides reasonable assurance that we are managing our federal 
awards in compliance with laws, regulations and the provisions of contracts and grant 
agreements that could have a material effect on our federal programs. We believe the 
intemal controi system is adequate and is functioning as intended. 

g. We have made available to you all contracts and grant agreements (including 
amendments, if any) and any other correspondence with federal agencies or pass­
through entities relevant to federal programs and related activities. 
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Blum, Shapiro & Company, P.C. 
December 18, 20 l3 
Page Eight 

h. We have received no requests ft:om a federal age.ncy to audit one or more specific 
programs as a major program. 

1. We have complied with the direct and material compliance requirements (except for 
noncompliance disclosed to you; if any) including; when applicable, those set forth in 
the OMB Circular A-133 (;pmpliance Supplement, relating to federal awards atJd 
have identified and disclosed to you all amounts questioned and all known 
noncompliance with the requirements of federal awards. 

J- We have disclosed any communications from grantors and passcthrough entltJeS 
conceming possible noncompliance with the direct and material. compliance 
requirements, including .communications received from the end of the period covered 
by the compliance audit to the date of the auditors' report. 

k We have disclosed to you the findings received and related corrective actions taken 
for previous audits, attestation engagements and internal or external monitoring that 
directly re.late to the objectives of the compliance. audit, including findings received 
and corrective actions taken up to the date of the auditors' report. 

L Amounts claimed or used for matching were determined in accordance with relevant 
guidelines in OMB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, Local and li1dian Tribal 
Governments, and. OMB's Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and 
Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments. 

m. We have disclosed to you our interpretation of compliance requitements that rnay 
have varying interpretations. 

n. We have made available to you all documentation related to compliance with direct 
and material compliance requirements, including infonnation related to federal 
program financial reports and claims for advances and reimbursements. 

o. We have disclosed to you the. nature of any subsequent events that provide additional 
evidence about conditions that existed at the end of the reporting period affecting 
noncompliance during the reporting period. 

p. There are no such known instances of noncompliance with direct and mat¢rial 
compliance requirements that occulTed subsequent to the period covered by the 
auditors' report. 
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Page Nine 

q. No ch<~nges h<~ve been made in internal control over compliance, and 110 other factors 
that might sigilificat'ltly affect iiitetnal c011trol, indudil1g l\ny corrective action We 
have taken regarding significant deficiencies in internal control over compliance 
(including. material weakn.esses in internal control over compliance), have occuJ:Ted 
subsequent to the date as of which compliance was audited. 

r. Federal program fiMncial reports and claims for advances and rei1nbursements ?re 
suppmted by the· books· and records from which the financial staternerits have been 
prepared. 

s. The copies of federal program .financial repOJ:tS provided you are true copies of the 
reports submitted, or ele¢ltQ11ical!y transmitted, to the respective federal agency or 
pass-through entity, as applicable, 

t. We. have. charged costs to federal awards m accordance with applicable cost 
pri.i1.ciples. 

u. We ate responsible for apd have accwately prepared the auditee section of the Data 
Collection Form as required by OMB Circular A-133. 

44. With r<;ospect to State of Connecticut award programs: 

a. We are responsible for understallding and complying with, and have complied with, 
the requiremeilts of the State Sil1gle Audit Act, including requirements relating to the 
preparation of the schedule of expenditures of state financial assistance. 

b. We acknowledge om: responsibility for presenting the schedule. of expenditures of 
state financial assistance iii accordance. with the r<:Jqttirem.e!l!s of the State Single 
Audit Act, apd we believe the schedule of expenditures of state financial assistance, 
including its form and content, is fairly presented in accordance with the Act. The 
methods of measurement ml.d presentation of the schedule of expenditures of state 
fi1tanciaL assistance have not changed from those used in the prior period, and we 
have disclosed to you any significant assumptions and interpretations underlying the 
measurement and presentation of the sch~dule of expenditures of state tinancial 
assistance. 

