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REGULAR MEETING -~ MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL
August 8, 2016
DRAFT

Mayor Paul M. Shapiro called the regular meeting of the Mansfield Town Couneil to order at
7:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber of the Audrey P. Beck Building.

L

1L

ROLL CALL

Present: Kochenburger, Marcellino, Moran, Raymond, Ryan, Sargent, Shaiken, Shapiro
Excused: Keane

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

M. Shaiken moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to approve the minutes of the July 25, 2016
special meeting as presented. The motion passed with all in favor except Mr.
Kochenburger who abstained. Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to approve the
minutes of the July 25, 2016 regular meeting. The motion passed vnanimously. Mr.
Kochenburger viewed the meeting online.

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL

Rebecca Aubrey, Olsen Drive, spoke in favor of the housing code amendments as a way
to help preserve the quality of family life in Mansfield. (Statement attached)

Martha Kelly, Bundy Lane resident and Board of Education member but speaking as an
individual, identified and commented on the role of the four entities involved in this
rental housing issue. (Statement attached)

Justin Gordon, Dog Lane, spoke against the proposed housing code amendments noting
situations where enforcement of the ordinance is a safety risk. (Statement attached)

Julia Sherman, Pinewoods Road resident, long term teacher and landlord, thanked
Council members for their tireless work., Ms. Sherman commented that 18 to 20 year
olds benefit from the supervision and advice of Resident Assistants on campus and
supports regulations that zone out temporary fraternity houses.

Joan Seliger Sidney, Lynwood Road, commented on the changes in her neighborhood as
a result of single family homes being turned into rentals and of her concerns for the future
stability of the neighborhoods in the Town. (Statement attached)

Jody Bailey, Old School House Road, described the changes in her nexghborhood due tfo
homes becoming rental properties and her concern that future conversions would
undermine the stability of the neighborhood. (Statement attached)

Rebecca Shaefer, Echo Road, remarked that the comments on the submitted landlord
petition were not about how tenants could be better neighbors but about how they were
being denied their right to party. (Statement attached. Submitted material regarding
Village of Belle Terre vs. Borass will be included in the September 12, 2016 packet as a
communication. )

John Murphy, Browns Road, spoke in support of the proposed housing code amendments
noting that most of those speaking in opposition have a personal financial interest in
maintaining the status quo and urged the University of Connecticut to develop the Depot
Campus as a long term solution to the problem. (Statement attached)
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Craig Marcus, Coventry resident, read a letter from attorney Diane Whitney who
represents a number of landlords and has offered to help craft a solution; submitted an
article from the Chronicle which was based on information from the Mansfield
Neighborhood Preservation Group; and submitted a letter and accompanying tenant letter
from Ryan McDonald. (Letters attached. Article will be listed as a communication in the
September 12, 2016 packet)

Ted Panagpopulis, Rhode Island resident, commented that he lives in Westerly RI and
has to put up with living in a vacation town. Likewise, Mansfield residents live in a
college town and should expect to be subject to student behaviors. Mr. Panagpopulis
stated that it is against the law to fight landlords because they make money and urged all
sides to meet and discuss the issues.

Dean Ravanola, Storrs Road, read a letter from Gregory Nicholson which objected to
limiting non-owner occupied rentals to 3 unrelated individuals Mr. Ravanola expressed
his agreement with the sentiments of the letter. (Letter attached)

Beverly Sims, Northwood Road, commented that the answer to neighborhoods changing
due to increased rentals is not the building of large off campus housing complexes. Ms.
Sims urged UConn to consider the Depot Campus as a location for additional dorms.

REPORT OF THE TOWN MANAGER
Assistant Town Manager Maria Capriola presented the Town Manager’s report

REPORTS AND COMMENTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS
Ms. Raymond requested that the email received by Council members regarding the

. possible regulatory changes to how Metropolitan Planning Organizations are established

and operate be discussed. Mayor Shapiro suggested the subject be on the next Council
agenda. ‘

OLD BUSINESS
1. Proposed Amendrents to the Mansfield Housing Code and Related Ordinances
Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded, effective August 8, 2016, to approve the-
proposed amendments to the Mansfield Housing Code and related ordinances, which
amendments shall be effective 21 days after publication in a newspaper having
circulation within the Town of Mansfield.
M. Shaiken moved and Mr. Sargent seconded to divide the questlon The motlon
passed unanimously.
Mayor Shapiro described the three motions Wthh are now under consideration:
1} Amendments to Section 901.1 of the Housing Code and Section 152-4 of the
-Landlord Registration Ordinance ensuring that the definition of an owner-
occupied dwelling is consistent with the provisions in the Mansfield Off Street
Parking Ordinance
2) Amendments to Section 901.2 of the Housing Code requiring a dwelling unit to
be in compliance with all pertinent laws, ordinances and regulations prior to the
issuances of a rental certificate.
3) Amendments to Section 404.5 of the Housing Code to ensure consistency with the
Mansfield Zoning Regulations
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Mr. Sargent moved to amendment Motion 1 reducing the percentage of owners}up
from 50% to 25%. The motion was seconded by Ms. Raymond.

The motion to amend failed with all in opposition except Mr. Sargent who voted in
favor of the amendment.

Motion 1, as originally presented, passed with all in favor except Mr. Sargent who
voted in opposition.

Motion 2 passed vnanimously.

Motion 3 passed with all in favor except Mr. Sargent who voted in opposition.
Mayor Shapiro urged all interested parties to attend the meetings of the Ad Hoc
Committee ont Rental Regulation and Enforcement.

NEW BUSINESS

2. Cancellation of August 22, 2016 Meeting
Mr. Ryan moved and Mi. Shaiken seconded, to cancel the August 22, 2016 regular
meeting of the Mansfield Town Council.
Motion passed unanimously.

3. Ad Hoc Committee on Naming of the Town Square
Mayor Shapiro moved and Ms. Raymond seconded, to appoint Councilors Ryan,
Marcellino and Keane to the Ad Hoc Committee on Naming of the Town Square,
which is charged with identifying an appropriate name for the town square for the
Town Council’s review and consideration.
Motion passed unanimously.

REPORTS OF COUNCIL COMMITTEES

Mr. Ryan, Chair of the Finance Committee, reported that implementation of the Frand
Risk Assessment was discussed at tonight’s meeting and that the Fund Balance is now at
8.8% ' .

Ms. Moran reminded members that the survey for the Town Manager’s review will be
open until Wednesday at noon.

Mayor Shapiro, having voted in the affirmative on Item 3, Ad Hoc Committee on
Naming of Town Square, moved-and Mr. Kochenburger seconded to reopen the motion
designating the members of the Ad Hoc Committee.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mayor Shapiro moved and Ms. Raymond seconded to substitute Mr. Sargent for Ms.
Keane as a member of the Comumittee.

The motion passed unanimously.

Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Sargent seconded to add Item 3a, Discussion of Proposed
Changes to Metropolitan Planning Organizations to the agenda.

The motion passed unanimously and the Director of Planning was invited to discuss the
issue.

3a. Proposed Changes to Metropolitan Planning Organizations

Ms. Painter presented the information she was able to garner in her discussions with
CRCOG staff members today. There are still many questions as to how these changes
might affect Mansfield. Mayor Shapiro will be attending the August 10, 2016 CRCOG
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Executive Committee meeting where he will express the sense of the Council and gather
additional information.

VIII. DEPARTMENTAL AND COMMITTEE REPORTS
. No comments offered.

IX. PETITIONS, REQUESTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
Petition re: Housing Rights
B. Coleman (07/25/16)
J. Hanley (07/25/16)
A. Hawkins (07/25/16)
R. McDonald (08/04/16)
C. Naumec (07/25/16)
10. R. Shafer (07/25/16)
11. J. Sherman (07/26/16)
12, W. Varga (07/25/16)

13. D. Whitney (08/04/16)

14, Planning and Zoning Commission re: Proposed Amendment to Zoning Regulations
Regarding a Temporary and Limited Moratorium on Applications Related to Multi-
Farmily Housing

15. M. Capriola re: Timeline — Town Manager Performance Review Process .

16. M. Hart re: Appointment to Economic Development Commission

17. D. Malloy re: Crumbling Foundations  Mr. Kochenburger requested this
information be added to the Town’s website ‘

18. State of Connecticut Department of Transportation re: Traffic Concerns on
U.S. Route 6 M. Shaiken noted this letter and urged anyone interested in the
issue to read the communication

19. Celebrate Mansfield Festival

20. Mansfield Historical Society Summer 2016 Workshops

21. CRCOG Annual Report and Member Benefits Information

22. Connecticut Water — “Straight from the Tap”

23. Eastern Regional Tourism District Annual Review

24. Hartford Courant — ‘Officials Looking At Options For E.O. Smith’ — 7/25/16

A A

X. FUTURE AGENDAS
No items added

XI.. ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Shaiken moved and Ms. Moran seconded to adjourn the meeting at 9:25 p.m.
Motion passed unanimously.

Paul M. Shapiro, Mayor Mary Stanton, Town Clerk
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August 8, 2016
Dear Members of the Mansfield Town Council:

My name is Rebecca Aubrey, and I live at 38 Olsen Drive. | am here to urge you to take
action to preserve the quality of family life in Mansfield. I am an E.O. Smith graduate, and a
single parent to a son who just graduated from E.0O,, a son at E.O., and daughter at MMS, My
daughter came to the last meeting with me because I wanted to remind you that in addition
to UConn and its students, there are also families who live in Mansfield. She is biracial and
stayed home tonight because she felt uncomfortable with the racially insensitive comments
made at the last meeting, but I still came to speak on behalf of my family and give a
personal face to what is at stake here.

I have two main points. The first is a response to the accusation that rental ordinances are
discriminatory. It is the duty of government to develop and enforce laws that regulate
behavior, in order to protect the wellbeing of its citizens. Individuals make choices that
come with regulations attached. When I choose to drive my car, I accept that I have to pay
for insurance and follow traffic laws, or | will be fined. When I chose to install a pellet stove,
I had to get a building permit and a town official came into the privacy of my home to
inspect it. When I chose to become 1 teacher, I accepted mandated reporter regulations that
include fines 0f $500 to $2500 if I do not report suspected child abuse. These regulations
are put into place for the wellbeing of society, and they come with the choices I make ~
much like choosing to run a rental housing business or to rent a home in a residential
neighborhood come with regulations that are intended to maintain the safety and quality of
life for the péople of Mansfield.

The second point that I would like to speak to is the comment that Storrs is a college town,
and that if people don’t like living around students, they shouldn’t live here. I disagree with
just “letting go” of that area of Mansfield. More personally speaking, however, [ witnessed
the decline of the neighborhoods surrounding UConn, and for that reason, when I was able

to buy my own first home 6 years ago, I specifically chose to NOT purchase a home in
Storrs.

After my divorce 10 years ago, 1 had 3 major goals as a single parent: earn a teaching
certificate to provide stability for my family; purchase my first home; and add to my family
through foster/adoption. My sons and [ went to live with my mother on Hillyndale Road in
Storrs, to save money. In that time, several houses on Hillyndale transitioned over to
student rentals. Parties frequently kept us awake late into the night, and my kids couldn’t
ride bikes in the road because of speeding cars. We - meaning the neighbors with children
- panicked when we realized that Halloween weuld fall on the weekend, because parties
made trick-or-treating — one of the hallmarks of childhood - treacherous. We asked the
police if they would monitor the traffic on the road; spoke to officials at UConn; called the
police about excessive noise; and tried to work with the property owners and renters.
Nothing led to any improvements in our quality of life, and it has only declined further.



I earned my teaching certificate, and after years of saving money and through a first-time
homebuyers program for teachers, bought a house six years ago. After seeing what
happened in Storrs - the traffic, the parties, the trash ~ 1 chose to NOT buy a home there. I
did want to stay in Mansfield to be close to family and to keep my kids in their schools. |
was able to afford a modest, 1800 square foot home on Olsen Drive, which is located about
3 miles from campus, near the intersection of Mulberry and Chaffeeville Roads. I saw Olsen
Drive as the perfect place to raise my family - it is a cul-de-sac, away from busy traffic of
UConn, an easy bike ride to the library, and trails through the woods lead to the Lion’s
soccer fields where we spent a lot of our time. We settled in, I was licensed as a foster |
parent, and three years ago, we welcomed a scared little girl into our home, and she began
to join in the idyllic moments of childhood and family that include basketball in the
driveway, walking the dog in the woods, and riding bikes around Olsen Drive. A year and a
half ago we legally became her “forever family”.

One year ago, the house next door became a student rental. People shouting outside or loud
parties occasionally awaken us in the night, and frequently 4-5 cars are parked at the house
overnight - including one that is regularly parked in the road. Because Olsen Drive is
narrow and curvy, a parked car in the road makes it dangerous for my daughter ride her
bike alone now, and we had to delay her plans to start a neighborhood dog-walking
business.

When I expressed my concerns about the number of cars to the owner, I was told that itis
just a girlfriend who sleeps over sometimes. I responded that it is actually more frequent
than “sometimes”, and for several nights in a row. To this she responded, and I am quoting
directly: “When we sell the house, there is always a chance that the large family would
move in due to the low selling price (we had a short contract a couple of years ago with a
family with 5 children who would have been teenagers and all driving by now)! And on top
of that they could have had their friends over with the cars.” | found this response to be an
unacceptable slap in the face, and complete shrugging of responsibility.

Fam horrified by how the lack of regulation in the past destroyed neighborhoods in Storrs.
It was horrifying to witness what family and friends in Storrs have had to live through. Now
itis horrifying to see student rentals creeping into neighborhoods like mine further from
campus, knowing what could become of that if something isn’t done to regulate them for
the well being of Mansfield families. The Town of Mansfield has the opportunity now to
learn from past mistakes and exercise its duties as government to enact regulations that

regulate behavior in order to preserve the quality of life of Mansfield families.
Sincereley,

Rebecca E. Aubrey




Aupust 8, 2016

Town Council

Town of Mansfield .
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
Four South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06268

Council Members:

Subject: Mansfield Housing Issues

As I listened July 25 to those who spoke about the housing issues and proposed and present
ordinances, I was struck by the fact that what you have in frént of you is a Gordian knot.
Speaking for myself, I have been a renter, a landlord in Mansfield and am now solely a
residential homeowner, and 1 sympathize with how difficult an issue this will be to resolve.

You are dealing with four entities: (1) individuals who want fo rent a home here; (2) owners —
landlords -- not residing at the property they are leasing; (3) UConn, the central character,
fostering a housing shortage; and (4) individuals who purchased a home in Mansfield to live in
themselves. Home purchases in peaceful, well-cared-for neighborhoods are viewed as long-term
investments; residents are finding their venture is tarnished because of far too many eyesores in
their community.

Re the landlords: 1 can testify that to be a conscientious landlord is a lot of work. Many of
Marisfield’s property owners, who buy a home to lease to others, are diligent. However, there
are several who diminish the efforts put forth by those who are hard working. All one has to do
is drive down Hunting Lodge Road. Instead of a road of attractive, small homes with individual
architectural charm, one is faced with a down-at-the-heels, unappealing neighborhood. Most of
the homes have absolutely no curb appeal and are eyesores: neglected landscaping, unpainted
building surfaces, mold-covered roofs, etc. If you are among landlords whose properties fit this
description, step up your game: form a co-op, hire a landscaper, employ a building maintenance
crew to spruce up your real estate holdings. If you take great care of your property, your tenants
might also have more respect for their home.

Re the town: Landlords need to be part of the solution, which should neither be adversarial nor
punitive. It is important that you meet with them (or designated representatives) and design
appropriate measures to ensure that our neighborhoods are not blighted and also enable them to
carry out their business. It is in their interest that their investments appreciate, and a run-down
neighborhood hurts their property values as well. UConn also needs to be entailed in this issue.

Re a reason for the need of off-campus housing: Many colleges limit student off-campus
housing. If UConn insisted that first-year through third-year students live on campus (unless
there is a compelling reason), the demand for off-campus residency would be alleviated.
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Actually, T do not believe they have been a central part of this conversation, and they should be —
because their policies have spawned a record need for renting off-campus homes. This reminds
me of their stance regarding student conduct during former Spring Weekends. Because
excessive partying was expected student behavior (and, reportedly, quite difficult to temper),
every May the town and state spent considerable time, energy and money trying to ensure safety
and some order. It was not until a tragedy occurred that UConn really put forward stringent
controls which have pretty much curtailed years of out-of-hand partying. Now it is time for
UConn officials to truly revise their on- and off-campus housing policies.

Thank you.

. 80

Martha Kelly
29 Bundy Lane
Storrs, CT 06268

Note: I am speaking as a private individual, not as an elected member of Mansfield’s preK-8
Board of Education or any of its associated committees. MK




Justin Gorton
One Dog Lane
Storrs, CT 06268
August 08, 2016

Paul Shapiro, Mayor

Town of Mansfield

Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
4 So Eagleville Road

Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Mayor Shapiro,

I'd like to again bring up the off-street parking ordinance and ask the same question 1
posed af the last town meeting. According to the town code’s off street parking
ordinance, “The town and town council finds that motor vehicie parking at numerous
residential rental properties has created, on a regular and frequent basis, unsafe,
blighted and congested conditions and other negative neighborhood impacts on the
town.” .If a person visiting a rental property has too much to drink and makes the
responsible decision not to drive, they could be subject to a $90 ticket. If that person
wants to avoid that $90 and decides to drive home, they are now in a more dangerous
situation than anyone would have been if the car had stayed in the driveway. What if
that person got in an accident and died? All because of the possibility of a $90 ticket.
Due to this ordinance, people’s lives are at risk. Do you think someone’s life is worth $90
in revenue? Not only that, but anyone on or near the road is now at risk simply because,
at some point, someone thought that having a fifth car in a driveway, regardless of
space, is dangercus.

Councilman Shaiken, | understand that you’re currently looking for tenants to rent two
of the bedrooms in your home. Y'm not familiar with your driveway but your craigslist
ad describes your house as, “not a party house, but friends and family are welcome.”
You also advertised “plenty of driveway parking.” Mr. Shaiken, based on these excerpts
from your advertisement, would you be okay with more than three cars in your
driveway if the situation arose where that was necessary? Do you think that that’s safer
because you live there? Mr. Shaiken do you think that your possible future tenants are
better than me? Do you think that your possible tenants should have different rights
than | do simply because you also live in the house? Mr. Shaiken maybe you want to get
this passed as quickly as possible so as not to inconvenience your tenants during their

- lease periods. Oh wait, none of these ordinances would apply to you. | find thisto be a
serious conflict of interest as Mr. Shaiken is able to vote on public policy that allows him
to advertise certain things about his rental property that undoubtedly give him an unfair
competitive advantage in the rental property market.

_9....



As the man whom Mayor Shapiro forgot about at the last town meeting mentioned,
there is an article in the town code that says that non rental property residents can be
subject to citation and/or fine for parking their cars on their lawn but only if there is a
complaint made about it. What an excellent point. The fact that the town can go
around to, what they refer {o as “targeted” rental properties, and write these tickets,
regardless of the receipt of a complaint is further proof of the discrimination propagated
by these ordinances. What non-rental resident is going to file a complaint against a
neighbor that they know for having a few cars on their lawn? Probably none. City
Manager I'm sure those statistics are available and I'd love to know what they are so
perhaps you’d be able to share those with us at the next town meeting. I'd also go so
far to say that no students living in a rental property are going to file a compiaint against
a resident for that because they wouldn’t be bothered by it.

I'd like to speak a little bit about how the town enforces this disgustingly unsafe
ordinance. :

A'very good friend of mine who lives at 708 Middle Turnpike is a victim of sexual
violence. She lives on the first floor and she has a spectacular view of her driveway from
her bedroom. Imagine how she would feel if she saw someone taking pictures of her
from outside of her house. How could you possibly be okay with putting her through
that? Itis inevitable that, out of the 13,481 students living in some type of off-campus
housing, someone living in a rental property has been a victim of some type of sexual
assault. According to the National Sexual Viclence Resource Center, hearly 5% of
college women are victimized during any given calendar year. If we assume that 50% of
those people living off campus are women, then there are 337 women living off campus
who have been sexually victimized just in the last year alone. And you think it’s a good
idea o potentially have people outside of one of these women's houses taking pictures?
The CDC released “Prevalence and Characteristics of Sexual Violence, Stalking,

and Intimate Partner Violence Victimization — Naticnal Intimate Partner and Sexual
Violence Survey.” In 2011, when the study was conducted, the CDC found that an
estimated 15% of women had been victims of stalking at some point in there life. After
extrapolation and correction for the ages of the demographic in question, you have a
very similar number of women who could have been victims of stalking. Again, do you
think that these people would enjoy having strangers taking pictures of the cars in their
driveway and the outside of their house? ¥'m going to quote the town council now: “the
current method of counting cars at rental properties is imperfect.” That is the only part
of these amendments that holds any justifiable merit. The town council’s method of
enforcing the ordinance is broken. The ordinance itself is broken.

The Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation Group (hereon will be referred to as MNPG)
has 2 goals

convert rental properties into single family residences

reduce the density of rental properties in neighborhoods

-1~




The only way that these goals would have a pesitive impact on the majority of residents
in the town of Mansfield is if UConn admitted fewer students. 'm sure we're alf aware
of the funding situation at the university and admitting fewer students just isn’t going to
happen. UConn, as the largest state school in New England, is inevitably going to
continue growing in size, both in population and area. With that in mind, if the
Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation Group achieves their prejudicial goals, there will
be an awful lot of students that won’t have anywhere to live. m from Pennsylvania
and if | weren't able to find housing my senior year because the Mansfield
Neighborhood Preservation Group achieved their actual goal of removing college
students from their off-campus homes, I’d be out of luck. I'd have to sacrifice my senior
“year of college because of a vocal minority’s generalization of UConn students that live
off campus. I'm sure, as governmental officials, you are all familiar with the terms
““yocal minority” and “silent majority.” Analysis done by Wellesley Coliege suggests that
“in particular occasions, where stakes are high and public opinion can shift in the space
of hours, the largest amount of user-generated data (the study done by the Mansfield
Neighborhood Preservation Group that holds no statistical or scientific merit) is
authored by a group of dedicated users, the “vocal minority”, who go at great lengths to
create the impression that they and their opinions are the majority. While this happens,
the real majority remains silent and contributes to the conversation sporadically, mostly
after an importaent event has concluded.” A perfect example of this is the Mansfield
Neighborhood Preservation Group’s supposed study of the negative impact that UConn
has on the town of Mansfield. This is a direct quote from a Daily Campus article from
this past April: “An informal study by the Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation Group
found UConn’s off-campus student population had the 11th-highest impact of the 55
major public universities evaluated. The group considered the impact of off-campus
students on the total populations of the towns or cities where their main campuses are
focated.” Number one, an informal study? So right off the bat, we can conclude that,
due to the informal nature of the study, it holds no scientific, nor statistical merit.
Secondly, the figures found in the study mention nothing about the nature of the impact
so what we have here is people with no association to the study making
unsubstantiated inferencesbased on its results. A direct guote from Ms. Rebecca
Shafer of the MINPG regarding whether or not the study took certain variables into
account reads: “I think it’s slight, because | think every (university’s) set of data is
probably taking into consideration the same things.” | think this because | think that
and probably also this. The claims being made here are completely based completely on
bias and the attempt by the vocal minority to make the numbers suit their needs. What
you, the town council is seeing here, is nothing short of radical lobbyists taking
advantage of the fact that the majority of the residents of the town of Mansfield, aren’t
aware of just how discriminatory these ordinances are. | can guarantee that this silent
majority won’t stay silent for much longer. Off campus students are slowly becoming
familiar with these discriminatory ordinances that are currently in place, and zero of
these students feel that the ordinances are fair.