c. If the schedule of expenditures of state financial assistance is not presented with the 
audited financial statements, vve will make the audited financial statements readily 
available to the intended users of the schedule of expenditures of state financial 
assistance no later than the date We issue tbe schedule of expenditures of state 
financial assistance and the auditors' report thereon. 
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d. We have identified and disclosed to you all of our government programs and related 
activities subject to the State Single Audit Act and included in the schedule of 
expenditures of.state financial assistance made during the audit period for all awards 
provided by state agencies in the fonn of grants, contracts, loans, loan guarantees, 
property, cooperative agreements, interest sl1bsidi'es, insurar1ce, direct appropriations 
and other assistance. 

e. We are' responsible for understanding and ¢omplying with, and have complied with in 
all matel;ial respects, the requirements of laws, regulations and the provisions of 
contracts and grant agreements related to each of our state programs and have 
identified and disclosed to you the reqt.dremetlts of laws, regnlations and the 
provisions of contracts and grant agreements that are considered to have- a direct and 
material effect on each major state program. 

f. We are responsible for establishing and maintaining, and have established and 
maintained, effective internal control over compliance requirements applicable to 
state programs that provide reasonable assurance tbat we are managing our state 
awards in compliance with laws, regulations and the provisions of coptracts and grant 
agreements that could have a material effect on our state programs. We believe the 
intemal control system i.s adequate ai!d is furittjonil)g as intended. 

g. We have made available to you ali contracis and grant agreements (indudii1g 
amendments, if any) and any other correspondence With state agencies or 
pass-through entities relevant to state programs and related activities. 

h. We have complied With the direct and material compliance requirements (except for 
noncompliance disclosed to you, if any) including when applicable those set forth ii1 
the OPM's Compliance Supplement to the State Single Audit Act, relating to state 
awards and have identified and disclosed to you all arnounts questioned and any 
known noncompliance with the requirements of state awards. 

L We have disclosed any communications from grantors and pass-through entities 
concerning possible noncompliance with the applicable compliance requirements, 
including communications received from the end of the period covered by the 
compliance audit to the date of the auditor$' report. 
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J. We have disclosed to you the findings received and related corrective acti.ons taken 
for previous audits, attestati011 engagemei'tts arid internal or externa.l monitori1~g that 
directly relate to the nbjectives of the compliance audit, inCluding .findings received 
and corrective actions taken up to the date of the auditors' report. 

k. We have disclosed to you our inteqJretation of compl.iance requirements that may 
have varying interpretations. 

!. We have made available to you all documentation related to the compliance 
requirements, including information related !o state program financial reports and, 
clailllS for advances and reimbursement. 

m. We have disclosed to you the. nature of any subsequeiit events that provide additional 
evidence about conditions that existed at the er1d of the reportiJJg period affecting 
noncompliance during the reporting period. 

' 
n. There are no such known instances of noncomplian.ee wjth direct. and ·material 

col11plia11ce requitements that occurred subsequent to the period covered by the 
auditors' repott. 

o. No changes have been made in internal control over compliance, and no other factors 
that rnig[lt significantly affect internal contr9l, including at1y corrective action we 
have taken regarding significant deficiencies in internal control over compliance 
(including material weaknesses in ii1tern!ll control over compliance), have occtmed 
subsequent to the date as of which compliance was audited. 

p. State program financiaJ reports a;1d claims for advances and reimbursement are 
supported by the books and records ftom which the basic finaiKial statements have 
been p1;epared. 
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q. The copies of state progra.m financial reports provided you are true copies of the 
reports submitted, or e!ec!ronically transmitted, to the respective state age11cy or pass­
through entity, as applicable. 

Sincerely, 

Town of Mansfield, Connecticut 

Town Manager 

Finance Director 
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	AGENDA

	APPROVAL OF MINUTES

	1.	UCONN Landfill, Long-Term Monitoring Report (Item #2, 05-28-13 Agenda)

	2.	Town Council Goal Setting (Item #5, 01-25-14 Agenda)

	4.	UCONN Innovative Partnership Building Comparative Evaluation

	5.	Classification – Outreach Social Worker

	6.	Building Permit Fee for Educational Playcare LLC

	7.	Planning & Zoning Commission re: Proposed Definitive Agreement with Connecticut Water Company

	8.	E. Paterson re: FY 2014/15 Regional School District 19 Budget

	9.	E. Paterson/J. Goodwin re: Main Accumulation Area Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)

	10.	M. Hart/C. Trahan re: Representation Letter