-1



Councilman Shaiken, you said at the last town meeting that these amendments are
simply language changes to fix technicalities within the ordinances. Perhaps the council
needs to consider amending not just the semantics of the ordinances but also the
general body of them. Mr. Shaiken you also said that you wanted to get this out of the
way as quickly as possible so as not to inconvenience people in the middle of a lease
period. There are two problems | have with this. Number one: any tenant moving into a
rental property has already signed a lease. Number two: these ordinances have been
inconveniencing tenants of rental properties and their landlords for the entire time that
they’ve been around. Perhaps the council should take their time and propose legitimate
solutions to the problems they, you all sitting behind that desk, have knowingly imposed
on one particular demographic group within your constituency.

UConn has 13,481 undergraduate and graduate students living off campus. This is
54.9% of Mansfield’s population of 24,588, according to the Mansfield Neighborhood
Preservation Group. Mayor Shapiro, you said, yourself, at the last town council meeting
that you want to hear from everybody. I is impossible to do that when the majority of
your constituents, the people that elected you all to these positions aren’t present. I'd
like to read a portion of the minutes from the Ad Hoc Committee on Rental Regulations
meeting on July 25 “M. Ninteau explained that staffing levels have been reduced for
the summer months but would be increased and site inspections for overcrowding
would be continued in mid-August.” So you on the town council know that the people
living in rental properties aren’t around, yet some of you still believe that getting these
amendments passed as quickly as possible is a good thing. All this tells me is that you
know that people would oppose these changes and you don’t want to give them the
opportunity to participate in this discussion even though it directly affects them.

In my opinion, as a government of the people, by the people and for the people, you
have an obligation to look at these ordinances from an unbiased perspective. You have
an obligation to hear from the people that you represent, the same people that are
affected by these ordinances. When the founding fathers wrote the words “all men are
created equal” | doubt that they meant “all men are created equal unless they are
landlords or tenants of rental properties.” I'd like to close with something that Mr. Craig
Marcus said at the last town meeting, we aren’t looking for special treatment. We just
want to be treated equally.

Respectfully,

Justin Gorton
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74 Lynwood Road, Storrs
August 8, 2016

To the Mansfield Town Council:

My name is Joan Seliger Sidney. My husband, Stuart Jay Sidney, and [ live at 74
Lynwood Road. Both the house next door and the one across the street have become
student rentals, as well as one up the street and two around the block As Storrs
residents since 1972, we are very concerned about our family neighborhoods
becoming UConn fraternity houses and dorms.

Over 400 homes have already become student rentals, with more every week. For
example, in Tuesday’s The Chronicle Homes, Ferrigno Realtors listed twelve houses,
10 in Storrs and 2 in Mansfield as “SOLD.” Most sold for low $200,000 or less,
driving down our property values, with ads like “GREAT INVESTMENT PROPERTY

grandfathered 4 bedroom rentals. INVESTORS TAKE NOTICE!”

Many of these landlords are collecting $3-4,000 per month from each of their
student rentals. Since these are obviously businesses, they should be taxed as
businesses, Representative Gregg Haddad and | agreed in conversation this past
week. With these exorbitant rents, unless they're prepared to immediately purchase
a house, incoming faculty, staff, and other newcomers cannot afford to live in
Storrs/Mansfield.

Another concern is the increased traffic and speeding as these students hurry to
classes or their friends come to drink and party, making our curvy roads more
dangerous for wheelchair walkers, older residents, and especially young children.
Why can’t these studenis obey our speed limits? Why are they and/or their drunken
partyers bashing our mailboxes a few times a year?

Many undergraduates don’t have the maturity to safely live off-campus. Isn’t that
why UConn has so many RAs in the dorms? In my walk around the block this noon, |
met a student moving into the second house from the top of Lynwood. He’s a UConn
sophomore. Why aren’t he and his young housemates in a campus dorm?

Have you seen this photo of undergraduates drinking on the roof ofarentalon .,
Hunting Lodge Road? If they fell and got hurt, could they sue our Town? (32£ N r.?t('_'f}:;) (/)

We are also tired of the yearly turnover. Students who move in and out each
academic year have no interest in getting to know their neighbors. They have never
come to our annual block party. We are losing neighborhood stability as well as the
possibility of long-time friendships.

Our quality of life is important! These are our homes. Our lifetime savings are in
these homes, whose value is depreciating dramatically. Only rental landlords are
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eager to buy houses next door to student renters. Look at Hunting Lodge Road, the
disastrous loss of a family neighborhood turned into a slum.

We need these new ordinances to improve enforcement and close loopholes to
avoid out-of-control house-grabbers and students from destroying our Town.

Thank you for addressing this issue on our behalf, the permanent residents.
g 7o 7 “'
) AN L /SOJ\;W e ,fésf_ci’f"\@l?
b e “
\ N

Joan Seliger Sidney
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August §, 2016

Jody Bailey-
9 Old School House Road
Storrs, CT

0O1d School House Road is a small neighborhood at the corner of South Eagleville Road and
Route 32, directly behind the old school house.

Our house was built in 1995, along with most of the 12 homes on our cul-de-sac. Of these, 6
families are the original owners and occupants, so they have been our neighbors for over 20
years. The children of these families rode their bikes, waited for the bus, and graduated from
school together with our children. Their parents are the ones who watch over our house when we
go on vacation, and with whom we share garden vegetables We have enjoyed a very positive
culture of commumiy and cooperation.

In 2{)05 one of the homes was sold, and it has since become a rental property to college students.
Then, in 2010, the house directly next door to this property was also sold to an investor, and is
now also a property which rents to students. The houses are set back from the road, and share a
driveway, which is adjacent to our driveway. There is a constant stream of cars going back and
forth, sometimes going very fast, which troubles us, since there are pets and children here. There
is constant turnover of tenants, who are not invested in or committed to the neighborhood.

Our concern is the fact that there is currently no limit to the number of rental properties allowed
on one street. If the number of rentals homes increases, we are very worried about losing the
stable neighborhood which we have enjoyed. Our children have grown and moved on, and we
are looking forward to retirement some day. We may retire here, since we have grown to love
our home, neighborhood, and the town. Or, we may decide to move to a warmer climate, or
closer to family. Having any more rental homes to students will adversely affect either of our
choices, since our positive neighborhood culture would be further eroded, if we decide to stay,
and the selling price of our property would be directly negatively impacted, if we choose to sell.

We hope that you vote to make amendments to the housing code to prevent more rental homes to
students in neighborhoods in Mansfield.

Smoerely,

e

Jody Bailey

A ket W
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To: Town Council ,

From: Rebecca Shafer, Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation
Date: August 8, 2016

Re: Change in Ordinances/Student Petition

| took a few minutes fo read the comments writien in the
landlord’s petition. It is not about how tenants can be better

- neighbors and blend in with the neighborhoods, it |

is more about how "these are the best party years of our lives,

that's what we want to do and you shouldn’t be spoiling it for
uS.H - } '

Fortunately, the vote tonight is not about whether to provide
more hookah pipes, beer funnels and belly-button shots. It
is about how we can provide the permanent residents of our
town with the peace and quiet to which they are entitled.

The Supreme Court in Village of Belle Terre v. Borass, has
said that "a quiet place where yards are wide, people few,
and motor vehicles restricted are legitimate guidelines in

a land use project addressed to family needs. This goal is a
permissible one....it is ample to lay out zones where family
values, youth values, and the biessings of quiet seclusions and
clean air make the area a sanctuary for people.”

| 6_
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John E Murphy
P.0O.Box 436
199 Browns Read
Mansfield Center, CT 06250
860-377-7166 — jmurphy527@acl.com

August 7, 2016

To:  Mayor Shapiro and Members of the Mansfield Town Council
Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
Re:  Proposed Changes to Zoning Ordinances + UConn Action Request

I offer strong support for voting in favor of the proposed zoning ordinance changes tonight. I
attended the recent hearing and it was clear to me that the majority of cormments were in favor of this
effort to resolve existing loopholes and differences between the building code and zoning regulations.

To my knowledge most of the speakers in opposition had clear personal financial interest in
maintaining the status quo. These properties are businesses —and any new fees or requirements that
new rules will create are appropriate costs of doing business, and regardless, owners will continue to
earn a profit from their activity. It will be a matter of degree. I have no problem with proflt at all--but
in these cases it must be balanced and responsible.

There is no need —at all—to wait until students return for fall classes. The proposed changes
are targeted for property owners and landlords and their behaviors, not tenants. They are not
relevant to students and have only ancillary impact on their lives.

This matter has been reviewed all year and it is time to correct and rectify the cause of many
problems now. These minor changes are urgently needed to protect our status quo before it
disappears and the forces of development continue to steamroll our community.

And in a related matter I ask members of the Town Council to join me and other residents who
are taking our case for town preservation directly to the University of Connecticut and its Board of
Trustees. The single most powerful and sustainable long-term solution for the space needs of UConn
is its own Depot Campus. UConn continues to make only marginal use of this huge parcel of adjacent
land —and it always claims that this is due to the high costs of cleanup and remediation of toxics in
that environment. It is time to finally bite the bullet and clean it up! I say use it for new student
housing and move the Greeks back to campus—and stop forcing students to move off campus.

The university has received billions in public investments and the UConn Foundation is a
powerhouse for fundraising. There are resources for such a cleanup and money could be raised if this
was made a priority. As a public land grant institution UConn should fully honor and respect the
legacy of the Storrs Brothers who gave their land for the school so many years ago. What would they
think of what they would see in this area today?

_1.8....




I also understand UConn has ignored the request from Mayor Shapiro to reconsider plans to
ingtall an open greenway at South Campus instead of adding badly needed student housing. This is
urfortunate. What are the real priorities? Doing nothing with the Depot Campus is like fiddling
while Storrs burns—and I can smell the sulfur. So T ask the Town Council to discuss this strategy and
consider asking UConn to be part of the only real long-term selution and not continue to be part of
the problem. Thank you.
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Ryan McDonald

Landlord, 78 Lynwood Road
P.0. Box 68

Mansfield, CT 06268
August 08, 2016

Paul Shapiro

Mayor

Town of Mansfield

Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
4 So Eagleville Road

Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Paul Shapiro:

Please see attached letter from my past tenants of 78 Lynwood Road. They request for their
letter to be entered into the official minutes at the Town Council meeting tonight, Monday,
August 8%, 2016.

Thank you for your assistance.

Singerely, d

Ryan McDonald
Landlord, 78 Lynwood Road

CC: Matt Hart, Town Manager; Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Michael Ninteau,
Director Building and Housing Inspection; Linda Painter, Director of Planning Development

A




Dear Town of Mansfield Town Council,

tam a former resident of 78 Lynwood Road and | wanted to chronicle some of the
behavior and actions of my neighbors while my housemates and ! lived in this residence over
the past year. | wish to provide you with some honest experiences so students in the future do
not have to go through what we went through in hopes that there may be better relations
between students and residents of the Town of Mansfield.

Throughout the year my housemates and | were constantly subjected to neighbors
violating our privacy, including people stopping outside and taking pictures of our house and
our cars. This harassment, which we suspected was happening, became even more extreme
when a picture of our house was posted as the cover photo on the “Mansfield Neighborhood
Preservation” Facebook page. We were dubbed the “house of shame” on this Facebook page,
having at the time received no contact or complaints from any of the neighbors. The picture
was in fact a picture of our house on a weekend afternoon with some friends parked in the
driveway, doing no wrong. Weeks later, we received complaints relayed from our landlord that
our neighbors were bothered by the amount of cars in our driveway. We were shocked to see
the lengths they would go through just to see us get in unwarranted trouble with the Town. The
extra cars were often times housemate’s girlfriends sleeping over or friends who were unable
to drive and decided to stay over — none of which is of any business to anyone in the
neighborhood or of the Town of Mansfield Housing Authority.

This harassment continued throughout the school year and over Winter break though
we never threw parties and never had the police called on us. Eventually our landlord received
Zoning Violation Citations from the Town, when a friend or girlfriend would sleep over, which
ends up on our shoulders per our lease. The Town used this as a means of wrongfully punishing
our tandlord of housing more tenants than is allowed just to appease the constant calls and
emails from our neighbors who were bothered by our comings and goings. After receiving the
first ticket for $150, | called the town to notify them that 6 cars were allowed in our parking
plan and therefote they couldn’t ticket us for something that was legal. The person at the Town
office apologized and rescinded the ticket. After this, the neighbors would not back down, and
continued making sure we got in trouble. We were issued another 5150 ticket a few weeks later
for the same reason as the first. There was no physical evidence, nor documentation of 6
people living in the house but because some neighbors told the town that there was based on
the number of the cars parked there, we were wrongfully issued another ticket.

At this point none of our neighbors had yet tried to talk to us about the issue, though
we constantly made efforts to reach out and be open to hear concerns in order to solve the
problem diplomatically. We felt as if we had our privacy invaded and that we were heing told
that we couldn’t live freely and let our friends or girlfriends stay the night as we so pleased. The
imposing and sometimes illegal behavior by our neighbors was disturbing. The fines that our
neighbors “succeeded” on placing on landlords are passed onto the tenants and cause further
financial burden for the lot of us. | implore the Town of Mansfield be more open about these
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issues and not allow non rental property residents to subject students to this type of
harassment in the future. o

Sincerely,

Samuel Julien and the tenants of 78 Lynwood Road

— D




Good afternoon,

My name is Gregory Nicholson and I am senior at the University of Connecticut.
I extend my sincerest apologies for not being able to come and speak to you myself, but I
have made previous obligations that do not allow me to attend tonight’s meeting.

The issue we have at hand here that affects so many students and is why [ wrote
this is that 3 unrelated people living in a house is not allowed in Mansfield, however, if
more than 3 people are living together that are related it is fine.

For those of you that do not know, to live on campus at the University of
Connecticut, room and board, ranges from $12,436 (at the cheapest) to $16,994. That
breaks down fo an average of $1,036-$1,412 a month. And we still are not considering
tuition and books into that equation either. That, for any college student is ridiculous and
is why those with the opportunity to move off campus do in an attempt to save money.
However, with a rule in place that only allows 3 unrelated people to live together, even if
the house may have 5 bedrooms, does not allow for a majority, if any, college students to
save money.

Based on a study conducted in 2012 by CERC (Connecticut Feonomic Resource
Center), the percentage of residents in Mansfield that fall into the age 18-24 groups,
which is mainly all coliege students, is 52%. With such a large majority of students
making up the population in this area, we should have a say in what is going on and assist
in the making these rules, because there is not student here that would be fine with this.
‘We are being discriminated against, it is against the law, and something needs to be done.

In Title 46a-58 of the CT General Assembly 1t states that,

“a) It shall be a discriminatory practice in violation of this section for any person
to subject, or cause to be subjected, any other person to the deprivation of any
rights, privileges or imwnunities, secured or protected by the Constitution or laws
of this state or of the United States, on account of religion, national origin,
alienage, color, race, sex, gender idenfity or expression, sexual orientation,
blindness or physical disability.”

Further, in Title 46a-64'c, it states in subsection 2 that,

(a) It shall be a discriminatory practice in viclation of this section:

(2) To discriminate against any person in the terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or
rental of a dwelling, or in the provision of services or facilities in connection therewith,

because of race, creed, color, national origin, ancestry, sex, gender identity or expression,
marital status, age, lawful source of income or familial status.

Age, ancestry, familial status.....it is written in the law, that this is not allowed.

Just to clarify, 1f 5 unrelated college students, attempting to save money, try and rent a
house off campus in Mansfield and are denied the opportunity, but a family, which most
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times have people who are older the 18-24 year old age group, have that opportunity to
do so, that is discrimination. The town of Mansfield is discriminating against our age
range, the fact that we do not have the same ancestry, and that we do not have the same
familial status. To keep these ordinances because the town of Mansfield is stereotyping
every single college student as a partier, and believe we will trash a house because we are
irresponsible, is not only stereotyping, but also discrimination.
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Residents of Mansfield, | ask that these ordinances be changed to prevent
discrimination from further occurring in our town. We are in the 21% century where
equality should be practiced in every aspect in the United States. I thank you for the time
vou have spent listening to this speech and I am again, extend niy apologies for not being
able to be in attendance today.
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SPECIAL MEETING — MANSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL
August 30, 2016
DRAFT

A T R s o e b e iy

Mayor Paui Shap1r0 called the 3pec>131 mee‘ung of the Mansﬁeld Town Counoﬂ to 01der at 7 00
p.mm. in the Council Chamber of the Audrey P. Beck Building,

I.

II.

1L

ROLL CALL

Present: Keane, Kochenburger (by phone), Marcellino, Moran, Raymond, Ryan, Sargent,
Shaiken, Shapiro

PUBLIC COMMENT

David Freudmann, Eastwood Road, spoke in opposition not of the project but of the
funding mechanism. Mr. Freudmann requested the Council consider issuing a
supplementary tax bill instead of bonding.

NEW BUSINESS

1.

To consider an appropriation and borrowing authorization for renovations and repairs
to the Mansfield Middle School gymnasium and related locker rooms and bathrooms,
to set a referendum on such appropriation and borrowing authorization if approved
and to take actions related thereto.

Town Manager Matt Hart noted that the renovations and repairs to the Mansfield
Middle School were discussed during the budget season and were included in the
Capital Improvement Program approved at Town Meeting.

Ms. Raymond stated, for the record, that she voted in opposition to the FY 2016/ 17
budget.

Director of Finance Cherie Trahan, Facilities Director Allen Corson, Superintendent

Kelly Lyman and members of the Mansfield Board of Education were on hand to
address any questions.

Mayor Shapiro announced that all motions wouild be read in their entirety and that all
votes on the resolutions would be by roll call.

A) Hltem One
Mr. Ryan moved and Mr. Shaiken seconded, effective Angust 30, 2016 to refer to
the Planning and Zoning Commission for review and approval, the Mansfield
Middle School Gymnasium project included in the 2016/17 Capital Improvement
Plan as outlined above.
The motion passed with Keane, Kochenburger, Marcellino, Moran, Ryan,
Sargent, Shaiken, and Shapiro voting in favor of the motion and Raymond voting
against the motion.

B) Item Two
Ms. Moran moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to approve the following resolution:
RESOLUTION APPROPRIATING 3873,000 FOR COSTS WITH RESPECT TO
THE MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL GYMNASIUM AND RELATED
FACILITIES RENOVATIONS PROJECT, AND AUTHORIZING THE ISSUE

August 30, 2016
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OF BONDS AND NOTES IN THE SAME AMOUNT TO FINANCE THE
APPROPRIATION

RESOLVED, ‘
—{a)--—Thatthe-Town of Mansficld-appropriate BEIGHT-HUNDRED-SEVENTY -
THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($873,000) for costs related to renovations and
repairs to the Mansfield Middle School gymnasium and related locker rooms and
bathrooms, contemplated to include, but not limited to, replacement of the large
and small gymnasium floor, the large dividing door, the bleachers, all exterior
gymnasium doors and the score boards, renovations and potential consolidation of
the locker rooms, renovations of bathrooms, installation of air conditioning, an
on-demand domestic hot water system and a new sound system, relocation of
electrical panels, and reconfiguration of the gymnasium equipment storage area.
The appropriation may be spent for design, construction, acquisition and
installation costs, equipment, materials, consultants’ fees, legal fees, net interest
on borrowings and other financing costs, and other expenses related to the project
and its financing. The Mansfield Board of Education, or such committee to which
it delegates such authority, is authorized to determine the scope and particulars of
the project and to reduce or modify the project, and the entire appropriation may
be spent on the project as so reduced or modified.

b That the Town issue its bonds, notes or obligations, in an amount not to
exceed BEIGHT HUNDRED SEVENTY-THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS
(8873,000) to finance the appropriation for the project. The amount of bonds,
notes or obligations authorized shall be reduced by the amount of grants received
by the Town for the project and applied to pay project costs. The bonds, notes or
obligations shall be issued pursuant to Section 7-369 of the General Statutes of
Connecticut, Revision of 1958, as amended, and any other enabling acts, as
applicable. The bonds, notes or obligations shall be general obligations of the
Town secured by the irrevocable pledge of the full faith and credit of the Town.
() That the Town issue and renew its temporary notes from time to time in
anticipation of the receipt of the proceeds from the sale of the bonds or notes.
The amount of the temporary notes outstanding at any time shall not exceed
EIGHT HUNDRED SEVENTY-THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($873,000).
The temporary shall be issued pursuant to Sections 7-378 of the General Statutes
of Connecticut, Revision of 1958, as amended. The temporary notes shall be
general obligations of the Town secured by the irrevocable pledge of the full faith
and credit of the Town. The Town shall comply with the provisions of Section 7-
378a of the General Statutes if the temporary notes do not mature within the time
permitted by said Section 7-378.

(d) . The Town Manager, the Director of Finance and the Treasurer, or any two
of them, shall sign any bonds, notes or temporary notes by their manual or
facsimile signatures. The law firm of Day Pitney LLP is designated as bond
counsel to approve the legality of the bonds, notes or temporary notes. The Town
Manager, the Director of Finance and the Treasurer, or any two of them, are
authorized to determine the amount, date, interest rates, maturities, redemption
provisions, form and other details of the bonds, notes or temporary notes; to
designate one or more banks or trust companies to be certifying bank, registrar,
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transfer agent and paying agent for the bonds, notes or temporary notes to provide
for the keeping of a record of the bonds, notes or temporary notes; to designate 2
financial advisor to the Town in connection with the sale of the bonds, notes or

- temporary notesyto-sell-the -bonds;notes-or-temporary-notes-at-public-or-privates -+

sale; to deliver the bonds, notes or temporary notes; and to perform all other acts
which are necessary or appropriate to issue the bonds, notes or temporary notes.
(e) That the Town hereby declares its official intent under Federal Income
Tax Regulation Section 1.150-2 that project costs may be paid from temporary
advances of available funds and that the Town reasonably expects to reimburse
any such advances from the proceeds of borrowings in an aggregate principal
amount not in excess of the amount of borrowing authorized above for the project.
The Town Manager, the Director of Finance and the Treasurer, or any two of
them, are authorized to amend such declaration of official intent as they deem
necessary or advisable and to bind the Town pursuant to such representations and
covenants as they deem necessary or advisable in order to maintain the continued
exemption from federal income taxation of interest on the bonds, notes or
temporary notes authorized by this resolution, if issued on a tax-exempt basis,
including covenants to pay rebates of investment earnings to the United States in
future years.

(f) That the Town Manager, the Director of Finance and the Treasurer, or any
two of them, are authorized to make representations and enter into written
agreements for the benefit of holders of the bonds, notes or temporary notes
authorized by this resolution to provide secondary market disclosure information,
which agreements may include such terms as they deem advisable or appropriate
in order to comply with applicable laws or rules pertaining to the sale or purchase
of such bonds, notes or temporary notes.

() That the Town Manager, the Director of Finance, the Treasurer, and other.
proper officers and officials of the Town are authorized to take all other action '
which is necessary or desirable to complete the Project and to issue bonds or notes
and temporary notes to finance the aforesaid appropriation.

Mayor Shapiro offered a technical amendment to subsection (c) of the resolution
adding the word “notes” to the third sentence following the word “temporary”.
The amendment was seconded by Mr. Ryan. The motion to amend passed with
Keane, Kochenburger, Marcellino, Moran, Ryan, Sargent, Shaiken, and Shapiro
voting in favor of the amendment and Raymond voting against the amendment.
The sentence now reads, “The temporary notes shall be issued pursuant to
Sections 7-378 of the General Statutes of Connecticut, Revision of 1958, as
amended.”

The resolution, as amended, passed with Keane, Kochenburger, Marcellino,
Moran, Ryan, Shaiken, and Shapiro voting in favor of the resolution and with
Raymond and Sargent voting agamnst the resolution.

C) Item Three
Mr. Shaiken moved and Ms. Moran seconded to approve the following resolution:

August 30, 2016
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RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A REFERENDUM FOR THE MANSFIELD
MIDDLE SCHOOL GYMNASIUM AND RELATED FACILITIES
RENOVATIONS PROJECT, AND AUTHORIZING THE ISSUE OF BONDS

-ANB-NOTES-IN-THE SAME-AMOUNIT-FO-FINANGE-THE
APPROPRIATION

RESOLVED,

(a) That pursuant to Sections 406 and 407 of the Town Charter the resolution
adopted by the Council under Item #2 of this meeting, appropriating $873,000 for
costs with respect to the Mansfield Middle School Gymmasium and Related
Facilities Renovations Project, and authorizing the issue of bonds, notes and
temporary notes to finance the appropriation, shall be submitted to the voters at
referendum to be held on Tuesday, November 8, 2016 in conjunction with the
election to be held on that date, in the manner provided by said Charter and the
Connecticut General Statutes, Revision of 1958, as amended, including the
procedures set out in Section 9 369d(b)}(2) of said Statutes, and in accordance with
“Ordinance Regarding the Right of Voters Who Are Not Electors to Vote at
Referenda Held in Conjunction with an Election”, adopted by the Mansfield
Town Council on August 25, 1997.

(b) That the aforesaid resolution shall be placed upon the paper ballots or
voting machines under the following heading:

“SHALL THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD APPROPRIATE $873,000 FOR THE
MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL GYMNASIUM AND RELATED
FACILITIES RENOVATIONS PROJECT, OF BONDS AND NOTES IN THE
SAME AMOUNT TO FINANCE THE APPROPRIATION?”

Voters approving the resolution will vote “Yes” and those opposing said
resolution shall vote “No”.

(¢) That the Town Clerk shall publish notice of such referendum vote as part
of the notice of the election to be held on November 8, 2016. Absentee ballots
will be available from the Town Clerk’s office.

() That, in their discretion, the Town Clerk is authorized to prepare a concise
explanatory text regarding the resolution and the Town Manager is authorized to
prepare additional neutral explanatory materials regarding the resolution, such
text and neutral explanatory material to be subject to the approval of the Town
Attorney and to be prepared and distributed in accordance with Section 9-369b of
the General Statutes of Connecticut, Revision of 1958, as amended.

The resolution passed with Kochenburger, Marcellino, Moran, Ryan, Shaiken,
- and Shapiro voting in favor of the resolution and with Keane, Raymond and
Sargent voting against the resolution.

IV,  ADIQURNMENT
Mr. Shaiken moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to adjourn the meeting at 7:52 p.m.
The motion passed unanimously.

Paul M. Shapiro, Mayor Mary Stanton, Town Clerk

Aungust 30, 2016
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Ttem #1

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager M@A

CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Mary Stanton, Town
Clerk

Date: September 12, 2016

Re: Naming of the Town Square

Subiject Matter/Background

As you are aware, at its August 8, 2016 meeting the Town Council authorized the
appointment of an ad hoc committee to receive public input and fo recommend a
name for the town sguare. Councilors Marcellino, Ryan, and Sargent were
appointed to the ad hoc committee.

The Ad Hoc Committee on Naming of Town Square met on August 25, 2016.
The Committee unanimously agreed to recommend to the Council that the town
square be named Belsy FPaterson Square. The attached minutes from the
committee meeting detail the reasons behind this recommendation.

Recommendation
If the Council is in agreement with the Committee’s recommendation, the
foltowing resolution is in order:

RESOLVED, effective September 12, 2016, fo approve the recommendation of
the Ad Hoc Committee on Naming of Town Square and fo name the fown square
the Betsy Paterson Square.

Attachmenis
1) 8/25/16 Minutes of the Ad Hoc Committee on Naming of Town Square
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Ad Hoc Commuttee on Naming of Town Square
August 25, 2016

1. Call to Order

Chair Bill Ryan called the special meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee on Naming of Town
Square to order at 6:00 p.m. in Room B of the Audrey P. Beck Building.

Present: Mr. Ryan, Mr. Marcellino

Absent: Mr. Sargent

Also Present: Mayor Paul Shapiro

2. Opportunity for the Public to Speak
No comments were offered.

3. Review of Charge from the Town Council

Mr. Ryan noted that as part of the discussion of the motion to create this ad hoc
committee at the August 8, 2016 Council meeting, the Mayor stated that the purpose of.
the committee is to recommend a name for the Town Square to the Council

4. Review and Consideration of Potential Names

Mr. Marcellino moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to recommend to the Councit that the
Square be named Betsy Paterson Square.

Hearing no other suggestions the Chair requested a vote on the original motion.

The motion passed unanmimously.

Mayor Shapiro stated that Betsy Paterson was the most critical person in the development
of the Square from the beginning to the end. Ms. Paterson went to conferences to learn
about other university town centers and worked on identifying possible sources of
funding even during the 2007/2008 financial crisis. The Mayor said that Ms. Paterson
had the vision to realize that the future of the Town depended on doing something with
this piece of land and made it happen.

Chair Ryan commented that during other street naming processes he suggested and
supported not naming streets in honor of those still living but in honor of historic figures
in Mansfield. This is not a rule, and in this case Mr. Ryan is in support of an exception as
Ms. Paterson was a driving force in the development of Storrs Center for the 18 years she
served on the Council, 16 of which were as Mayor. Mr. Ryan stated that he can’t think of
a more worthy figure for this honor.

5. Adjournment
Mir. Marcellino moved and Mr. Ryan seconded to adjourn the meeting at 6:10 p.m.

The motion passed unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Stanton
Town Clerk
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Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council . /
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager /’%4//'
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager, John Carrington, Director

of Public Works; Derek Dilaj, Assistant Town Engineer; James
Welsh, Legal Counsel

Date: September 12, 2016

Re: WPCA, Proposed Sewer Service Agreement between Town of
Mansfield and University of Connecticut

Subject Matter/Background

The Town Council last discussed this item at its July 25, 2016 meeting. | am
happy to report that staff has been able to negotiate some changes requested by
the Council to the proposed agreement with the University. The details of those
changes are listed in the Proposed Revisions section of this memorandum.

The new service agreement is needed to replace the 1989 Sewer & Water
Service Agreement between the Town and UCONN (see attached). The 1989
agreement is dated and does not include wastewater infrastructure that the Town
has constructed for Storrs Center and plans to construct for the Four Corners. In
addition, the 1989 agreement provides limited protection for Mansfield, as it may
be terminated by either party within 60 days of the January 1%t anniversary date.

In 2014 the Town executed a Water Supply Agreement with the Connecticut
Water Company, and that agreement governs the provision of water supply
service o off-campus customers served by the UCONN system.

The proposed sewer service agreement with UCONN is more comprehensive

than its 1989 predecessor and is simitar in many ways to the Town's sewer

agreement with the Town of Windham. Some important elements and benefits of

the proposed agreement with UCONN are as follows:

e The agreement guarantees a maximum flow for Mansfield, referred to as

the "Mansfield Reserve Allocation,” in which 18% of the treatment capacity
of the UCONN sewage plant would be reserved for Mansfield. This 18%
reserve equates to 540,000 gallons per day (GPD) and should be
sufficient fo meet the Town’s current and fuiure anticipated demand,
consistent with our Plan of Conservation and Development, Mansfield
Tomorrow (Section 6).
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¢ The agreement clearly delineates what infrastructure is owned by
Mansfield and which elements are owned by UCONN. The agreement
contemplates that the Town will acquire ownership of certain off-campus
infrastructure over a period of time {Section 2).

= The agreement ensures some degree of consistency between the
Mansfield and UCONN sewer use regulations, while recognizing that the
Town has the discretion to adopt more stringent regulations (Section 3).

s The agreement outlines how system connections will work in the future,
providing the Town with more autonomy and reducing UCONN's role in
approving off-campus connections (Section 4).

= The agreement provides more clarity on how UCONN’s sewer fees will be
set, and how the fee schedule will work in conjunction the annual budget
process. Each year of the contract UCONN will provide the Town with an
annuatl statement and its five-year capital plan, providing the Town with
better data for its budgeting purposes (Section 9).

e Various sections of the agreement speak fo the need for the parties to
continue to work in a collaborative manner on issues such as service
connections, budgeting, and reguiatory compliance.

o The initial term of the agreement will run for five years, with the
opportunity to renew for two successive five-year terms (Section 10).

Financiai Impact

As stated above, the agreement will provide more clarity on how UCONN's fees
to the Town are established. Going forward, UCONN will incorporate a
percentage of its capital costs into the fees; this percentage would be based on
the Mansfield Reserve Allocation of 18%. UCONN has not previously included
capital costs into its sewer use charges and has subsidized these expendifures
through the University's operating budget. By contrast, the Town has long
included the Town’s capital costs and depreciation into its own sewer use
charges, which is considered a best practice.

The Town would plan to use its UCONN Sewer Fund, established as an
enterprise fund, to account for revenues-and expenditures related to the
proposed sewer service agreement. Using UCONN's projected budget and five-
year capital plan, we have calculated an all-inclusive charge of $5.75 per 100
cubic feet (ccf) for FY 2015/16, which would represent a decrease from FY
2014/15 for most users.

in future years, plant improvements and other infrastructure needs will impact the
Town's sewer use charges. Building a fund balance and adding customers
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through development at the Four Corners and elsewhere in the Storrs area would
heip ameliorate rate increases for ratepayers.

Legal Review

Attorney Weilsh, an associate of Town Attorney Kevin Deneen, has ably assisted
in negotiating and drafting the proposed agreement. Attorney Deneen will cover
for Attorney Welsh at Monday's meeting.

Proposed Revisions

At its discussions in June and July, the Council acting as the Town’s Water
Potlution Control Authority (WPCA) and the members of the Four Corners Water
and Sewer Advisory Committee raised several issues for the staff to review. We
have reviewed these items with UCONN, and have some proposed revisions for
the Council's consideration. A brief summary is as follows:

o Continuation of services — Attorney Welsh has not found any express
obligation in state law requiring the University to provide wastewater
services to the Town or the community absent a service agreement,
However, staff has negotiated new Sections 10(e) and (f) stipulating that
there would be no discontinuation of service in the event of an expiration
or termination of the agreement, and explaining how the parties would
handle this event.

e Term —some councilors expressed concern regarding the five-year initial
term of the agreement, thinking it too short. Staff has discussed this with
UCONN, and both pariies continue to see advantages in a five-year initial
term. We want to see how the framework of the agreement and the
allocation rates function and have the opportunity to make changes if
needed. While the agreement could be amended at any time, a five-year
term will help ensure that the parties are focused on the review. In
addition, UCONN is presenily assessing the condition of the plant, and
that assessment will help inform future agreements. Lastly, we have
added language to the preamble emphasizing that the parties have
enjoyed a long-term relationship and wish to maintain that relationship in
the future.

» Indemnification — UCONN has agreed to a new Section 23 providing the
sole and exclusive means for Mansfield to make a claim against UCONN.

» Communication between the parties — UCONN has agreed to a new
Section 4(d)} 1o ensure periodic communication between the parties and
reporting to the WPCA.

o Mansfield reserve calculations — staff has revised the attached table
{(previously distributed) to show that the various municipal uses (e.g. Town
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Hali; EO Smith High School) are included in Mansfield's 18% reserve
allocation.

e |nsurance coverage — staff has consulted with the Town’s insurance
carrier (CIRMA), which informed us that the Town would not need to
purchase additional coverage as a result of this agreement.

= "Good industry practice” — staff has researched the suggestion that we
modify the term “best industry practice” to “good industry practice.” Our
consulting engineers at Weston & Sampson have not seen the term “good
industry practice” used in the wastewater field.

s Listing of additional off-campus neighborhood served by UCONN system
- staff has prepared the attached table showing the other off-campus
neighborhoods served by UCONN but not covered by the proposed
agreement. We anticipate that at least some of these neighborhoods
would become part of the Mansfield system in future agreements.

e Other - at the July 27™ meeting, Councilor Raymond presented a list of
questions and issues for consideration, some of which are covered in this
section. Staff has prepared the attached memorandum providing an
answer to each query.

Recommendation

For the reasons stated above, staff believes that the revised sewer service
agreement is fair and equitable to the parties, and is in the best interest of the
Town. Consequently, we recommend that the Town Council in its role as the
WPCA authorize me {o execute the agreement with the University.

The following resolution is suggested:

RESOLVED, to authorize the Town Manager o execute the Sewer Service
Agreement (draft dated August 31, 2016 belween the Town of Mansfield and the

University of Connecticut.

Attachments

1) Proposed Sewer Service Agreement with UCONN

2) 1989 Sewer Service Agreement with UCONN

3} Mansfield Reserve Calculations, existing and potential new uses
4} Mansfield Off-Campus Users

5) Response to Additional Council Questions
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Revised Draft — 8/31/2016

SEWER SERVICE AGREEMENT
by and befween
TOWN OF MANSEIELD
and
UNEVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT

THIS SEWER SERVICE AGREEMENT (this “Agleamen "} 1s made as of [July 1], 2016
(the “Effective Date”) by and between the Town of Mansfield ($Wansfield”) and the University of
Connecticut {“UConn™).

WHEREAS, UConn owns, maintains and operates a wastewater tion and conveyance
y&ewage from facilities

treatment plant owned, maintained andieperated by UConn (the “UConn Sewagefilant™)
WHEREAS, the UConn Sewer aIso collects and conveys Sewage from certain
famhizes 1ocated on other p;operiy withi ned by Mansﬁe]d and various pr wately

“?;;f
WHEREAS, Mansfield owns, maintains apd operates a wastewater collection and
") that collects and conveys Sewage from
. Plant and to a sewage treatment plant
rated by the Town of Wmdham (the “Windham Sewage Plant™};

as entered into (i)} with UConn, a Sewer & Water Service

15,1989 (the “Former Agreement”), that sets forth the terms upon
vage from certain Mansfield Facilities to the UConn Sewage
rvices for the benefit of Mansfield; and (1i) with the Town of
{ September 30, 2010, that sets forth the terms upon which the
Ceept Sewage from certain other Mansfield Facilities to the
perform other related service for the benefit of Mansfield;

Windham, an Aoreem Tt dated 4
Town of Windham has a ?'
Windham Sewage Plant andi

WHERFEAS, the Former Agreement provides that UConn will furnish wastewater collection
and treatment services (the “Sewage Services™) to certain occupants of Mansfield Facilities (the
“End Users™) that discharge Sewage that is conveyed through the UConn Sewerage System to the
UConn Sewage Plant;

WHERFEAS, the End Users consist of Mansfield’s municipal operations and various
residences and businesses occupying residential properties, privately-owned apartment complexes
and commercial properties located in certain Mansfield Facilities that connect to the Mansfield
Sewerage System or the UConn Sewerage System;
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WHEREAS. UConn and Mansfield wish to continue this lone-tenn relationship regarding
the provision of Sewage Services to End Users and the coordination of the management of the
Mansfield Sewerage Svystem and the UConn Sewerage System:

WHEREAS, UConn and Mansfield desire to replace and supersede the Former Agreement
in its entirety by entering into this Agreement to clarify the responsibilities and obligations of
UConn and Mansfield with respect to the manner in which Sewage Services will be provided to
End Users and Sewage may be collected and conveyed from Mansfield Facilities to the UConn
Sewage Plant;

NOW, THEREFORE, UConn and Mansfield, for the6ons

as follows: j%&ﬁ%
Section 1. Definitions ’

Capitalized terms used, but not otherwise defined, in this Agreetti ‘
meanings ascribed to them in Exhibit A hereto.

Section 2. System Description ﬁ»‘?’%%m

(&)  General. UConn and Maﬁé

e

“Infrastructure Map™) generally descnbc-:-’f
mf}.astructule associated with, the UConn S

e locf‘-' '@h@ of, and component elements of the
1, the UConn Sewage Plant and the

i ﬁi%rucm%“a; s@ciated with, the UConn
Sewerage System the UComl Sewage Plant and ‘4he Manstield Sewemge System.

(b} Ownership of Systems.

(1} General. At all times during the Term and upon any expiration or
termination of this Agreement, as between UConn and Mansfield, UConn will own the
UConn Sewerage System and the UConn Sewage Plant (together with any modifications,
alterations and expansions thereto), and Mansfield will own the Mansfield Sewerage
System (together with any modifications, alterations and expansions thereto).

(11} System Conveyance. During the Term, UConn and Mansfield will negotiate,
in good faith, the manner and terms by which Mansfield will acquire ownership and/or use
of certain infrastructure associaied with the UConn Sewerage System for properties

rental or otherwise, it being ac]mowledged and understood by the pames ‘that the terms of
any such acquisition will not atfect any of the property interests UConn may have in the
property receiving Sewerage Services from such infrastructure.

(c) UCoenn Authority. Mansfield acknowledges that, notwithstanding anything in this
Agreement to the contrary, UConn will only provide Sewage Services to Mansfield Facilities for
which UConn is authorized by Applicable Law to provide such Sewage Services.
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Section 3. Sewer Use Regulations

(a) UConn’s Board of Trustees. The UConn Sewer Use Regulations in effect as of the
Effective Date were approved by UConn’s Board of Trustees on January 30, 2007 and are attached
to Exhibit C hereto. UConn may, in its discretion and with the approval of UConn’s Board of
Trustees, amend, modify or change the UConn Sewer Use Regulations, and will meet and confer
with Mansfield’s Town Manager and his or her designees, from time to time during the Term.
UConn will provide Mansfield with written notice of any proposed amendment, modification or
change to the UConn Sewer Use Regulations prior to approval by UConn’s Board of Trustees.

(b Mansfield’s WPCA. Mansfield’s then-acting Water Pollution Control Authority,
which, as of the Effective Date, is designated as Manstield’s Town Council, will adopt and
maintain local ordinances governing the manner in which Sewage may be discharged for treatment
at the UConn Sewage Plant and the Windham Sew ant {the “Mansfield Sewer Use
Regulations™) necessary fo enforce compliance the Mansfield Sewer Use Regulations by End
Userq The Mansﬁeld Sewcr Use Regulations § at ail times duuno the Term, be at least as

End User to comply, with the enforcement procedures and reme
Sewer Use Regulations shallsconstitute a Mansfield Default.

“time duging the Term toteyi JConn Sewer Use Regulations and the Mansfield Sewer Use
it icable Law and other industry standards.

Section 4. Systems Managénm

(a) System Connections.

{1) General. UConn will retain the right and responstibility to approve any direct
connections to the UConn Sewerage System from property owned by UConn or the State of
Connecticut. Subject to Section 4(c), Mansfield will retain the right and responsibility to
approve any direct connections to the Mansfield Sewerage System; provided that direct
connections to the Mansfield Sewerage System from property owned by UConn or the State
of Connecticut shall be approved in accordance with Section 4(a)(i){1)(C). Each party
shall be responsible for supervising and controlling the Sewage connections and discharges
to its respective wastewater collection and conveyance system, including issuing approvais
or permits to End Users with respect to such connections and enforcing compliance with the
UConn Sewer Use Regulations by such End Users.

(i1y  Other Connections from Mansfield Facilities.

. Mansfield Authority.
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Al General. During the Term, End Users proposing to make a
direct connection from a Mansfield Facility to the UConn Sewerage System
or the Mansfield Sewerage System shall apply for a permit with the
Mansfield Director in accordance with the Mansfield Sewer Use
Regulations. Except as set forth in Section 4(a)(i0)(1}(C) below, the
Mansfield Director shall be responsible for reviewing any such permit
applications and for ensuring that any approved connections are constructed
in comphance with the Mansfield Sewer Use Regulations.

B. Connections to the UConn Sewerage Systemn. The Mansfield
Director shall obtain UConn’s written approval prior to approving the
1ssuance of a permit to any End User proposing to make a direct connection
from a Mansfield Facility to the UConn Sewerage System, which such
approval UConn may, in its sglé.discretion, withhold, condition or delay.
Manstield shall deliver to, n any application submiited to the Mansfield
Director proposing to ma‘; direct connection from a Mansfield Facility to
the UConn Sewerage Sys € 'mmediately following Mansfield’s receipt
thereof. g

C. Connections to theM ,ﬁeld Sewerage Systern. Applications
for permits proposing to make a directtoy
UConn or the State of Connecticut to the:
by [g 1 Qr its authouzed agent shall on

twithstanding anything in Section 4(a)(ii)(1) to
the contrary, UConn referves the right to authorize direct connections from
Mansfield Facilities to the't ‘Gonn Sewerage System if the Mansfield Director fails
to approve the issuance of a permit to an End User proposing to make a direct
connection from a Mansfield Facility to the UConn Sewerage System that UConn
approved pursuant to Section 4(a)(1)(1)(B).

(1)  Ownership of New Infrastructure. As between UConn and Mansfield, all
wastewater collection and conveyance system infrastructure associated with any direct
connection authorized after the Effective Date will be owned by:

I. UConn (and deemed to be part of the UConn Sewerage System for
purposes of this Agreement) if made {rom (x) property owned by UConn or the State
of Connecticut to the UConn Sewerage System; (y) property owned by UConn or
the State of Connecticut to the Mansfield Sewerage System; and (z) a Mansfield
Facility to the UConn Sewerage System and authorized by UConn pursuant to
Section 4(a)(ii)(2); and
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2. Mansfield (and deemed to be part of the Mansfield Sewerage System
for purposes of this Agreement) if made from a Mansfield Facility to (y) the
Mansfield Sewerage System; and (z) the UConn Sewerage System if such
connection was approved by the Mansfield Director and UConn pursuant to Section

4GB
{b) Billing End Users.

(1) By UConn. As between UConn and Mansfield, UConn will be responsible
for charging, and retaining for its own account, fees for the provision of Sewage Services to
End Users connecting directly to the () UConn Sewerage System (except for End Users
approved by the Mansfield Director and UConn pur 5 Section 4(a)(i1)(1XB) to
connect directly to the UConn Sewerage System); ) Mansfield Sewerage System from
property owned by UConn or the State of Conng ;

(i) By Mansfield. As between UConn and Mansfieldy, Mansfield will be

sewerage System; and (2) to the UConn Sewerage System if such co
by the Manstield Director andddConn pursuant to Section 4(a)(i)(1)}(B)

(1i1)  Fees. Each part
End Users for the provision of Se
reasonable written notice to the othérp
End Users.

rovided that each party agrees to provide
hanges in fees such party charges to its

approve the planmn
associated with any sue
constructed utilizing goodipias
specifications approved by UEbdnn. Any applOV6d modlhcatmns alterations or expansions of the
Mansfield Sewerage System during the Term, and any increased amount of Sewage resulting
therefrom, will be subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement.

rmation and inspect the installation of any infrastructure
01, alteration or expansion, which shall be designed and

() Communications. Manstield and UConn shall meet regudarly o discuss the
managemient of the Manglield Sewerage Svsten: and the UConn Sewerage Svystem, including
operation and maintenance. budeet and capiial needs. reeulatory changes, and service fees. Ttis
understood that Manstield staft shall provide resular updates and information 1o Mansfield’s then-
acting Water Pollution Control Authernity recarding the Mansfield Sewerace Svstem and the status
of services provided under this Agreement.
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Section 5. Coilection of Sewage

(a) UConn’s Obligations. Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this
Agreement, UConn will provide the Sewage Services to Mansfield (for the benefit of End Users).
UConn will operate and maintain the UConn Sewage Plant to provide treatment of Sewage in
compliance with the UConn Sewer Use Regulations and Applicable Law. As between Mansfield
and UConn, UConn shall have sole discretion as to the manner in which UConn performs the
Sewage Services and maintains the UConn Sewerage Systemn and UConn Sewage Plant.

(by  Mansfield’s Obligations. Mansfield shall operate and maintain the Mansfield
Sewerage System, at its sole expense and pursuant to applicable best industry practices, to allow
Sewage to be collected and conveyed through the Mansfield Sewerage System and the UConn
Sewerage System for treatment at the UConn Sewage Plant in accordance with this Agreement, the
UConn Sewer Use Regulations and Applicable Law. Mansﬂeld shali promptly provide written
notice of any noncompliance with this Agreement, the:

Applicable Law relating to the Mansfield Sewexja i
End Users’ conveyance of Sewage therein of w_fi ansheld or any of its personnel, contractors
or agents become aware.

{c) UConn Inspection. Upon UConn’s reas nable: équest from time to time during the
Term, Mansfield shall allow, at reasonable times, UConn i ccess and mspect the Mansfield
Sewerage System and all wastewater connections 1o Manshé .
and connections comply with the terms and conditions set forth<
Director or his or her des;gﬁ:,fgy sgnay accompany UConn during a
to this section. p "“W “ﬁ}j&x
E

ey

is Agreement. The Mansfield
gﬁspectmn requested pursuant

Section 6.

(a) i wage Services will consist of UConn treating up to
)] gallons per day (GPij‘?‘*@%&wage co d to the UConn Sewage Plant that is generated
rectly (S%{dsythe Mansfield Sewerage System; and (ii) to the

from Mansfield Facilities that connég
UConn Sewerage System if such connée R was approved by the Mansfield Director and UConn
pursuant to Section 4(2)(A1)(1)}B). For pufp‘@ses of this Agreement, the GPD of Sewage will be
determined by using the Average Daily Fiow rate for such Mansfield Facilities. In addition, at all
times during the Term, the Peak Daily Flow Rate of [2:4} - GPD Average Daily
Flow rate shall not be exceeded without UConn’s prior written approval UConn reserves the 11ght
to reject, in its sole discretion, any request by Mansfield to discharge in excess of said [ ‘
GPD Average Daily Fiows.

(b) Calculation of Average Daily Flow. The Average Daily Flow rate will be
determined utilizing water measurements obtained at, and in such intervals as may be provided by,
metering stations, when available. The parties acknowledge and agree that such measurements
may need to be obtained from metering stations maintained by the water supply provider serving
the Mansfield Facilities (the “Water Provider™). Mansfield shall cause the Water Provider to
provide such measurements to UConn, and hereby authorizes UConn to request, and the Water
Provider to provide, such measurements to UConn. To the extent UConn is unable to obtain such
measurements for any reason, UConn will determine the Average Daily Flow rate using customary
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and acceptable engineering practices.

(c) Restrictions on Use. Mansfield’s End Users may not, under any circumstances,
discharge any material that is prohibited by, or in excess of the maximum characteristics
established by, the Mansfield Sewer Use Regulations; provided that UConn may not modify the
maximum characteristics for BOD, Suspended Solids, Nitrogen and pH established 1n Exhibit C
hereto without Mansfield’s prior written consent, which consent will not be uhreasonably withheld,
conditioned or delayed if UConn’s proposed modifications arise from changes in Applicable Law.
Mansfield shall comply with each and all of the characteristics set forth in the Mansfield Sewer Use
Regulations (including the maximum characteristics for BOD, Suspended Solids, Nitrogen and pH
established in Bxhibit C of this Agreement as may be amended in accordance with its terms). In
addition no Sewage may be transmiited to the UConn Sewage Plant that causes the UConn Sewage
Piant to fail to meet its effluent discharge permit limits.

Section 7. Additional Covepants

(a) Mansfield Improvernents. Man shall make, at its sole expense and in a timely
manner following UConn’s reasonable request, a
to the Mansfield Sewerage System required to comp
or Applicable Law.

g enferin
standards, Mansfield shalli
recommended by the eng {'nm zesp0n31ble for perfmmmg such analysis, as 1ea50nably
approved by UConn, in a tiniely manner (which shall be at least as promptly as recommended in
the engineering firm’s analysis). Mansfield will provide UConn with copies of any analysis
performed under this section and any other information relating to such analysis as may be
reasonably requested by UConn.

Section 8. Compliance with Applicable Laws

(a) Sewage Discharge. Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the conirary,
Mansfield shall not connect any combined sewer receiving both surface runoff and Sewage into the
Mansfield Sewerage System or the UConn Sewerage System and will not discharge, or permit any
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End User that connects to the Mansfield Sewerage System or the UConn Sewerage System to
discharge, into the Mansfield Sewerage System or the UConn Sewerage System any drainage,
sewer substances or sewerage containing such characteristics and/or volume determined to be
excessive by the State of Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection or other
Applicable Law.

(b) " Permits. Bach party will obtain and maintain, at its own expense, all permits,
certifications and licenses required by Applicable Law relating to the wastewater collection and
conveyance system owned, maintained and operated by such party.

contractors and agents to oomply with ali apphcabie UComgasﬁ tes and regulations and
s dre on UConn’s premises.
B,

Section 9. Sewerage Services and Other Feeg

i s{@ewerage System if such connecnon Wi S‘fs'
Mansfield DIi’ectOl and UConn pursu gﬁ" Se

determine the Services Fee, on an annu‘%l% .
multiplying the Mansfield Use Percentag &

e r ﬂs;a S161; yring the Term, for reimbursing

s o i i%‘"s benefit pursuant to Section

UConn will determine (1) Mansfield’s portion

improvement, modification or enlargement,
“this UConn Capital Costs; and (ii) the schedule

UConn Capital Costs Wlﬁ"?i)e paid by Mansfield to UConn by

the design life of the applicable improvement, modification or

o,

mf}:;‘»‘\and confer with the Mansfield Director and his or her designees,
. on projects UConn proposes to undertake 1hat will result in an

(b)  Capital Costs. Mansfield Sha 1

UConn for a portion (based on the capacity resery
6(a) of this Agreement) of the UConn Capital Cd%’ ,
of the UConn Capital Costs, with respect to any su%‘

eniargelngﬁ,. UConn will m
ﬁom time to t‘u : Ldurmg the Tag

Sewerage Sysiern becomes ‘buidened as a result of the characteristics of the Sewage originating
from Mansfield Facilities that connect directly (i) to the Mansfield Sewerage System; and/or (ii) to
the UConn Sewerage System if such connection was approved by the Mansfield Director and
UConn pursuant to Section 4(a)(i1)(1)}(B), then, in each case, Mansfield will assume a proportionate
share of such costs, as reasonably determined by UConn after meeting and conferring with
Mansfield.

(c) Annual Budgets. Within sixty (60) days after the commencement of each Contract
Year, UConn shall provide to Mansfield a statement estimating the Services Fee for such Contract
Year, Mansfield’s portion of the UConn Capital Costs for such Contract Year and an estimate of
the UConn Capital Costs projected to be incurred during the next five Conftract Years (the “Annual
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Budget™). The Services Fee for each Contract Year will be based on the actual Mansfield Use
Percentage and the actual UConn Operating Expenses during the previous Contract Year, and
Mansfield’s portion of the UConn Capital Costs for each Contract Year will be based on
Mansfield’s then-outstanding portion of such UConn Capital Costs as of the end of the previous
Contract Year. The parties acknowledge and agree that (i) the Annual Budget for the first Contract
Year is attached to Exhibit E hereto and (ii) UConn’s five-year projection of the UConn Capital
Costs in any Annual Budget is provided for Mansfield’s financial planning purposes only and will
not be binding on UConn.

(d) Services Fee Adjustment. Within sixty (60} days after the commencement of each
Contract Year, UConn shall provide to Mansfield a statement showing the calculation of the actual
Mansfield Use Percentage, UConn Operating Expenses and Services Fee for the previous Contract
Year as compared to the amounts estimated in the Annual Budget for such Contract Year. UConn
shall provide a credit to Mansfield’s account if the actual Services Fee due for the previous
Contract Year is less than the Services Fee estimatedii. the Annual Budget and previously paid by
Mansfield during such Contract Year. If the act Tvices Fee due for the previous Contract Year
is greater than the Services Fee estimated in th al Budget and previously paid by Mansfield,
UConn shall bill Mansfield, and Mansfield shall such deficit with the first quarterly invoice
delivered in the then-current Contract Year.

\arterly for all payments due under
any adjustment of the Services

{ invoice. If payment 1s not

1l be deemed delinquent and

(e) Payment Terms. UConn will bill Mansft
this Agreement in accordance with the Annual Budget, suby
Fee pursuant to Section 9(d). Payments shall be due upon rec
made within sixty (60) ca

days of such due date, the payme

expires five (5) years later (the “In ), umléss earlier terminated as provided herein.
UConn may, in its sole discretion, rengwithis Agreement for up to two (2) additional five (5) year
periods on the same terms and condition$#gcontained herein upon ninety (90) days’ written notice

to Mansfield prior to the expiration of the then current Term. The Initial Term and each renewal
term may be referred (o herein as the “Term”.

{(b) Mansfield Default. The occurrence at any time of any of the following events shall
constitute a “Mansfield Default™

(1) Failure to Pay. The failure of Mansfield to pay any amounts owing to UJConn
on or before the day following the date on which such amounts are due and payable under
the terms of this Agreement and Mansfield’s failure to cure each such failure within ten (10}
days after Mansfield receives writien notice of each such failure; or

(11)  Failure to Perform Obligations. Unless due to a Force Majeure Event, the
failure of Mansfield to perform or cause to be performed any obligation required to be
performed by Mansfield under this Agreement (other than any obligation for the payment of
money); provided, however, that if such failure by its nature can be cured, then Mansfield
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shall have a period of thirty (30) days after receipt of written notice of such failure to cure
the same and a Mansfield Default shall not be deemed to exist during such period; provided,
further, that if Mansfield commences to cure such failure during such period and is
diligently and in good faith attempting to effect such cure, said period shall be extended for
sixty (60) additional days.

[f a Mansfield Default has occurred, UConn may terminate this Agreement by written notice, and
assert all rights and remedies available to UConn under Applicable Law. In addition, UConn may
elect not to terminate this Agreement and pursue all rights and remedies available to UConn under
Applicable Law.

(c) UConn Default. The occurrence at any time of any of the following events with
respect to UConn shall constitute a “UConn Default™

1) Failure to Perform Obilgation&mUniess due to a Force Majeure Event, the

failure of UConn to perform or cause to hegi formed any obligation required to be
1 other than any obligation for the payment of

re by its nature can be cured, then UConn shall
- ’f%@,mc of such failure to cure the
Ist during such period; provided,
tire during such period and is diligently
and in 000d faith attempting to effect such cure, said'period shall be extended for sixty (60)
additional days. %%3\
Tk
[f a UConn Default has occurred, Mansfield may terminate this Ag? ‘ I;fr:ent by written notice, and
assert all rights and remedies available to Mansfield under Applicable Law. In addition, Mansfield
may elect not to terminate this Agreement and pursue all rights and remedies available to Mansfield
under Applicabie Law

’hganons unciie hkS Agreemem as a result of a Force Majeure Event, the party clalmmg
eure Event Willhe excuseci from the scope of its periormanc:e aiiec,ted by Lhe Force

Majeure Eve
Majeure Event

des the othel ;party W1th notlce descmbmg the particulars of the occurrence, and
such notice is dehv romptl i i

er the occurrence of such Force Majeure Event (11) ihe

Event shall not excuse the ility of either party for an event that arose before such Force Majeure
Event; (iv) the party claiming a Force Majeure Event will exercise commercially reasonable efforts
to correct or cure the event or condition excusing performance and resume performance of its
obligationis; and (v) when able to resume performance of ifs'obligations under this Agreement, the
party claiming a Force Majeure Event will promptly notify the other party and resume
performance.

L') No Diswminua‘rion of ServiCe Th‘e partit_s acknowledge and agree that this

.....

n"lana;zement or mnnecuons by End Usms lo the Mansﬁeic[ Sewerage System and the UConn
Sewerage Svstem. In the event this Agreement expires or is terminated for any reason, all rights
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and responsibilities provided to Mansfield pursuant to this Agreement shall awtomatically cease and
terminate. The expiration or termination of this Agreement shall not result in any discontinuation
of Sewsage Services to End Users and UConn shall continue to provide Sewage Services to such
End Users in accordance with its then-current UConn Sewer Use Regulations and Apnlicable Law,
unless such termination arises from anv End User™s failure to comply with the Mansfield Sewer
Use Regulations, in which case. UConn reserves all richts to suspend or discontinue Sewage
Services to such noncomphant End User(s).

() Administration of Existing Accounts.  Sewer infrastructure which is owned and

is planned and approved during the Term of this Agreement) s
by Manstield following anv expiration or tesmination of thi
Manstield for the provision of Sewage Services as of the ]
expiration of this Agreement will continue to be billed B fan
termination of this Aoreement. Mansfield shall pay to UConn the
UConn from time 1o time for the Sewage Services provided to such
expiration or termination of this Avreement,

emain owned and maintained

nent. BEnd Users billed by
date of the fermination or

4 following the expiration or

Section 11, Entire Agreement

This Agreement and the exhibi
referred to herein, embody the entire a
respect of the subject matter of this Agreement. Miatlkfield and UConn hereby agree that the
Former Agreement is terminated as of the |

Section 12. Amendmenis

" %}y authorized, jointly executed, writfen

: m%foz‘m by the Office of the Attorney General.

352 Mansfield Road, Unit 1122
Storrs, CT 06269
Attention: Executive Vice President for Administration and Chief Financial Officer

with a copy to (which shall not constitute notice);

University of Connecticut
Office of the General Counsel
343 Mansfield Road, Unit 1177
Storrs, CT 06269

ol By



Attention: General Counsel

If to Mansfield, to:
Town of Mansfield
Office of the Town Manager
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06268

Either party may change its notice information by providing notice to the other in accordance with
this section.

Section 14, No Rights of Third Parties

Nothing expressed or implied in this Agreeme:}t is mtended or will be construed to confer
upon or give any person (including any End Us
remedies under or by reason of this Agreements

Section 15.  Severability

If any provision of this Agreement shall be adjudgedito be invalid or unenforceable by a
court of competent jurisdiction, such adjuchcauon shall onlw%%piy to the pr0v1310n so adj udged and
the remainder of this Agreement shall remain valid and effective
thereto without such mv?%dﬁ&%ﬁ_ or parts.

or power or be construed to%' )
S

conditions, or contracts to be aciot

be a watver of any succeeding breatf' ‘”Mﬁhy other covenani condition, or contract herein

contained No change wativer, or discharge hereof shall be valid unless in wm‘.mcr and s1gned by an

be enforced -

Section 17. Further Assurances

Mansfield and UConn covenant and agree that, subsequent to the execution and delivery of
this Agreement and, without any additional consideration, each of Mansfield and UConn shall
execute and deliver any further legal instruments and perform any acts that are or may become
necessary to effectuate the purposes of this Agreement. o R

Section 18.  Construction

23 e T 4L

As used in this Agreement, “include,” “includes,” “including,” and “e.g.” means “including,
without limitation.” The captions and section and paragraph headings Lised in ﬁ}iS Agreement are
inserted for convenience only and shall not affect the meaning or interpretation of this Agreement.
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Section 19.  Governing Law

This Agreement and the rights and obligations hereunder shall be governed by and
construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Connecticut.

Section 20. Ne Assionment

Neither Mansfield nor UConn nor any successor body of either of them shall assign any of
its rights or duties or obligations nor shall either of them transfer any interest in and under this
Agreement (whether by assignment or novation) without the prior written approval of the other
which shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed. No assignment shall be binding on either
party unless agreed to by formal amendment of this Agreement.

Section 21.  Delegation

Notwithstanding anything in this Agreem
party operator, (b) enter into a lease with a third
party, with respect to the maintenance or operat

he contrary, UConn may (a) engage a third
; y, and/or (¢} grant concession rights fo a third
».ég “all or any p01t1on of ihu UCoenn Sewelave

fulfilling UConn’s obligations hereus
hereunder Capable of being pmfmmed

Section 22. Indemnification

field will indemnify and hold harmless
%uits contmversies damaoes IOSSLS

it {he sole and exclusive means for Mansfield to make a claim
reement shall be 1n aceordance with Chapter 53 of the

The parties ac
against UConn arising
Connecticuf General Statul

Sectisp-d3-Section 24. Executive Orders

Mansfield agrees that this Agreement may be subject to the provisions of the following
Execative Ordess (copies of which are available upon request): Executive Order No. 14 of
Governor M. Jodi Rell, promulgated April 17, 2006, concerning procurement of cleaning products
and services; Executive Order No. 16 of Governor John G. Rowland, promulgated August 4, 1999,
concerning violence in the workplace; Executive Order No. 17 of Governor Thomas J. Meskill,
promulgated February 15, 1973, concerning the listing of employment openings; and Executive
Order No. 3 of Govemnor Thomas J. Meskill, promulgated June 16, 1971, concerning labor
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employment practice.

Seetion-24.Section 25. Counterparts

This Agreement may be executed and delivered in counterparts, by facsimile or other
electronic transmission, each of which will be considered an original and all of which will
constitute one and the same instrument.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have set their hands and seals on this day and
year indicated.

-l &




EXHIBIT A
Definitions

(a) “Applicable Law” means alf applicable laws of any governmental authority,
including, ordinances, judgments, decrees, injunctions, writs and orders of any governmental
authority and rules and regulations of any federal, regional, state, county, municipal or other
governmental authority.

(b) “Average Daily Flow” means the total flow of water dwring a period of time divided
by the number of days in such period of time, except that, for purposes of determining the
characteristics of Sewage, the fotal flow of water will be calculated using the applicable period of
time required under UConn’s then-current effluent discharge permit or otheyr Applicable Law for
the characteristics under review.

(d)  “Contract Year” means each twelve-mont od (or portion thereof) commencing
on July lst during the Term.

() 18
funds or 1mances) bey ¥ ”’1 able control of and without the fault ox nevhgeme of the party
ron pmfmmmg desplte usmg cmnmmmally 1easonable

drought; peml of sea; the bmdmg ord { any govethmental authority; the failure to act on the part
of any governmental authority or any utility (provided that such action has been timely requested
and diligently pursued); unavailability of squ wﬁf\lpment supplies or products, but not to the extent that
any such unavailability of any of the foregoing results from the failure of the party claiming Force
Majeure to have exercised reasonable diligence; failure of equipment not utilized by or under the
control of the party claiming Force Majeure.

H “Mansfield Director” means, initially, Mansfield’s Director of Public Works and his
or her successor as appointed by Mansfield’s then-acting Water Pollution Control Authority, which,
as of the Effective Date, is designated as Mansfield’s Town Council.

(g) “Mansfield Use Percentage™ means, during any period of time, the total Average
Daily Flow transmitted to Mansfield Facilities that convey Sewage to the UConn Sewage Plant and
connect directly (1) to the Mansfield Sewerage System; and (ii) to the UConn Sewerage System 1f
such connection was approved by the Mansfield Director and UConn pursuant to Section
4(a)(iD(1)(BY, divided by the total GPD of Sewage treated at the UConn Sewage Plant (inciuding
Sewage collected and conveyed from Mansfield Facilities and other facilities located on property
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owned by UConn or the State of Connecticut within Mansfield).

(h) “Mansfield Reserve Allocation” means, during any period of time, the GPD of
Sewage reserved pursuant to Section 6(a) of this Agreement for the treatment of Sewage generated
from Mansfield Facilities that connect directly (i) to the Mansfield Sewerage System; and (ii) to the
UConn Sewerage System if such connection was approved by the Mansfield Director and UConn
pursuant to Section 4(a)(i1)(1)(B), divided by the total capacity of UConn Sewage Plant, as
measured by the total GPD of Sewage that may be treated at the UConn Sewage Plant The
Mansfield Reserve AlIocatlon as of the Effective Date, is [l
GPD of Sewage, divided by [3 (4} GPD total capacrty of Sewage treatable at the UConn
Sewage Plant).

(1) “Peak Daily Flow Rate” means the Average Daily Flow over any twenty-four hour
period, expressed in million gallons per day.

€)) “Sewage” means a combination of the water-carried wastes from residence, business
buildings, insntuuons, and industrial establishments, together with any ground, surface and
stormwaters as may be present with such Sewage.

(k) “Suspended Solids” m ohds that eliher float on the surface of, or are in
suspensmn in water, or sewage, or oth L

of the UConn Sewage Plafh he UConn Sewerage System incurred by UConn, including costs
of labor (including fringe benétits), materials, supplies, utilities (including power, fuel and
telecommunication);, equipment repairs and replacement, license and permit fees and administration
and other expenses directly attributable to proper operation and maintenance as may be further
described in UConn’s most current Annual Budget.

{n) “UConn Sewer Use Regulations” means the then-current set of regulations duly
passed by UConn’s Board of Trustees that govems the manner in which wastes and waters may be
discharged for treatment at the UConn Sewage Plant for the purpose of (i) protecting the health,
welfare and safety of operations and maintenance personnel for the sewerage system; (i) protecting
equipment, structures, and other facilities against excessive wear, corrosion, and premature
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breakage; (1i1) not interfering with treatiment processes; and (iv) achieving compliance with
discharge requirements set forth by Applicable Law.
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EXHIBIT B

Infrastructure Map

[attached)
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EXHIBIT C

UConn Sewer Use Reculations

[attached]

e
s
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EXHIBIT D

Sewage Restrictions

Wastewater Load Criteria
MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE VALUES

PARAMETER

MAX VALUE

BOD

The BOD of the Sewage conveyed to the UConn Sewage Plant that is
generated from Mansfield Facilities that connect directly (1) to the Mansfield
Sewerage System; and (if) to the UConn Seferage System if such connection
was approved by the Mansfield Directorand®)Conn pursuant to Section

i _ of time, the Mansfield Use

TSS

that is generated from Mansfield Facilities that conne i ctly (i) to the
Se System if such
roved by the Mansfield Director and UC fh pursuant to

ay not excee:d during any period of time, the

connection was
Section 4(a)(1) (1
Mansfield Use Perégh \
event, may exceed 1k R eserve Percentage multiplied by 5,365
Pounds per day). : -

Nitrogen

generated from Mansfield F 'tles that connect duecﬂy (i) to the Mansfield
UConn Sewerage System if such connection
irector and UConn. pursuant to Section

g any period of time, the Mansfield Use

ph Standard
Units

{(in each case based on an 1118tantaneous measuwment)
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University of Connecticut
Board of Trustees

Januvavy 30, 2007

The following is an excerpt from the University of Connecticut Board of
Trustees® minutes of January 30, 2007

“Op a motion by Dr. Burtow, seconded by Dr. Rowe, THE BOARD
YOTED to approve the Sewer System Rules and Regulations for the
University and its non-Untversity affiliated users to become effective -
Tuly 1, 2007.7 ' .

The full vesotution is presented in the agenda of the January 30, 2007
meeting in Attaclment 16, :

ﬁfw f%{é{/w‘ zj-az..cx.fé_-ﬁ,r J O oe _?
Ronald C: Schurin Daté !
_ Execculive Secretary

T Y T 2 Oy L -
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Holephione: 186k 4341333
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT

SEWER SYSTEM

RULES AND REGULATIONS

University of Connecticut

T As Approved By Board of Trustees

Effective Date;  July 1, 2007
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RULES AND REGULATIONS
OF

THE UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT SEWER SYSTEM

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Intent

Deflnitions |

Sewer Laterals and Connections

Use of‘Sewers; Prohibited Waste

Bifling; Collection; Termination of Service
Meters for Billing

Sewer System Ownership and Responsibiity
Inspaction; Penalties; Vaildity |

Fat, Oif and Grease; FOG Regulations

—58~




L

Intent

fn order fo ensure the proper removal and disposat of sewage within the

geographic reglon supplied by the University of Gonnecticut's ("Supplier”) Sewer
Service and Systemy; fo insure the proper operation and maintenance and the
protection of the Sewer System of the Universily of Connecticut; and to provide
for the keeping of adeguate records and for the reasonable and proper
supervision of the use and operatlon of such Sewer System of the University of
Conneclicut, these rules and regulations are enacted, regulating and controliing
the subsiances which may be discharged directly or indirsclly into the Sewer
System of the University of Gonneclicut and regulating and providing for the
construction and maintenance of inspection, protective and freatment devices
and facilities,

I1.

Defknitiéns '

“BOD" {dencting Blochemical Oxygen Demand) shall mean ihe guantity of .
oxygen ulllized in the blochemical oxidation of organic maiter under

standard [aborafory procedure in five days at "20°C, expressed in

milligrams per liter [mg/h).

"COD" (denoting Chemical Oxygen Demand) shall mean the measure of
the oxygen equivalent, expressed in milligrams per liter (mg/l} of that
portion of the organic malter n a sample that is susceptible or oxidation,

“Customer” shall mean the person in contract with the Supplier for Sewer
Services

"Garbage" shall mean solid wastes from the domestic and commercial
preparation, cocking, and dispensing of food aﬂd from the handling,
starage, and saje of produce,

“Indusfrial Wasles” shall mean the liquid wasles from industial
manufacturing processes, irade, or business as distinet from sanitary
SEWAYE,

“Nalural Outfel” shafl mean any ouilet info a Walercourse, pond, difch,
lake or other body of surface or groundwater.

“Owner” shall mean the person or persons having title fo'the property to
be served hy a sewer,

 B09177-1
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“Person” shall mean any individual, firm, company, association, society,
carporation or group,

“pH" shall mean the legarlthm of the reciprocal of the weight of hydrogen
fons In miles per liter of solution,

"Sanitary Sewer” shall mean a sewer which carries sewage and to which
storm, surface, and groundwatsr are not Intentionally admitted.

“Sewage” shall mean domestlc sewags conslsting of water and human
excretions or other waterborne wastes incidental fo the ‘occupancy of a
residential building or a non-residential, as may be defrimental to {he
public health or the envirenment, but not including manufacturing process
water, cooling water, wasle water from water softening equipmeni, blow
down from heating and cooling equipment, water from cellar or floor drains
or surface water from roofs, paved surface or vard drains.

"Sewer” shail mean a pipe or conduit for carrying sewage.

“Sewer Drain” shall mean that part of the lowest horlzontal piping of a
drainage system which receives the discharge from soil, waste, and other
drainage pipes inside the walls of the building and conveys if to the Sewer
- Lateral, beginning five feet from the inner face of the building wall.

"“Sewer Extension” shall mean the connecting pipes, if necessary, between
Sewer Lateral and the Supplier Connsction.

“‘Sewer Lateral” shall mean the extension from the sewer drain {o the‘

Sewer Extension, Supplier Connection, or other place of disposal,

“Sewer Service” shall mean the entlre sewage disposal systetn operated
by Supplier to provide sewage disposal to Customer,

“Sewer System” shall mean ail facifities for collecting, purmping, treating,
and disposing of sewage provided by Supplier to provide Sewer Services.

“Shall’ is mandatory; "May" is 'permissive,

“Slug” shall mean any discharge of water, sewage or ihdushial waste

which In concentration of any glven constituent or In quantity .of flow
exceeds for ady pariod of duration longer than 16 minutes more than five
times the average 24 hour concentration of flows during normal operation.

“Storm Draln” (sometimes termed “Storm Sewer”) shall mean a pipe or
conduit which carries storm and surface walers and drainage, but
excludes sewage and industrial wastes.

8091771
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11
(a)

(b}

{)

(d}

()

“‘Supplier” shali mean and refer to the Unlversity of Connecticut in its
capadily as provider of Séwer Services through its Sewer System,

"Supplier Connection” shall mean the Suppiler's'maln sewer connection to
the Sewer Laleral, or to the Sewer Extenslon If necessary, including all

piping and drainage necessaty to effectuale a connection to the Supplier's
exlsting-Sewer System,

"Suspended Solids” shall mean solids that either float on the surface of, or
are In suspension in water, sewage, or other figuids, and which are
removable by laboratory filteting.

"Watercourse” shall mean a channel in which a fiow of water ocours, either
continuousty or intermittently.

Sewer Laterals and ConnecHons

-Evety person desiring to obfain sewage services from the Unlversity
must submit an applicatlon and recelve a permit for construction of
. necessary sewer pipelines and equipment,

After a psrmit has been issued, all costs and expenses incident fo the
installation and connection of fhe Sewer Lateral to the Supplier
Connedlion, shail be borne by the Owner including indemnifying the
Suppfier for any loss or damage thai may direclly -or indirectly be
occasioned by the installation of the Sewer Lateral.

If It is necessary for a Sewer Exiension {o be Installed, such cost of
installation shalt be borne by the Owner, but such Sawer Extension,
upon being hooked up fo the Supplier Connection, will be owned,
operated and maintalned by the Supptier.

The Owner shall notify the Supplier when the Sewer Laleral s réady
for inspestion and connection to the Supplier Connection, The aclual
connection shall only be made under the supetvision of an employee
or designes of the Supplier,

A saparate and independent Sewer Lateral shall be provided for evety
huiiding; excep! where one puilding stands st the read of another on
the interior ot and no private sewer is avallable or can be constructed
ta the read building, the Sewer Lateral from the front of the building
ray be extended to the rear building and the whole considered one
Sewer Laferal.

8091771
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(&)

(b}

(c)

)

()

(")

The size, slope, alignment, maferials of consfruction of a Sewer
Lateral, and the methods to be used in excavaling, placing of the
necessary pipes, jointing, testing, and backfilling the french, shall all
conhform to the requirements of bullding and plumbing codes In effect in
the State of Connecticut, in the Town of Mansfield, and to the
applicabte rules and regulations of the Supplier,

[A SECTION CAN BE ADDED ESTABLISHING SPECIFICATIONS
FOR BUILDING SEWER LATERALS IF DESIRED]

Use of Sewers: Prohlbited Waste

No unauthorized petson shall uncover, make any connectlons with or
opening into, discharge any waste Into, aiter or disturb any Suppiler
Sewer System or appurtenance thereof without first obtaining a wiitlen
permit from the Supplier,

Any person proposing a new discharge into the system or a substaniial
change in the volume or character of pollutanits that are being
discharged into the system shall notify the Supplier at least thirly {30)
days ptlor to the proposed change or connaction.

"No persen shail make sewer connections of roof downspouts, exterior

foundation drains, areaway dralns, vard drains, or othsr sources of
surface runoff or groundwaier to a Sewar Laferal or sewer drain which
Is connecled fo the Supplier Connection at some point,

No person shall discharge or cause {o be discharged any storm water,
sirface water, ground water, cellar dralhage, roof runoff, subsurface
drainage, or uncontaminated cooling water, or grease from a
commercial facility to any sanitary sewer, -

Storm water, unconiaminated cooling water, and -all other unpolluted

drainage shall be discharged to such pipes or condults as are

specifically designated as s Storm Drain, or fo an approved natural
outlet approved by the Supplier and the Town of Mansfield.

No person shall discharge or cause fo be discharged any of the

following described waters or wastes to any public sewer: |

8091771

{1}  Any gasoline, kerosens, alcohol, formaldshyde, benzene,
naphtha, fuel ofl, or other flammable or explosive liquid, solld, or
gas, or any solid, liquld, or gas which by interaction with other
subslances may cause fire or sxplosion hazards,
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{2)  Any waters or wastes containing foxle or polsotious solids,
liguids, or gases In sufficlent quantity elther single or by
interaction with other wastes, to injure or Inferfere with any
sewage freaiment process, constitute a hazard io humans or,
animals, create a public nuisancs, or create any hazaid in the
receiving waters of the sewage reatment plant.

{3y  Any waters or wastes having a pH lower than 6.0 or grealer than
8.0 having any other corrosive properly capable of causing
damage or hazard to the sewage works, or personnel of the
sewage works, ) '

{4y  Solid or viscous substances in quantities or of such size capable
of causing obstruction fo the flow in sewers, or other
interference with the proper operation of the sewage works such
as but not limited to sand,; mud, straw, shavings, metal, giass,
rags, feathers, ashes, cinders, iar, plastics, wood, unground
garbage, whole blood, paunch manure, hair and fleshings,
enfrails and papsr dishes, cups, grease, milk containers, els.,
either whole or ground by garbage grinders.

No person shall discharge- or cause to be discharged the following
descrived substances, materiais, waler, or wastes if it appears likely, In
the opinion of the Suppller, that such wastes can harm either the
sewers, sewage teatmen{ process or squipment, have an adverse
effect on the receiving stream, or can otherwise endanger life, Hmb,
public property, or constituie a nuisance. In forming an oplnion as to
the acceptability of these wastes, the Suppller will give considaration to
such factors as the quantities of subject wastes in relation to flows and
velocitles in the sewers, materials of consiruction of the sewers, nalure
of the sewage treatment process, capacily of the sewage treatment
plant, degree of treatabllity of wastes in the sewage trealment plant,

_ and other pertinent factors, The substances prohibited are:

8091771

(1) ‘Any liguid or vapor having a temperature higher than
1500 F,

(2  Any water or wasle containing fats, wax, grease, or oils, whether
emulsiffed or nof, in excess of 100 mg/l or containing
substances which may sofidify or become viscous at
lemperatufes between 32 ° and 150° F,

{3y Any garbage that has not been propetly shredded. The
installation and operation of any garbage grinder sguipped with
a motor of three-fourths horsepower or greater shall be subject
to review and approval of the Supplier,
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)

{5}

(6)

©)

Any waters or wastes conlaining strong aclds, plekling wastes,
concentrated plating solutions and/or subssguent plating rinses
whether neutralized or not. :

‘Any waters or wastes which are listed as hazardous materlals hy
the Environmental Protsction Agency.

Any waters or wastes containing phenols or other taste-or odor
producing substances, in sush concentrations exceeding limits
which may be eslabilshed by the Supplier as necessary, after
treatment of the composite sewage, fo meet the requirements of
the Staté, Federal, or other public agencies,

Any tadloactive wastes or isotopes of such haif-life or
concentration as may axceed limits &stablished by the Supplier
in compliance with applicable State o Federal Regulations.

Materials which exert or cause:

{iy Concenfrations of inert Suspended Solids {such as, but not
limited to, Fullers earth, lime slurrles and lime residues} or
of dissolved solids (such as, buf not limited to, sodium
chloride, and sodium sulfate) in excess of 350 mg/l.

(i} -Excessive discoloration {such as but not limiled fo dye
wastes and vegetabls tanning solutlons).

(i) A BOD In excess of 300-mg/l or a COD in excass of 600

. mg/l or a chiorine requirement in excess of 15 mg/l or in

such guantities as to consiitule a significant load on the
wastewater plant,

(iv) Unusual volume of flow or conceniration of wastes
constiiuting Slugs, including backwash from swimming
pools.

Waters or wastes contalning substances which are nof amenable

to {reafment or reduction by the sewage trealment processes
employed, or are amenable o freatment enly to such degree
that “the sewage treatment plant sffluent cannot meet the
requirements  of other agencies having |usisdiction over
discharge to the receiving waters.
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{10)  Privy, septic tank or cesspool wastes. However the Supplier
shall require haulers to discharge at a deslgnated facility if one
is developed within the Town or region.

if any waters oy wastes are discharged, or are proposed fo be
discharged to the public sewers which waters contain the substances
of possess the characteristics enumerated in Section {f) of this
Ssetion, and which is the judgment of the Supplier may have g
deleterious effect upon the treatment plant or collection system,
processes, equipment, or receiving waters, or which otherwise create a
hazard {o {ife or consiitute a public nuisance, the Suppller may:

(1)  Reject the wastas.

(2)  Require pretreatment to an accepiable condition for discharge,
to the public sewers, '

(3  Require control over the quantiles and rates of discharge
andlor

(4} - Require paymsnt to cover the added cost of handling and
freallng the wastes not covered by existing faxes or sewer
charges.

Grease, oil and sand interceptors shall be provided for afl commercial
ostablishments with cooking faciliiss . or dishwashers, or any
flammable wastes, sand, or other harmful ingredients; such
interceptors may be required for privaté living quarters or dwelling
units.  All intercepiors shall be located as to be readily and easily
accessible for cleaning and inspection.

“Where prefiminary treatment or flow-equalizing facliiies are provided

for any waters or wastes, they shall be malnlained continuously In
satlsfactory and effective operation by the Owner at his expense.

When required by the Supplier, the owner of any properly serviced by a
building sewsr canrying industrial wastes shall Install a suitable controf
manhole or manholes together with such necessary metlers and other
appurtenances in the confrof manholes to facllitale observation,
sampling, and measurement of wastes. Control manholes shall be
located and bullt in a manner acceptable to the Supplier. If measuring
devices, melers, and other appurlenances are to be permanently
installed they shall be of a type accepiable to the Supplier. Al
sampling, measuring, and other procedures must be acceplable to and
approved by the Supplier, Control manholes, access facilities and all
telated equlpment shall be ‘installed by the person discharging the
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(m)

{a)

®
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so as fo be In safe condition, accessible and In proper operating
condition at-all times.. Plans for the Installation of the control manholes,
access faciliies and related equipment shall be approved. by the
Supplisr prior to the beginning of construction.

Mo statemnent contained Ih this Arficle shall be construed as prohibifing
any special agreement or arrangement hetween the Supplier and any
person whereby a waste of unusual strength or character may be
admitted to the sewage disposal works, elther hefore or affer pre-
treatment provided that there is no impairment of the functioning of the
sewage disposal works by reason of the admission of such wastes,
and no extra costs are incurred by the Supplier without recompense by
the person.

Sewer Extensions must comply with all Federal, State and local

regulaiions, including buf not limited to Plan of Development, Zoning,

Coastal Area Marnagement and Inland Weilands regulations
Billing; Gollection; Termination of Service
Sewer Charges.

(1) Al Customers shall pay to Supplier, when due, a monthly sewsr
use charge per hundred cubic fest based upon water
consumption as indicated -on the meter horn installed in the
hullding. if a Customer does not currently have a wafer meter,
then one must be installed by Suppller, at the Customers
expense, hefare connection can be made to the Sewer System.
Ses Section VI for more information oh meters,

(@) Inaddition to the above sewer use chargs, each property owner
shali pay a sanitary sewer ouflet charge, paid at the time of
connection, based tpon a per acre of land charge calculated to
the nearest 1/10 of an acre. Commercial Customers will pay a
sanltary outlet charge, pald at the time of connection, of
$10,000. ‘

Billing; Payment.

Separate premises shall be separately billed. Supplier shall provide
each Customer with a stalement for Sewer Services in accordance
with Supplier's standard billing practices for its customers. Bills are
payable when rendersd, which are normally semi-annually with the
frequency for an accounted determined by the Supplier based on - the
days of service, classification and consumplion. Failure of the
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Cusfomer to receive the bill does net relieve him/her from the
obligation of payment or from the consequences of its non-payment.

Default of Payment.

Sewer use charges, together with interest, shall constitute a len upon
the property on which the building is located. Such lien shall take
precedence over all other flens and encumbrances except {axes and
may be foreclosed In the same manner as a llen for property faxes.
However, the Supplier maintains the alternative right, in lieu of
foreclosing on the property, and with praper notice, to ferminate the

- Customer's Sewer Services uniil such time as payment is received, If

the Supplier chooses to terminate the Customer's Sewer Service, a fee

_ for reconnection may be charged.

VI

Watars for Billing

Occasmnally sewer charges ate caloulated through the use of mefers. if
a bullding is not already ouffitled with a meter, then a meter must be Installed
before the connection to the Suppilers Sewer Systemn. In some cases were [t is
impractical to install 2 meter in the sewer line billing will be done according o

- waler usage please see hilling section V. And it maybe necessary to install a

water meter instead, Such installation will be af the Customer's expense and
subject to the following terms:

(a)

(b}

()
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The meters will be owned, tested and removed by ths Supplier.
Damage due to freezing, hot water, faulty connections, or customer’s
own negligence shall be paid for by the Customer. :

No person, other than the Suppller, shall break seals or disconnect
meters unless specificaily authorized in wilting by the Supplier to do
so. I any person {akes such- action withoul authorization from the
Supplier, that person wiil be liakle for damages which may result thers
from, and shail be billed on the hasis of Sewer Services used in a

-simifar perlod.

The Cusiomer will provide, at their expense, an accessible and
protected location for the meter, which location shall be subject {o the
approval of the Supplier at the time of service plpe installation,

The meter may be located inside a building when, in the opinion of the
Supplier, an inside sefling will provide adequale accessibilily,
protection against freezing or other damage to the meter, and when
the Sewer Lateral does not excesd 150 feet In tlength. A selling within
a bullding shall be located just inside the cellar wall at a point whmh will
contiol the entire supply fo the premise.
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(d)

{e)

®

Vil

When no suitable place. Inside the building Is available, or the Sewer
Lateral excesds 150 feet In length, the Supplier may require fhat the
meler be set near the street shutoff with sultable valve in a pif at least
five feet deep, with a cover, Plt and cover shall be approved by the
Supplier. Meter pits and vaulls, including the meler vault cover,
bacome the property of the Customer upon installation, and the
Custorner is responsible for the maintenance and repalr of the vaulls
as neaded from time io time. Meter plts and vaults should be
accessible and free of debris, which will help prevent the meter from
freszing or otherwise damaged.

The Customef is responsible for maintaining piping on either side of

the meter In good conditlon and valved on both side of the meter so
that the meter may be removed or reptaced conveniently and without
damage o suoh plping.

The Customer is requested to notify the Supplier promptly of any
defect in or damage to the meter or s connections.

in order to assuye accuracy, the Suppiler may at any time remove a
metar for tests, repairs or replacement. Al a minlmum, maters will be
tested periodically with the testing schedile adopted by the Supplier.
Customers shall allow the Suppller access fo their property for such
periodic meter fests.

Upon written requsst of Customer, the Supplier will test without charge
to the Customer, the accuracy of a meter in use at his premises
provided the meter has not been tested by the Supplier within one year
prior to such request, If the Customer desires {o be present for the
meter test, he shall notify the Supplier within ten (10) days of receipt of
the written notification granting such test by the Supplier.

The Supplier can assume no responsibility for clogging of interior
house plumbing or flooding which may occur during or after
Interruption of service or repairs to services, meters or mains.

The Supplier may not be required fo install a meter untit all’

requirements for connection to the Supplier Connection have been
met, including inspection of the Sewer Later by Supplier. '

Sewer Sysfem Ownershlp and Responsibllities

The Supplier shall operate, maintain, service, and rapalr the Sewer

System that it owns, at ls sole cost, excluding any repairs, replacements and
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maintenance required within one year of completion of ils instailation. The
Supplier shall have the sole and exclusive right to operale and control the Sewer
Systern in sUch rnanner to provide Sewer Services to Custormners and to other
projects now or hereafter owned or served by the Suppller, Subject to its
obligations hereunder, the Supplier shall have no obligation with regard fo
repairs, replacements or malntenance of the Sewer Laterals and appurfenanges

~ thereto, which are the properly of the Person who owns the Property served.

The Supplier shali not be liable for any damage to person or preperty,
sustained as a resuit of any break, fatlure or accident in or fo its system or any
part thereof, which is not due to the Supplier's negligence, or which, being known
to the customer, was-not reported by that customer in time to avold or mifigate
such damage.

Vil Inspectlon, Penalties, and Validity

fa)  Any representative of the Supplier, bearing proper credentials, must be
permilted to enter all properties for the purposes of Inspection,
observalion, measurement, sampling, and testlng In accordance with
the provisions of these {egmations

(b}  Any person violating any provision of these regulations shall be served

by the Supplier with wrilten notice stating the nature of the violation

and providing a reasonable {ime limit for the satlsfactory correction

thereof. The Owner shall, within the period of time stated in such

notice, permanently cease all violations, Any person violating any of

the provisions of these regulations shall bacome liable fo the Supplier

for any expense, loss or damage occasioned by reason of such
violation,

{c)  The invalidity of any one section, clause, sentence, or provision of
these regulations shall not affect the validity of any other part of these
reguiations_which can be given sffect without such invalid part or parts.
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X,  Fal, Oil and Grease; FOG Regulations

- TABLE1
Fats, Oils, and Grease Pretreatiment Ordinance Sectlons

Section 1. Purpose.

Section 2. Dafinitlons, ‘ A

Section 3. Application to Install a FOG Pretreatment System.
Section 4. Discharge Limits,

Section 5. Pretreatment System Requirements.

Saction 6, Alternate FOG Pretreatment System,

Section 7. Pretreatment Equipment Mainfenance.

Segctibh 8, FOG Minimization

Fals, Olis, and Greass Protreatment

Section 1. Purpose.

The purpose of this rule is fo oulline the wastewater prefreaiment
requirernents for Food Preparation Establishments and other commercla
faciiifies that discharge fats, olls, and grease in their wastewater flow. All
new and existing faciliies that generate and dlscharge fats, oils, and
grease In thelr wastewater flow shall install, operate, and maintain a FOG
protreatment system. The requirements of this ordinance shall supptertent
and be in addition to the requirements of the Unlversity of Connecticut or
Town of Mansfield Sewer Use rules and regulations.

Section 2. Deflnitions,

AGENT — Authorized representative of the Town, University or {WWTP}.
Wastewaler Treaiment Plant. -

CONTACT PERSON - The Contact Persen shall mean the individual
responsible for overseeing daily operation of the Food Preparation
Establishment and who Is responsible for- oversesing the Food
Preparation Establishment's compllance with the FOG Prelreaiment
Program, = ‘ ’ . ~ .

FOG - FATS, OILS, AND GREASE - Animal and plant derived substances
that may solidify or become viscous between the temperatures of 32°F
and 150°F (0°C to 65°C), and that separale from wastewater by gravity.
Any edible substance Identified as drease per the most cument EPA
method as listed in 40-CFR 136.3.
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FOG INTERCEPTOR - A passive fank installed outslde a building and
designed fo remove fats, olls, and grease from flowlhg wastewater while
allowing wastewater to flow through i, and as further dsfined herein,

FOG RECOVERY UNIT - All active indoor mechanical systems designed
to remove fals, oil, and greass by physical separation from flowing
wastewater, as further defined herein.

FOG PRETREATMENT SYSTEM - Refers fo properly [nsfalled and
operated FOG Intercepiors and FOG Recovery Unils as approved by the

~ {Agency}.

FOOD PREPARATION ESTABLISHMENTS - means Class 1l and Class
IV food service establishments and any ofher fact%l’ty determined by ihe
{Agency} to discharge FOG above the set fimits in Section &(b)}(2) of the
Department of Environmental Protection's General Permit for- the
Discharge of Wastewaler Associaled with Food Preparation
Establishments. These facifitles shall Include hut not ke limited to
restaurants, hotel kifichens, hospital kitchens, school kilchens, bars,
factory cafeterias, and clubs, Class [l and Glass IV food service
sstablishments shall be as defined under Sectlon 18-13-B42 of the State
Of Connecticut Public Health Gode. . .

NON-RENDERABLE FATS, OILS, AND GREASE ~ Non-renderable fats,
oils, and grease is food grade grease that has become contarinated with
sewage, detergents, or other constituents that make it unacceptable for
rendering.

NOTIFICATION OF APPROVED ALTERNATE FOG PRETREATMENT
SYSTEM - Written nofification from the {Agency} for authorization to lnstail ‘
andfor operate an alternate FOG Pretreatment System,

RENDERABLE FATS, OILS, AND GREASE —~ Renderable fats, oils, and
grease is materfal that can be recovered and sent to renderers for -
recycling info varlous usable products. Renderable grease is created from
spen{ products collected at the source, such as frying oils and grease fiom
rastaurants, This materfal Is also called yellow greass.

RENDERABLE FATS, OILS, AND GREASE CONTAINER - Refers to a

_closed, leak- proof container for the colleclion and storage of food grada

fats, oil, and grease.

REGIONAL FOG DISPOSAL FACILITY - A facility for the coilection and
disposal of hon-rendsrable FOG approved by the Connectlcut Department,
of Environmental Protection.
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Section 3. Application to Instail a FOG Prefreatment System.
A, FOG Prefreatment Systems shall be provided for;

{1} Al new and existing Food Preparation Establishments, including
rastaurants, cafeterias, diners, and similar non-industrlal faciliies
using food preparation processes that have the potential to
genarate FOG in wastewsler at concenfrations in excess of the
fimifs defined in this ordinance.

{2) New and existing facilities which, in the opinion of the {Agency},
require FOG Pretreatment Systems for the proper handiing of
-waslewater containing fats, olls, or grease, except that such FOG

. Pretreatment Systems shall not be required for private living
tuarters or dwelling units.

"B. Al new Food Preparation Establishments which generate and discharge
wastewater containing fats, oils, and grease and which will require &
FOG Prefreatment System, as determined by the {Agency}, shall include
the design and specifications for the FOG Prefreatment Sysiem as part
of the sewer connsection application as described in the {Town
University or WWTP} Sewer Use Ordinance.

C. All existing Food Preparation Establishments which generate, and
discharge wastewater containing fats, oils, and greass, and which
requlte a new FOG Prelreatment System, as defermined by the
{Agency}, shall submit an application for the installation 'of a new FOG
Prefreatment System .wlthin twelve (12) months of adoption of ihis
ordinance. The application shall be in accordance with {Town, University
or WWTP} Sewer Use Ordinance. The approved FOG Pretreatment
System shall be Installed within three (3} years of adoption of this
ardinance..

0. Existing Food Preparafion Establishments which generats, and’
discharge wastewater containing fats, olls, and grease, and which have
an existing non-complying FOG . Pretreatment Sysiem may, as
defermined by the {Agency}, operate the existing FOG Prelreatment
System, Such faclities shall submit an application for an “Alternate FOG
Pretreatment System” as described In {Ssction 6 C} Such application
shall be submitled within twelve (12) months of adoption of thls
ordinance,

E, Al costs and related expenses associated with the insiallation and
connection of the FOG interceptor(s) or Alternate FOG Prelreatment
System(s) shali be borne by the Food Preparation Establishment. The
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‘ Food Preparation Establishment shall indemnify the {Town, Unlversity or
WWTP} and it's Agents for any loss or damage that may directly or
Indirectly occur due to the installation of the FOG Pratreatment System.

Section 4. Discharge Limits,

A.

No facility shall discharge or cause fo be discharged any wastewatst
with a FOG concentration in excess of one hundred (100} milligrams per
liter, as determined by the currently approved test for total recoverable
fats and grease listed In 40 GFR 136.3, or in concentrations or in
quantities which will harm either the sewers, or Water Pollution Conlrol
Facility, as determined by the {Agency}.

Section 5. Prefreatment Sysiem Requirements.

A.

An application for the design and instaliation of a FOG Prefreatment
System shall be subject o review and approval by the {Agency} per the
{Town, Universlty or WWTP} Sewer Use Ordinance, and subject to the
reduirernents of all other applicable codes, ordinances, and laws,

Except as provided by {Section 6}, the wastewater gensrated from Food
Preparatlon Establishmenis shall be treated to remove FOG using a
FQG Interceplor. :

Every structure at the subject facility shall be constructed, operated, and
maintalned, In a manner to ensure that the discharge of food preparation
wastewater is directed soiely to the FOG Interceptor, or Altemate FOG
Pretreatment System. No valve or bypass piping that could prevent the
discharge of feod preparation wastewater from entering approprlate
pretreatment equipment shall be present.

The Contact Person at each Food Preparation Establishment shall notify
the {Ageney} when the FOG Prefrealment System s ready for
inspection and connection to the public sewer. The connection and
testing shall be made under the supervision of the plumbing inspector,
andfor {Agent}. :

All applicable local plumbing/building codes shall be fo!fOWEd during the
Installation of the FOG Pretreatment System.

FOG interceptor Requiremsnts.

(1) The FOG interceptor shali be installed-on a separate bullding
sewer serviclng Kilchen flows and shall only be connected fo
those fidures or drains which can allow fats, oils, and grease to
bea discharged into the sewer, This shali include:
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(2)

(3)

4

(5)

(&)

(8 Potsinks;

(b}  Pre-rinse sinks, or dishwashers without pre-rinse sinks;

(c}  Any sink into which fats, olils, or greass may be introduced;

{d} Soup ketlles or similar devices;

(e} Wok stations;

{f)y Floor drains or sinks into which kettles may be drained;

(g) Automatic hood wash units;

{n) Dishwashers without pre-rinse sinks; and

(Y  Any other flxtures or drains that can allow fats, mls, and
grease to be discharged info the sewer.

No pipe sarrying any wastewater other than from those listed in
the Paragraph above shall be conneoted to the FOG Interceptor.

No food giinder (garbage disposal) shall discharge to the FOG
Interceptor. .

The FOG Intercepior shall be located so és fo mainfain the
separatihg distances from well water supplies set forth In Ssction

19-13-B51d of the Public Heaith Code.

The fo(iowing minimum-separating distances shall be maintained

between the FOG Interceptor and the items listed below.

{a) Property line

(b) - Building served (no footing drains)

(¢} Ground water intercepling drains, fooling dralns and storm
drainage systems

(d) Open watercourse

The FOG Interceptor shall have a refention time of at least twenty-
four {24) howrs at the maximum daily flow based on water meter
records or other celculation methads as approved by the

{Agency}. The FOG Interceptor minimum capacity shall be 1,000.

gallons. FOG Interceptors shall have a minimum of two
compartments. The two compartmenis shall be separated by a
bafile that extends from the boltom of the FOG interceplor to a

‘minimurn of five (5) inches above the stafic water level. An

opening In the baffla shall be focated at mid-water level. The size
of the epening shall he at teast sight (8) inches In diameter but not
have an area exceeding 180 square Inches,

' FOG Interceptor shall be watertight and constructed of precast ‘

conorets, or ofher durable material.
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(8)

(@)

{10}

{11

(12)

(13

(14

(15}

(16)

FOG Interceplors constructed of precast conorete, shall meet the
followlng requnremeﬂis

(ay The exterior of the FOG Intercepior, including the sxterior
top and bottom and extension fo grade manhotes, shall be
coated with a waterproof seatant.

"y All concrete FOG Intevceptors shall be fabricated using

minkmum 4,000-ps! concrete per ASTM standards with 4 ta 7
percent air enfrainment.

{c) Al structural seams shall be grouted with nhon-shiinking
cement or simifar material and coated with a waterproof
sealant. )

{d) Volds between the FOG Inlerceptors walls and inlet and
outlet piping shall be grouted with non-shrinking cement and
coated with a waterproof sealant.

All non-concrete seplic fanks must be approved for use by the
{Agency},

Th:a FOG interceptor shall be accessible for convenient inspaciion
and maintenance. No structures shall be placed diractly upon or
over the FOG Intercaptor.

The FOG Interceptor shall be installed on a level stable base that
has heen mechanically compacted with a minimum of six (6}
inches of crushed stone to prevent uneven safiling.

Select backfill (Recommended material, sand) shall be placed and
cormpacted around {he FOG Interceptor in a manner fo prevent
damage to the tank and fo prevent movement caused by frost
action.

The ouilet discharge line from the FOG Intercepfor shall be
direcily connected to the municlpal sanitary sewer,

The FOG interceptor shall have a minimum liquid depth of thirly-
slx {36} inches,

S@parate clean-outs shall be provided on the inlet and ouflet
piping.

The FOG Inferceplor shall have separate manholes with
extensions lo grade, above the inlet and outlet piping. FOG
Interceptors Installed in arsas subject to raffie shall have manhole
extensions to grade with ductlle iron frames and round manhole
covers, The word "SEWER" shall be cast inle the manholes
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covers. FOG [nterceptors installed oulside areas subjsct fo fraffic
may have concrete risers with lids sither having a minimum welght
of 59 Ibs or shall be provided with a lock system to prevent
unauthorized entiance. All manholes and extensions to grade
providing accesses fo the FOG Interceptor shall be at least
seventeen (17} inches In diameter,

{17y Inlet and outlet p?ping shall have a minimum diameter of four (4)
inches and be consiructed of schedule 40 PVC meeting ASTM
1788 with solvent weld couplings.

{18y The inlet and outlet shall each ulilize g tee-pipe on the interior of
the FOG Interceptor. No caps or plugs shall he installed on the
tes-pipes. The inlet and outlet shall be located at the centerline of
the FOG Interceplor and at least twelva (12) inches above the
maxlmum ground water slevation. The inlet tee shall extend to-
within 12 inches of the botiom of the FOG Interceptor. The inlet
invert elevatlon shall he at least three (3) inches above the invert
elevation -of the outlet buf not greater than four (4) inches, The
outlet tee-pipa shall extenid no closer than twelve (12) inches from
the bottomn of the FOG Intercegtor and the diameter of fhls tes-
pipe shall be a minlmum of four (4) inches.

(19) The dlameter of the ouilet dfschérge line shall bs at least the size
of the infet pipe and in no event less than four (4) inches.

{20) When necessary due o installation concerns, festing for !eakage
. will be performed using either a vacuum test or waler-pressure
test,

(1) Vacuum Test - Seal the empty tank and apply a vacuum to two -
{2} inches of mercury. The fankis approved if 90 percent of the
vacuum is held for two (2) minutes.

(2} Water-Pressure Test - Seal the tank, fili with water, and let
stand for twenty-four (24) hours. Refili the tank, The tank is
approved if the water lavel Is held for one (1) hour,

Sectlon 6. Alternate FOG Prefreatment System.

A. When It is not practical for the Food Preparation Establishment {o install
an outdoor in-ground FOOG Interceptor per {Section §}, an Alternate FOG
Prefreatment System may be utilized upon approval by the {Agency}

- and upon recelving a "Nofification of Approved Alternative FOG
Pretreatment System.” Approval of the system shall be based on
-demonstrated {proven) removal efficiencies and refiability of operation,
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The {Agency} will approve these systems on a case-by-case basis. The
Contact Person may be required to furnish the manufacturer’s analytical
data demonstrating that FOG dischargs concentrations do not exceed
the limits established In this ordinance.

B. Alternafe FOG Prefreatment Systems shall consist of a FOG Recovery:

© Unit meeling the requirements of {Paragraph D below}, unless there are
special clrcumstances that preclude such installation, as approved by
the {Agency}, and in accordance with {Paragraph E}.

C. Allerpate FOG Pretreatmant Systerns shall meet the requirernents of
{Section B, A through E}, and {Section 5 F. (2) and (3)} and shall be
hstalled lmmediately downstream of sach of the fixtures and drains
fisted in {Section-8 F. (1)}

D, Alternate FOG Pretreatment System Regulrements,

(HFOG RecoVery‘Units shall he sized to properly pretreat the
measuréd or caloulated flows using methods approved by the

{Agency}. :

(2) FOG Recovery Units shall be constructed of corrosion-resistant
material such as stainless steel or plastic.

{3} Solids shall be intercepted and separated from the effluent flow
using a strainer mechanism that Is Integrat to the unit.

{4y FOG Recovery Unils shall operate using a skimming device,
automatic draw-off, or other mechanlcal means o automatically
remove separated FOG. This skimming device shall be conirolled
using a timer, FOG sensor, or other means of automatic
.operation. FOG Recovery Units operated by fimer shall be set to,
operate no less than once psr day.

(5} FOG Recovery Units shall be included with an internal or external
flow control davice: .

(6} FOG Recovery Units shall be located to permit frequent access
for maintenance, and inspection.

E.  Other Alternate FOG Prelreatment System
(1) Otiher Alternate FOG Prelrealment Systems that do not meet the
requirements of {Section 5 F or Sectlon 6 DY, may he considerad

for approval hy the {Agency} on a case-by-case basis. The
gpplication shall include: i
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(a} Documented evidence that the Alternats FOG Prefreatment
Systemn will not discharge FOG concentrations that excesd the
discharge limits per {Section 4}.

{b) Plans and specifications for the proposed system mc{uding
plans and profile of system installation, manufacturer's

" literature, documenfation of performande and any other
inforratlon detailing the alternate system.

{c) A wrilten Operatlon and Maintenance Plan, which shall include
the schedule for cleaning and maintenance, coples of
maintenance log forms, a list of spare paris 10 be maintained
at the subject facllity, and a list of contacts for the
manufaciurer and suppller. Following receipt of written
Notlfication of Approved Alternate FOG Pretieaiment System
from the {Agency}, the Operation and Malntenance Plan shall
be maintained on the premises, The plan shall be made
available for inspection on demand by the {Agent}. '

(d} A written . FOG Mitifmizatlon Plan, which shall include
pracedures for all Food Preparation Establishment employees
to minimiZze FOG entering the wastewater collection system.

(¢} Descriplion of a FOG Pretreaiment Training Program for Food
Preparation Esfablishment employees In minimizaiion
procedures.

(2) A Notification of Approved Alternate FCG Pretreatment System

may he granied for a duration not to exceed three (3) years, with

. extensions, when demonstrated to the satisfaction of the {Agenoy}

- that the Alternate FOG Pretreatment System, Operation and

Maintenance Plan, FOG Minimization Plan ahd FOG Pretreaiment

Training Progfam are adequate to maintain the FOG

concentration in the wastewater discharge below the limits set in
{Sectlon 4}.

Section 7. Prefreatment Equipment Ma%nteﬁance
A. The FOG Pretreatment System shall be maintained continuously in
satisfactory and effective operation, at the Food Preparation
Establishment's expense.
B, The Contdet Person sha'lt be responsib'ie'for the prdper removal and
disposal, by appropriate means, of the collected material removed from
the FQG Prefreatment System.

C. A record of all FOG Pretreatment Systern meinfenance activities shall
be maintained on {he premises for a minimum of five (8) years.
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. The Contact Person shall ensure that the FOG Intercepfor is ﬂSpeGIed

when pumped to ensure that all fitihgs and fixtures Inslde the
interceptor are in good condition and functioning properly. The depth of
grease inside the tank shall be measured and recorded in the
malntenanes log during every inspection along with any deficlencies,
and tha identity of the inspector.

. The Contact Person shall determine the fraquency at which lis FOG

tnterceptor(s) shall be pumped according to the following crileria:

{13 The FOG Interceptor shall be completely cleaned by a licensed
waste hauler when 25% of the operdting depth of the FOG
Interceplor is eccupled by grease and settled solids, or a minimum
of once every three (3} months, whichevar is more frequent.

{2) 1If the Contact Person can provide data demonstraling that less
frequent cleaning of the FOG interceptor wilt not result in a grease
level In excess of 28% of the operating depth of the FOG
interceptor, the {Agency} may ailow less frequent cleaning. The
Conlact Person shall provide dafa including pumping recelipts for
four (4} consecutive cleanings of the FOG Interceptor, complete
with a report from the FOG hauler indicaling the grease level at
each cleaning, and the FOG Interceptor maintenance log.

(3) A maintenance log shall be maintained on the premises, and shall
include the following information: dates of all activities, volume
pumped, grease.depth, hauler's names, locatlon of the waste
disposal, means of disposal for all material removed from the
FOG Interceptor, and the name of the individual recording the
informatlon. The maintenance log and waste hauler's receipts
shall be mads avallable to the {Agent} for inspaciion on demand,
intoercepior cleaning and inspection records shall be mainiained
on file a minimum of five {B) years.

F. Al removal and hauling of the collected materials must be performed by

Stats approved waste disposal firms. Pumped material shall be
disposed of at a Regional FOG Pisposal Facfiity. Pumping shall include
the complete removal of all contents, including floaling materials,
wastewater and seilled sludge. Decanting back info the FOG Interceptor
shall not be permitted. FOG interceptor cleaning shall Include scraping
axcessive solids from the wall, floors, baffles and all piping.

. The Contact Person shall be responsible for the cost and scheduling of

all installation and maintenance of FOG Prelrealment System
components, Installation and maintenance raquired by the {Agant} shall
be completed within the time limits as glven below;
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Violation Days from inspection to Correct Viéiation

Equipment not registéred 30 days
installation viclations {ouidoor and indoor) 20 days
Cperational violatlons 30 days

Section 8. FOG Minimization.

A; The Contact Persen shall make svery practical effort fo reduce the
amount of FOG conbributed o the sewer system.

B. Renderable fats, oils, and grease shall not be disposad of, in any sewer
or FOG Interceptor. All renderable fats, oils, and grease shall be stored
in. a separate, coverad, leak-proof, Renderapble FOG Container, stored
out of reach of vermin, and coflected by a renderer.

C. Small quantities of FOG scraped or removed from pots, pans, dishes
and utensils shall be directed to the municipal solid waste siream for
dlsposal. '

809177-1
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EXHIBITE

Initial Annual Budpet

The Annual Budget for the first Contract Year is attached hereto.

It is acknowledged and agreed to by the parties that (1) $3.2 million of UConn Capital Costs
currenily estimated for construction of items in the Headworks Building, Carrousel Basins, Process
Equipment, Disinfection, and Collection System, as described in a vulnerability assessment of the
UConn Sewerage System and UConn Sewage Plant prepared by UConn’s consultants, will not be
allocated to Mansfield pursuant to Section 3(b) of the Agreement; and (i1) UConn’s coliection of
Mansfield’s portion of the UConn Capital Costs for the first Contract Year described in the
attached Annual Budget shall be deferred until, and added to Mansfield’s portion of the UConn
Capital Costs in, the second Contract Year.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT
SEWER & WATER SERVICE AGREEMENT

This agreement shall become effective on the 1st day of
January, 1983, between: '

The TOWN OF MANSFIELD, acting by and through its
Town Council, hereinafter referred to as "TOWN".

The UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT, acting by and
through 1its Board of Trustees, hereinafter
referred to as "UNIVERSITY".

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS , Special Act NO. 78-79 and Public Act No. 85-544
of the State of Connecticut Legislature authorize the
UNIVERSITY to enter into agreements with the Mansfield
Retirement Community, Inc.,  the Town of Mansfield, and the
Mansfield Housing Authority to provide sewer and water
service to facilities for predominantly low and moderate
income elderly persons, and

WHEREAS, extensions of the UNIVERSITY'S sewer and water
systems have been made for these purposes, and sald systems
are now in place, complete and functional, and

WHEREAS, UNIVERSITY also supplies water to and collects
sewage from the Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building, and

WHEREAS, TOWN and UNIVERSITY are now jointly interested
in entering into a formal agreement with each other setting
forth the terms and conditions ©f all said water and sewer
services, and

WHEREAS, the terms and conditions of sald sewer service
have been set forth in the UNIVERSITY'S sewer operating
ordinance appreoved by the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency attached hereto in part as Appendix A, and by
reference made a part herecf, and

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above premises

and the agreements and commitments hereinafter following,
TOWN and UNIVERSITY do hereby agree as follows:

—-82—




I. WATER SERVICE TERMS'AND CONDITIONS:

UNIVERSITY shall provide water service to: Mansfield
Retirement Community, Inc., (Juniper Hill), the Town of
Mansfield Senior Center, the Town of Mansfield Housing
Authority's Wright's Village, Development and the Mansfield
Cooperative'’s Glen Ridge for a maximum population of
approximately five hundred (500) persocons, and water service
to the Audrey P. Beck Building and Mansfield Housing
Authority's Holinko Estates as set forth herein. Iin
addition, water service shall be provided to a nursing
facility of one hundred twenty (120) bed maximum when and if
such facility is constructed. Said water service shall be
in accerdance with the quality, guantity and pressure
standards for potable water as set forth in sections
19-13-Bl02 of the Connecticut Public Health Code, excepting
that no fire hydrants shall be permitted in the distribution
lines beyond the Juncture with the UNIVERSITY'S 8" line at
the intersection of Westwood and South Eagleville Roads.

UNIVERSITY shall maintain adeguate 3sources o supply,
treatment facilities, storage facilities, and distribution
lines to provide said water service now and for the terms of
this Agreement except that the PTOWN shall maintain or cause
to be maintained all distribution lines, meters and
auxiliaries associated with the above referenced facilities
beyond the Juncture with the UNIVERSITY'S 8" line at the
intersection of Westwood and South Eagleville Roads in
accordance with the UNIVERSITY'S operaticn and malntenance:
methods and accepted standards for water distribution
systems.

UNTVERSITY shall bill the TOWN for the water consumed by
the above referenced facilities. Said billings shall be on
a semi-annual basis based on meter readings located at or
near these establishments.

UNIVERSITY shall establish unit water service rates and
charges to recover water gystem operation, maintenance,
administrative, and overhead costs op an annual basis. Said
rates shall be communicated to TOWN as soon as possible
after being established or revised, and prior to the first
billing of each fiscal year.

II. ©SEWER SERVICE TERMS AND CONDITIONS:
UNIVERSITY shall recelve sanitary sewage denerated only

by the facilities named in the first paragraph of Section I
above.
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TOWN shall cause said sewage from these facilities to be
delivered to the UNIVERSITY's sewer sysitem by means of owned
and maintained system consisting of a pump station located
on Eagleville Road and a 6" force main location on South
Eaglevilie Read, Westwood Road, and Hillside Circle
discharging into the UNIVERSITY'S gravity sSewer system.

TOWN shall be responsible for the operation and
maintenance of said pump station and force main in
accordance with UNIVERSITY specifications and standard
operation procedures at no cost to UNIVERSITY. To this end,
TOWN shall permit UNIVERSITY inspection and approval of TOWN
design, construction, malntenance and operation of these
facilities whenever appropriate.

UNIVERSITY shall . maintain, expand and enlarge, as
necessary, any and all of its facilities so as to maintain
adequate collection and treatment facilities for sald sewage
from the 7$OWN as described above now and for the term of
this Agreement.

UNIVERSITY shall bill the town for the sewage accepted
from the above referenced facilities.

UNIVERSITY shall establish unit sewer service rates and

charges to recover their Sewer system operation,
maintenance, administrative, and overhead costg on an annual
basis. Said user charges shall be communicated to TOWN as

scon as possible after being established or revised, and
prior to the first billing each fiscal vear.

I1X. TERM AND AGREEMENT:

This Agreement shall be binding upon the parties, their
successors and assigns for a period of five years, and
thereafter shall be renewed on a year—-to-year Dbasls unless
otherwilse terminated by either party sixty days 1in advance
of the anniversary date.
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IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the parties hereto have executed this
Agreement on the date first above written.

TOWN OF MANSFIELD
STATE OR COUNTY

M= Tl é~f/7f"7

Martin H. Berliner
Town Manager

Recommended as to form
and content:

"
o

i
Town Attorney

UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT

sdlctee £t st
Sallie A. Giffen = ¢
Vice President for

Finance and administration

Attest:

i Y

Paul M. Shapilro
Assistant Attorney General
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Mansfield Reserve Calcuiations, Existing

and Potential New Uses

Estimated
2015 Actual
Currently Connected Wastewater Flow Data Source
, Usage (gpd)
{gpd)
SE Pumping Station 33,000 33,000 Pumping Records{3/1/15 - 7/31/15)
Gien Ridge
Mansfield Rehabilitation Center
Juniper Hill
Wright's Village
Mansfield Senior Center
BQ Pumping Station 28,500 28,500 Pumping Records(3/1/15 - 7/31/15)
MP-2 (Hair Cuttery / Wingstop / UPS Store)
Hanks Hiil Road Mobile park .
Courtyard Condos
Town/Regional Facilities 8,500 9,500 Billed Usage
EC Smith High School
Town Hall
Mansfield Community Center
Discovery Depot
Storrs Center Build-Out (Includes MP-2, Dual Accounted 168,300 8C,000 Ueonn Waler Records
Knollwood 20,460 20,400 p. 3-1 (2007 Wastewater Master Plan)
From Previous Water & Sewer Agreement
I Holinko Estates 5,600 5,800 Billed Usage
Total Connected 266,500 177,200
Not Connected To Date (8/2015} i gk ke i o RS
Four Corners Sewer T187.000 App C (Weslton & Sampson Pumping Station Evalualtion)
Masonicare 30,600 (Masonicare Estimate 2012}
Future Anticicated Development 65,500 p. 3-1 (2007 Wastewaler Master Plan)
Total Not Currently Connected 282,500 282,500 e
Total Wastewater Allocation 549,000 459,700
Percentage of 3.0 MGD 18.3% 15.3%

Printed On: 7/21/2016




Mansfield Off-Campus Users

Areas Considered for Transfer #of qupmg Estnlngted Age of #of Pro'pert;es Length of Pipe {f1
Stations Piping (yrs} Serviced
Willowbrook Area 0 80 22 2185
Willowbrook Area
Oak Hill
South Eaglevilie Road Area 4 80 57 4511
tastwood
Westhwood
Hillside Circle .
Areas Not Considered for Transfer #of F’u'mpmg ESTI{H??EG Age of #of Pro.pertles Length of Pipe {ft)
Stations Piping {yrs) Serviced
Storrs Center Area ) Varies 4 0
Storrs Common -
King Hill Road Area 3 Varies 8 Unk

......L8....
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

ot ‘s . : . AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
John C. Carrington, P.E., Director of Public Works FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD

MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599
(860)429-3332

Fax: (860) 429-6863
CarringtonJC@mansfieldet.org

To: Matthew Hart, Town Manager

From: John Carrington, Public Works Director _

CC: Marija Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Derek Dilaj, Assistant Town Engineer; James Welsh,
Town Attomey

Re: Councilor Questions on the Comprehensive Mansfield/University Successor Agreement

The following are responses to questions raised by the Mansfield Town Council at its meeting on July 25,
2016. The questions raised by Councilors are in beld with responses presented 1n italics:

i.

Councilors requested that language be inserted indicating the interest to pursue z long-term
relationship between the Town and University.

A starement is provided on page 1 of the agreement indicating a long-term relationship and
coordination of management is desirous. Secondly, a paragraph was inserted under Section 4(d) fo
communicate between the two entities with vegards to operation and maintenance, budget and capital
needs, regulatory changes, and service fees.

Section 10 (a), Term. I raise again my grave concerns regarding the term of the agreement. The
draft CTDEEP Record of Decision (“ROD”) explicitly states that this project/endeavor was based
upon a 20-years planning herizon. That is, that today’s existing capacity of the UConn Sewage
Treatment Facility is more than sufficient to meet both UConn’s and Mansfield’s sewage treatinent
needs taking into account both entities’ anticipated growth over the course of the next 20 yeays.

A 5 years base term doesn’t come close to meeting the spirit, let along the letfer, of the sewage
treatment commitment this project was based upon. What community, would embark on a project
of this magnitude knowing going in that there was ounly 5-years firm cormmitment from UConn for
the treatment of Mansfield’s sewage? Would voters have approved this project knowing this? Of
course not. That’s because the understanding going in (verified by the draft ROD) was not 5 years
but 20 years. CTDEEP should immediately be made aware of this significant development (“bait
and switch™).

At a minimum the base term of this agreement should be for 20 years with UConn obligated to
provide Mansfield written notice in year 15 as te whether or not it is willing or able (due to treatment
facility capacity availability), to extend the agreement beyond the 20-years base term. This 5-years
notice should provide Mansfield with sufficient time to plan and implement a “plan B” for treatment
of Mansfield Sewage.

The concerns expressed by the Council to the University were understood and all recognize the necessity
Jor treatment of sewage. The University agreed to insert @ “No Discontinuance of Service” clause as
provided in Section 10 (e) of the agreement.
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A shorter term gives us some experience with the current agreement and allows us to negotiate
adjustments sooner. One benefit of a shorter agreement is that if Mansfield decides that future growth
profections should change in either direction, we can try fo renegotiate our allocation instead of being
stuck in a very long term agreement.

The ROD was for the Four Corners project, this agreement is for all sewered areas to include Four
Corners. Qur maximum growth water use potential was for 656,000 gallons per day or approximately
22%. The proposed agreement has 540,000 daily gallon or 18% allocation which is what we believe will
be the actual maximum use for all planned future growth 20 years out:

Section 2(a) reads in part: “UConn and Mansfield agree to cooperate during the Term In
clarifying the locations of, and inventorying of the infrastructure associated with, the UConn
Sewerage System, the Sewage Plant and Mansfield Sewerage System”. Okay, so the location of
“missing” inventory and infrastructure are identified; then what? What might this mean in
dollars?

As the attached map in Exhibit B only generally describes locations of and component elements, this
clause simply states that the two parties will work together lo refine precisely the locafions of and
inventory of our systems. Additional infrastructure that is constructed by either entity or located
during the term will be reflected in Juiure versions of Exhibit B. The Town will conduct the necessary
due diligence prior to acceptance of any changes in ownership or responsibility.

Section 2(b)(ii), last two lines of the paragraph. What is meant by “property interests UConn
may have in the property receiving Sewerage Services from such infrastructure”? Provide an
example in the context of this provision, please.

Property interests would include those properties with the “right of first refusal” on the sale of any
property that UConn provided waler and wastewater for many years, like the homes in the Eastwood,
Westwood and Hillside Circle neighborhood, or those properties that the University owns in fee
simple.

Section 4(2), states that UConn has the right to overvide Mansfield’s decision to not allow
Mansfield Facilities that UConn has approved to connect to the UConn Sewerage System. Please
explain why this is in the best interests of Mansfield as it appears to allow certain end users to
do an end-round of the Town.

UConn has the right to do this currently and wanted (o keep it in the agreement. Mansfield would still
be able to enforce land use regulations through Planning and Zoning and Inland Wetlands. If UConn
owns the property, Mansfield has no land use authovity. As an example, UConn could use this clause
fo provide sewer service to a property that the Town cannot based on the daily allocation of 18% or
540,000 gallons. If UConn exercises this right, the flow from this service would come out of UConn’s
daily allocation of 82% or 2,460,000 daily gallons and related maintenance of the connection would
be UCONN's responsibility.

Section 5(b), Shouldn’t there be a reciprocal provision that UConn must maintain its systems
and the treatment facility pursuant to applicable best industry practices. Further, is “best
industry practices” supposed to be a defined term? If isn’t in upper case nor does it appear in
Exhibit A.
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10.

11.

The Plant is owned and maintained by UConn so the Town cannot dictate that they must use best
industry practices but it is in their greatest inferest to use them. Section 3(d) indicates that both parties
will meet and confer that Sewer Use Regulations will be in conformance with Applicable Law and
other industry practices and Section 5(a) requires UConn to operate and maintain their system in
accordance with the UConn Sewer Use Regulations.

Section 5(C), Shouldn’t there be a reciprocal prevision that allows Mansfield the right of
inspections?

The UConn Treatment Plant is regulated by the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection (CTDEEP) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Section 7(a), Shouldn’t there be a reciprocal provision that allows Mansfield to make “reasonable
requests” for improvements and modifications, etc. fo ensure UConn’s compliance with its sewer
regulations or applicable law? Ditfo for Section 7(b) and Section 7(c) and Section 8(c).

Section 7(a): The UConn collection system is governed by State and Federal Laws.

Section 7(b): To operate the treatment plant the University needs to collect and analyze the sewage daily
due (o Applicable State and Federal Laws.

Section 7(c): Applicable laws and UConn Sewer Regulations require the University to take measures 1o
reduce infillration and inflow and it is in UConn’s best interest to not treat ground and surface water.

Section 8(c). Currently no UConn wastewater flows through any Mansfield wastewater infrastructure, so
there is no need for their personnel, contractors and agents to comply with Mansfield policies and
regulations.

The chart presented on pg 102 of the Council package should be incorporated into the agreement
as an exhibit and referenced in Section 2(b)(ii).

The chart provided in the Council package is intended to demonsirate to the Council how the reserve
allocation for wastewater was developed. Staff believes it would be premature to include this fable in this
agreement as allocations may change as development occurs within the Town service area.

Section %(a) and Section 9(b) state that Mansfield will be charged two separate fees: A fee based on
actual amount of sewage treated at the plant; and Capital costs based on the 18% of capacity
reserved for Mansfield. Are both charges ultimately passed on to the Mansfield end users? Also
with regard to Section 9, shouldn’t there be a carve-out in the event UConn receives state and/or
federal grants (i.e. any so-called free money) for capital projects (does the definition of “UConn
Capital Costs” (pg 65 of the Council Package) sufficiently cover this? -

Unless the WPCA decides differently, staff anticipates both charges will be ultimately passed on fo the
Mansfield end users. UConn has indicated that their funding for capital is through bond funding at the
State. They do not anticipate an instance where they would receive grant funds but these would be used
fo offset the total cost of the project.

Shouldn’t there be 2 Change in Law provision whereby UConn cannot seek or lobby for changes in

law or its sewer use regulations that would cause a significant adverse impact on Mansfield’s
financial obligations undey this agreement?

-0~




12.

Cel

Sewer use regulations are usually dictated by CTDEEP and/or EPA. It is highly unlikely that UConn
would exceed their requirements as it would also cause significant adverse impact on their operating
budget.

Legacy issues like the Fats, Oils and Greases (FOG) issue where bond funding was recently reduced.
If UConn failed fo address something they should have addressed carlier but chose not fo, will
Mansfieid be responsible te address it?

The issue with Fats, Qils and Greases is at the individual service level and does not provide bernefit fo
both parties. Fats, Oils and Greases are required to be dealt with in accordance with CTDEEP and
UConn Sewer Use Regulations. For legacy issues that impact the collection and treatment system (fidure
capital costs) that serve the entire system will require the Town absorb the 18% share. UConn must notify
us annually of future capital projects so the Town can review financing and budget impact.

Four Comer Water and Sewer Advisory Committee
File
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Hem #3

Town of Mansfield
Agenda Hem Summary
To: Town Council ,
From:  Matt Hart, Town Manager f%&///

CcC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Janell Mullen, Assistant
Planner/Zoning Agent; Jehn Armstrong; UConn Director of Off-
Campus Services

Date: September 12, 2016

Re: Presentation Regarding International Town and Gown Association

Subject Matter/Background

At Monday's meeting, our Assistant Planner/Zoning Agent Janell Mullen and the
University of Conneciicut's Director of Of-Campus Services John Armstrong witl
give a preseniation to the Council regarding lessons learned at the International
Town and Gown Association Conference as well as related initiatives in
Mansfield.
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Town Gf Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council
From:  Matt Hart, Town Manager Mﬁ’//ﬁ/
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Kelly Lyman, Superintendent

of Schools; Allen Corson, Director of Faciiities Management;
Curt Vincente, Director of Parks & Recreation

Date: September 12, 2016

Re: Tennis Courts at Mansfield Middle School

Subject Matter/Background

At the July 25, 2016 meeting, residents expressed concern regarding the
Mansfield Public School District’s plan to repurpose the Mansfield Middle School
{(MMS) tennis courts as a playing field. | offered to consult with Super[ntendent
Lyman and o report back to the Town Council.

Attached please find a memorandum from the Superintendent detailing the
rationale behind the district’s plan.

| have also asked Director of Parks & Recreation Curt Vincente and Director of
Planning & Development Linda Painter for input. My questions for Mr. Vincente
concerned the capacily of the Town’s remaining tennis courts to meet the needs
of our residents. The National Recreation and Park Associafion (NRPA)
recommends one court per 2,000 population, in groups of 2-4 courts, with a
service radius of .25 to .50 miles located in a neighborhood/community park or
adjacent fo a school.

Applying the NPRA metric to Mansfield, we would need 13 courts for the official
population of approximately 26,000 people and 6-7 courts for the year-round
population of 12,000-13,000 residents. Given the rural character of our
community, we are not going to satisfy the service radius metric. Without the
MMS courts, the Town has 8 couris available.

| asked Linda Painier to weigh in on the relationship of the MMS tennis courts fo
the parks and recreation items listed under Mansfield Tomorrow. In Ms. Painter’s
view (and I concur}, this issue highlights the need for the completion of a
parksfrec master plan as identified in Mansfield Tomorrow. Until such a plan is
completed, we will continue to have to make decisions on individual facilities as
issues arise.
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Relevant excerpts from Mansfield Tomorrow are as follows:

Goal 3.3: Mansfield's park and preserve system, including natural and active recreation
areas, provides access fo residents and meets the needs of the population.

Strategy A: Identify park and recreation needs.

Action 2: Develop a Parks and Recreation Master Plan,

This plan should include an inventory and assessment of conditions in all parks and
evaluation of all recreation programs; a vision for the Town's parks and recreation
program; goals for parks and for programs; implementation and funding strategies, and a
program of actions to implement the plan, Assessment of recrealion needs and
preferences should be based on current users as well as non-users fo identify gaps in
programming and facilities.

Action 4. Upgrade parks and recreation facilities in accordance with master plan.

Action 5: Consider afternatives to increase availahility and sustainable mainienance of
athletic fields.

Goal 5.1: Mansfield provides high-quality services that connect residents to each other
and the community.

Strategy A Integrate delivery of community services.
Action 1. Explore opporfunities to provide services at multiple facilities.

Goal 5.4: Mansfield is a healthy, active community.
Strategy B: Promote active living.

Goal 5.5: Mansfield maintains high-quality public facilities that support town goals.
Strategy B: Identify facility improvements to meet service and sustainability needs.
Action 2: ldentify short-term and long-term costs of any proposed facility improvements.

{Chapter 5) Outdoor Recreation Facilities. As described in Chapter 3, Mansfieid also
has an exiensive network of outdoor recreation recourses at parks, preserves and sports
facilities. Organized activities are provided by the Department of Parks and Recreation,
youth sporis leagues (including foothall, soccer, baseball, lacrosse and hockey), and
nonprofit organizations. Current fields are af or near capacity based on existing
demands. Improvements to existing fields will be needed to meet increased demand.

Recommendation

in her memo, Superintendent Lyman requests that the Council specifically allow
the public another opportunity to provide input on the school district’s plan to
repurpose the courts. The Council could structure this forum as a public hearing,
public information session, or focus group. | suggest that the Town Council
discuss these options at Monday’s meeting. As part of this meeting or at a
subsequent discussion, | recommend that the Town Council also discuss the
concept of a recreation master plan as well as the process for modifying,
discontinuing or repurposing shared fown/school district assets.
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Atfachments
1) K. Lyman re Tennis Courts at MMS
2) A. Hawkins re: Tennis Courts at MMS
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MANSFIELD PUBLIC SCHOOGLS

KELLY M. LYMAN, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS
Four South Bagleville Road

Storrs, Connecticut 06268-2599

(860) 429-3350 Telephone

{860} 429-3379 Facsimile

TO: Matt Hart, Town Manager

FROM: Kelly Lyman, Superintendent of Schools
DATE: September 6, 2016

RE: Tennis Courts at Mansfield Middle School

Last fall, Candace Morrell, principal of Mansfield Middle School asked the Mansfield Public Works department
to examine the tennis courts located just off the “blackiop™ area at Mansfield Middle School. Cencerns about the
courts in the past resulted in several attempts to repair them. Four years ago a project to reseal the cracks was
completed. The repair was expected to last five years but after just a year the cracks reappeared and the overall
condition of the courts has since worsened. Two years ago the facilities departiment received a call to repair the
nets as they were faliing down. It was discovered that the nets could not be simply repaired as the footings were
loose and could no longer support the net polls. More recently, concerns have been raised about the surrounding
fence which is unstable and presents a safety concern.

In their current condition the fennis courts cannot be used while the blacktop area is used for outdoor physical
education, bus arrival and departure, apd parking for schoo! and community events after school hours. The
request to examine the courts stemmed from the desire to provide more space to the blacktop area for these
purposes and possibly to improve traffic flow for buses and parent drop offs.

Exploration of the area conciuded that the space could not easily be repurposed to support bus or vehicle traffic
but was large enough to provide additional playing field space if the tennis courts were removed. Estimates to
repair the courts, net footings, and surrounding fence were estimated at $150,000 to $250,000.

After consultation with school and recreation department personnel, the Public Works Department determined
that they could accomplish removal of the courts and construction of a playing field should this be desired. To
turther ensure this work could occur, they sought permits for the removal of the courts from the planning office.

At the Board of Education meeting on June 9, 2016 Curt Vincente, Director of Parles and Recreation, and Candace
Morell, Mansfield Middle School Principal, asked for consensus from the Board to support removal of the tennis
courts and addition of a playing field in its place. Curt Vincente expressed concern with the loss of a recreation
facility but agreed that in their current condition the courts ave not usable. He also shared that current demand for
tennis courts appears to be met at other locations in town. Candace Morrell shared that additional field space
would provide additional practice fields for afterschool sports when E. O, Smith uses the upper fields at Mansfield
Middle School and would also provide field space adjacent to the blackiop for use during physical education
classes. The Board supported this request. '

Given the property in question is owned by the town of Mansfield, I request that the Town Council consider this
request and allow the public another opportunity to provide input. If the tennis courts are fo remain, we request
they be repaired to allow for use and to prevent further deterioration and safety concerns.
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242 Spring Hill Road
Storrs, CT 06268

{86(1)487-1105

To Mayor Paul Shapiro and members of the Mansfield Town Council,
suly 25, 2016
My name is Alan Hawkins, | reside at 242 Spring Hill Road, diagonally across from the Mansfield Middle School,

for the 38 years that | have lived here public activity at the tennis courts, across the street, has been fairly consistent during early
mornings, evenings and on weekends in fall, surnmer and spring. For many years 1 used these courts on a regitlar basis, The availability of
this amenity has been a significant enrichment to life in Mansfield. | have enjoyed seeing the utilization of this facility by many town
residents over the years, until this facility was taken out of service a few years ago due to a lack of maintenance.

The town of Mansfield recently completed an update to the "Plan of Conservation and Development”. This “New Plan” became effective
on October 8, 2015. This comprehensive document of some 430 pages informs the reader that it is intended to be a guide to both the
Planning and Zoning Commission and the Town Council. This would imply that one of these groups, or both should be the steward(s) of
the plan. In order for this to be the case, | would expect at least one of these groups should be monitoring activity by all town
departments in order to ascertain where potential conflicts with the POCD may exist. The plan states that: As additional actions and

initiatives are conternplated, they should be evaluated with regard {o how the action will help fo advance the vision and goals contained
in the overall plan.

The plan also states that:

1. Wevalte and promote communication, transparency and community participation in town decision-making.

2. We invest and take pride in our municipal services and facilities, providing our residents and taxpayers with excellent service
and a strong return on their invastment. '

3. Also important to life in Mansfield are the parks, playgrounds, ball fields and sports courts used by Mansfield residents of all
ages. The town has numerous active recreation areas on public properties (see Table 3.2), including school athletic facilities
that are available for public use when not in use by the school. These facilities are used for programs sponsored by the Town as
well as several youth sports leagues.

4. Listed assets in the above referenced table inchide the tennis courts at the Mansfield Middle School. This inclusion seems
disingenuous because at the time that this plan was adopted these courts had been allowed to fall into such disrepair that the
tennis nets were removed and the gates leading to these courts were padlocked. Further, negotiations had already begun
between the Middle School Administration, town Public Works and the town Recreation Departrment to demolish these courts.

Plans to dernolish these courts have progressed far in advance of the process laid out in the “New Plan of Conservation and
Development”. At the June 9™ meeting of the Mansfield Board of Education it was decided to proceed with the demolition of the courts
as soon as the Mansfield Public Works department had available resources to accomplish the task. [ am dismayed to hear about this
plar for a number of reasons including:

1. The planning for the demolition of these courts has apparently been in progress for about two years, while the Plan of
Conservation and Development was being re-written.

2. The Plan of Conservation and Development lays out a plan that seems quite comprehensive and includes these courts inan
inventory of the amenities provided in town {even though they have not been accessible for quite some time),

3. The plan discusses the vision to create a single, unified framework of values, goals, strategies and actions that will guide both
the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Town Council as they make decisions aboitt the town's physical, social and
economic development over the next two decades.

4, The plan to demolish these courts has not been vetted with town residents, no community participation has been solicited.

5. After demolition of the middle school tennis courts, the only available tennis courts in town are the courts at the £.0. Smith
High School. | don't believe that these tennis courts will provide adequate space for the £.0. Smith athletic department and
tennis feam, Parks and Recreation’s tennis programs, and the general public that would like to play tennis in town.
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Please communicate with the Mansfield Board of Education and attempt to reconcile the anticipated demolition of these courts against
the Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development.

Thank you,

[l B gk

Alan R. Hawkins

cc. Mansfield Board of Education
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Ttem #5

Town of Mansfield
Agenda e Summary

To:  Town Counci ‘
From:  Maftt Hart, Town Manager Mﬂ/‘?{
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager, Linda Painter, Director of

Planning and Development
Date: September 12, 2016
Re: Maobilitie, LLC Permit Application

Subject Matter/Background

Mobilitie, LLC has notified the Town that the company plans on installing six
structures within public rights-of-way for wireless communication services in the
foliowing locations:

= South Eagleville Road (next to Town Hall entrance driveway) — 120 feet
tall

= Storrs Road (next to Town Square) — 75 feet 10 inches tall

= Storrs Road (at Horsebarn Hilt) — 120 feet tall

= North Eagleville Road (north side, in front of North Campus Residence
Halls) — 43 feet, 2 inches tall

= Discovery Drive (north of infersection with North Eagleville Road) — 43 feet
tall

»  Hiliside Road (south of intersection with Gilbert Road) —~ 43 feet tali

While the compariy describes these structures as “utility poles,” these structures
range up to 120 feet in height and 42 inches in diameter depending on the
location. The approval process for wireless communication towers has
traditionally been the responsibility of the Connecticut Siting Council pursuant to
statutory requirements; however, the Pubkic Utilittes Regulatory Authority (PURA)}
has jurisdiction over utility poles within public right-of-way.

As the proposed sfructures are located within the right-of-way, this has raised
questions with regard to which state agency ultimately has jurisdiction. The
statutory requirements for approval of wireless communication facilities through
the Siting Council process include municipal consultation and opportunities for
towns to suggest aifernate locations; however, the PURA process appears fo be
more limited in terms of municipal involvement. If PURA is ultimately determined
to have jurisdiction, it is staff’'s understanding that abulting property owners have
the ability to request a public hearing on a proposed {ocation. This would provide
the Town with the ability to request a public hearing on two of the proposed
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structures and UConn with the ability to request hearings on the remaining
structures.

Mansfield is only one of many communities statewide that have been notified of
proposed installations. Due to the uncertainty regarding approval process and
the concerns with the types and locations of structures expressed by various
communities, the Connecticut Conference of Municipalities (CCM) has gotten
involved. Through information provided by CCM, we understand that PURA has
scheduled a Technical Meeting to discuss this issue on September 28%;
however, staff has not found any information regarding this meeting on the PURA
website. If the Council would like to provide comments to PURA regarding this
issue, formal comments couid be developed for Council consideration at the
September 26" meeting.

Recommendafion

I recommend that the Council discuss this issue with staff and determine whether
it wishes to review at the September 26" meeting formal comments regarding the
Mobilitie, LL.C application.

Attachments

1) 8/24/16 Letter re: Mobilitie, L.L.C Permit Application

2) Maps: Horsebarn Hill, Hillside Road, Town Hall, Nerth Eagleville Road, Town
Square, Discovery Drive
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Mofsiliife, [LC

3475 Pledmonl i MIE
Suiie 0

Atlania, GA 30303
Tel: 770-91 (]-536{‘

Aupust 24, 2016

Linda Painter

Town of Mansfield Planning & Zoning
4 South Eagleville Road

Mansficld, CT 06268

Mobhilitie, LLC Permit Application

Dear Ms, Painter:

Please find the enclosed Mobilitie, LLC™s (“Mobilitic™), application for right of way wlilization proposed
aew wireless infrastructure facilities in your jusisdiction. With the permit appiicaliong, you will find a list
of rearby sclipols foreach proposed facility, a'list of sites considered and rejected for each proposed facility,
a list of abutters for each proposed facility, FAA Approvals for each proposed facility, and construttion
dvawiiigs foi each propssed facibity.

Mohifitie, LLC {Mobilitie) is a privately held wireless infrastrustire conipany that holds a Certificate of
Public Neeessity and Convericnce {CPCN) 1ssued by the State of Connecticul, whicl allowvs aur network
aceess o the public right of way. Mobilify s regulated by the State of Connecticut Public Utility Regulatory
Authority to provide telephone related services, such as facilities based campetitive local exchange and
interexchange services. Vo inget the growing deivaiid for connectivity, Mobilitie is deployiiig a hybiid
transport network that provides high-speed; high-capacity bandwidth in erder fo facilitate the hekt
generation of devices and data-driven services. This nelwork can suppmt a varicty of technologics and
setvices that require connectivify to the internet, including, but siot limited to, driverless and connected
vehicfes (connmercial, personal and agricuttural), remote weatlier stations and mobile service providers.
These tr'mspo‘rlz utility poles and lacilities are not dedicated to any parlicular customer, dnd, (o the extent
capacity on the structures is avaifable, it is available to be used by other edtities, including the Town of
Manstield (Town).

Mobilitic’s hybrid transport network is an industry changing approach that seeks {o improve backhaoi
connectivity for the Town’s residents. We are excited fo work with the Town and are available fo answer
questions. Pléase do nol Hesitate 1o contattme at (678) 630-9823 of chirowngmobilitie.com. Thé Mabilitie
perimitting imanagéer for the State of Connecticut, Emina Paclino, will be contacting you shortly. Her contact
information is {475) 747-4284 oy epaolino@mobikitie.com.
Thank you for your atiéntion 0 Uhis matter,

Rt“;iﬁcut[’lfiiy submiited,

f’ f’}

[ \V 5{/2/ R

un‘lslophcv Brown
Govermnent Redations Assoviale

*Enclosures: Application for vtilization of public right of way and Exhibits
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Mobilitie

Report to the Town of Mansfield
Propased Micro-Cell Utility Pole Placement

MANSFIELD FACILITIES-

CTIOXS489D
CTI0XS490A
CTo0XsB27B
CTSOXSDATA

Mobilitie, LLC

3475 PIEDMONT RE) NE
Suite 1000

Atlanta, GA 30305
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INTROBUCTION

SECTION 1: CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY

SECTION 2: STATEMENT OF PUBLIC NEED

SECTICN 3: COVERAGE OBJECTIVE

SECTION 4: SITE SELECTION PROCESS

EXHIBIT A SCHOOL LOCATIONS

EYMIBIT 8 OTHER SITES OR AREAS CONSIDERED AND REJECTED

EXHIBIT C: ABUTTERS LISTS

EXHIBIT D: FAA APPROVALS

EXHIBIT £ SITE PLANS
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INTRODUCTION
Company Background

Mobilitie, LLC (Mohilitie} is a privately held wireless infrastructure company that holds a Certificate of
Public Netessity and Convenience (CPCN] issued by the State of Connecticut, which allows aur network
access to the public right of way. Mobilitie constructs and provides transport services to support a
variety of uses, including M2 and loT applications. Maohilitie constructs and operates a hybrid transport
network as competition fo éxisting fiber backhaul networks. Mobilitie’s transport network can provide
cutting edge connectivity to applications such as, weather monitoring stations, mobile service providers,
agricuttural equipment and healthcare facifities. To this end, Mobiiitie installs and operates transport
utility structures that augment and extend backhaul solutions to increase bandwidth while improving

connectivity.

Connectivity is a vital component of daily life, and Mobilitie works with the nation’s leading companies
including wireline and wireless carriers, spoits and entertainment venues, real estate arid hospitality
firms, healthcare and transportation providers as well as higher educgtion and government entities to
ensure connectivity for their ciistomers and constituents. Mobilitie's inhovative approach to networks
drives competition in speed, pricing, customer service, and technology,; and, ensures that communities
and businesses have the connectivity they need today, tomorrow and well into the future,

Mobilitie is constructing a new, nationwide hybrid transpert network that provides high-speed, high-
capacity bandwidth in order to facilitate the next generation of devices.and data driven services and to
meet our ever-growing demand for connectivity. This network combines fiber, repeaters and microwave
technologies to ensure that the network is cost efficient, low impact to communities, and can be
effectively upgraded and augmented in the future. Mobilitie’s hybrid transport network can be used to
support, remote weather mapitoring stations, mobile service providers, rural communities where high-
speed connectivity is lacking, and much more.

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

As a privately held wirgless infrastructure company, with CPCN Status in Connecticut, Mobilitie’s intent
is to construct facilities in the public rights-of-way (ROW) and/or utiity easement corridors, This ensures
that the networks are built where communities already have telephone and electrical infrastructure in
place that can be utifized where appropriate. Mohilitie has worked with thousands of jurisdictions across
the country on the appropriate encroachment and utility germits for siting facilities in the ROW and will
work closely with your community to execute the same. Prior to the construction of any facility in the
ROW, Mobilitie will submit the construction plans to the Public Utilities and Regulatory Authority (PURA).

Building the Netwaork

Building a new transport network can be complex, but Mobilitie’s intent is to rhake it as simple of a
process as possible. Our representatives will work with your communities to develop a detailed plan
based on the rights of way and existing public infrastructure in your community. Part.of our site selection
and design process includes monitoring surrounding areas and incorporating the existing aesthetic tone
into our infrastructure to ensure that it conforms.to the surrounding landscape.
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Mobilitie respectfully submits this Report to the Town of Mansfield (“Mansfield”) pursuant to Section
16-501 of the Connecticut General Statutes. Mobilitie proposes to construct telecommunication fdcilities
in tfie ROW in the Towri of Mansfield,

This feporthas been prepared to provide Mansfield with information concerning the public’s need for a
facility in this area of the State, the site selection process, and the facility design. This information is
provided for purposes of a technical consultation with Mansfield as provided for in Section 16-50{ of the
Connecticut General Statutes and prior to any Siting' Council application which may be filed. An
environmental assessment and a visibility analysis will be provided prior to submittal of any application
to the Siting Council,
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SECTION 2
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY

%ﬁ;@%% STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTRGL
TEN FRANKLIN SQUARE
NEW BRITAIN, CT 06051

DOCKET NO. 10-10-16  APPLICATION OF MOBILITIE, LLC FOR A CERTIFICATE
OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY

April 27, 2011

By the following Commissioners:

Anthony J. Palermino
Kevin M. DelGobho
Arnalia Vazguez Bzdyra
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DECISION

i. INTRODUCTION
A SUMMARY

This docket addresses Mobilitie, LLC d/b/a NYFl's request for a Cerlificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to operate as a reselier and facilities-based provider
of intrastate interexchange telecommunications services in Connecticuf. In this Decision,
the Departimient of Public Utility Control finds that the Company meets the marnagetial,
financial and technical criteria to operate as a reseller and facilities-based provider of
telecommunications services, The Depatiment of Public Utility Control alse finds the
Company’s proposal to be in the public interest and grants the cestificate.

8. BACKGROUND OF THE FROCEEDING

By application received October 19, 2010 (Application), filed pursuant to § 16-
247g of the Genera! Statutes of Connecticut (Conn. Gen. Stat.) and § 16-247¢-3 of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (Conn. Agencies Regs.), Mobilitie, LLC d/b/a
NYFl's {Mobilitie or Company) requested the Depaitiment of Public Utility Control's
(Department) approval for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to
provide facilities-based or resold interexchange services and non-switched local ransport
services to customers throughout Connecticut, Specifically, Mobilitie will provide voice
and data services using transport and backhaul linked by fiber optic cables or wireless
radio frequency systems, (l.e.; distribiiled antenna gystem) with conversion equipment
attached to utility poles and other structures. Application, Exhibit B-1.

b

C.  CONDUCYT OF THE PROCEEDING

By letter dated November 23, 2010, the Depattiment acknowledged receipt of the
Application. Pursuant to Gonn, Geri. Stat, § 16-247¢, the Department determined that a
hearing in this mailer was not necessary,

Fy, PARTIES AND INTERVENORS

The Department recognized Mobilitie, LLC, 660 Newport Center Drive, Suite 200,
Newpost Beach, CA 92660; and the Office of Consumer Counsel, Ten Franklin Square,
Newt Britain, Connecticut 08051 as Parties to this proceeding; and The Southern New
England Telephone Comparnty dib/a AT&T Connecticut, 310 Orange Sireef, New Haven,
Connecticut; and Vefizon New York, Inc., 140 West Street, New York, NY 10007 as
Intervenors in this preceeding.
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i DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS
A FINANCIAL RESQURGES, MANAGERIAL ARILITY AND TECHNICAL COMPETERCY

Mobilitie must obtain a CPCN to offer and provide intrastate interexchange
telecommunications services, To grant a CPCN, the Department must find that the
Company “possesses and demonstrates adsquate financial resources, managerial ability
and technical competency to provide the proposed service." Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-
247g{c).

Mobilitie was organized as a foreign limited liability company on June 18, 2003,
with principal offices in Newport Beach, Cafifornia. Application, Exhibit A-11, Mobilitie was
authorized to transact business by the Connecticut Secretary of the State on February 1,
2007. Response to Interrogatory TE-1. Mobilitie proposes to provide RF Transport
Seyvices through the use of both its own faciliies and existing facilities tnder
interconnection agreements, tariffs, or by contract, on an individual case basis. Response
to Interrogatory TE-7. Mobilitie states that it is still in the process of developing its target
customer base in Connecticut;, and therefore, has yetf to enter into any agreements with
spetific underlying carriers at this point. However, Mobilitie plans to lease facilities only
from authorized underlying carriers. Id.

The Company has significant management experience in the telecommunications
industry. Application, Exhibit D-1. The Department has reviewed Mobilitie's finahcial
statements and gualifications and concludes that the Company possesses adequate
finaricial resources to provide the broposed services. Application, Exhibits C-1 and C-2;
Responses to inferrogatories TE-4 and TE-5. For these réasons, the Departmerit fmds
that Mobilitie possesses and demonstrates adequate financial resources, manageriat
ability and technical competency to pravide the proposed services in Connecticut.

Mobilitie seeks authority to provide faciliies-based or resold interexchange
services and non-switched local fransport services to customers throughout Connecticut,
Specifically, Mobllitie will provide its voice and data services using transport and backhaul
linked by fiber aptic cables or wireless radio frequency systems, (i.¢., distributed anténna
system) with conversioh equipment attached to utility poles and other structures.
Application, Exhibit B-1. '

Mohiiitie indicates that it is still in the preliminary discussion process with its
prospecteve customers thus it has no plans to build a network or faclhtles in the public
Mcriztles based provsder via network leasmg ﬁom a variety of telecommunications
providers. Application; Exhibit B-1. In its first year of operations, Mobilitie estimates its
capital expenditure to he $3.5 million dollars. Application, Exhibit C-4. The Department
finds Molbilitia's one-year capital expenditure plan and ifs proposal, to lease existing
facilities in order to operate as a facilities-based provider, as satisfactory, and hereby
grants Mobhilitie's request. The Department notes that should Mabilitie decide to construct
any facilities in public rights-of-way in the future, it must submit a construction plan for
Departmental approval as required in Conn. Agencies Regs. § 16-247¢-5
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B. PUBLIC INTEREST CONSIDERATIONS

Cohn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247a(a) sets forth the goals of the Stateiri the provigion of
telecommunications services:

1) Ensure the univetrsal availability and accessibilily of high quality,
affordable telecommiunications services to all residents arid businesses in
the state, (2) promote the development of effective commipetilion as a means
of providing customers with the widest possible choice of services,

(3) utilize forms of regulation commensurate with the level of competition in
the relevant telecommunications service market, (4) facilitate the efficient
development and deployment of an advanced ielecommunications
infrastructure, including open networks with maximum interoperability and
interconnectivity, (5} encourage shared use of existing facilities and
cooperative development of new facilities where legally pdssible, and
technically and economiically feasible, and (8) ensure that providers of
telecommunications services in the state provide high quality custorer
service and high quality technical service.

According fo Mobiiitie, approval of the Application will further the public intetest by
expanding the availability of coinpetitive telecommunications services in Connecticut.
Specifically, Mobilitie states that its presence in the telecommunications market will
enhahce competition by increasing the incentives for other telecommunications providers
to operate more efficiently inresponse to its pricing and functionalities. Application, Exhibit
-1, Mobilitie alse statés that its entry info the telecommunications market will enhance
the efficiency of existing network infrastructures by utilizing excess capacity on such
networks and will facilitate the development and deployment of advanced
telecommunications capabilities. Id. The Department finds that approval of  the
Application will enhance competition in the Connegcticut marketpiace by makihg additional
seélvice options available to customers. |d.  The Departmient also finds that the
Company's use of only authorized underlying carrlers' facilities will contribute © the
efficient and cooperative use of the telecommunicationis infrastructure, Response to
Interrogatory TE-7. Lastly, the Department believes that Mobilitie’s customer service and
technical policies and procedures will ensure that high quality customer and technical
services are providéed to its Conivecticut custoniers. Application, Exhibits F-1, .2, F-3
and F-5. Therefore, the Department concludes that Mobilitie’s request to provide the
proposed services furthers the goals of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247a (a) and is in the public
interest.

C. PosT-CERTIFICATION REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
Iy the Decision dated March 15, 1995 in Docket No. 94-07-03, at pages 29-30, the
Depariment set forth  the post-certification filing requirements for certified

telecommunications companies. Those requirements are as follows:

» Pursuant to statute the Department is required to fepo’rt to the General Assembly on
an annual basis regarding the telecommunications market in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 18-
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247i. To meet its stalutory obligations, the Department requires each authorized
telecommunications provider to submit responses to the. Depariment’s annual data
requests on the basis of an Ottober 1 - September 30 fiscal year; the Departrient
“compites the information at the conclusjon of the third calendar quarter of each year,

e To evaluate the financial, managerial and technical adequacy of a cettified provider
periodically, as contemplated hy Conn. Gen, Stat. § 16-247g (d), the Department
requires each certified provider to submiit on an anhual basis a copy of the cdmpany's
annual report, annual return or a sumimary financial statement.

o The following information filings are also required to be submitted to the Department:
--current listings of rates and charges for all certified services;

--annual reporis on the provider's Connecticut operations within 60 days of the
close of its fiscal year, including at a minimum: the number of customers for each
cerlified service, a description of physical changes in ot additions to existing
facilities expected for the next fiscal year and any changed uses of those facilities,
and any changes in the information that was filed with the Department;

--copies of the Form 10-K (if required to file a Form 10-K with the Securities and
Exchange. Commission (SEC) and any other informational filings at the time fited
with the SEC in the certification proceeding.

Mobilitie will be subject to the above-delailed post-certification filing requirements,
as are all certified providers in this state.

. TARIFFS

The Company has filed proposed Conneclicut-specific tariffs. Application, Exhibit
8-1. In the Decision in Docket No. 87-08-24, DPUC Investigation into  Authorization of
Competition for_Intrastate Interexchange Telecommunications Services Pursuant to
Fublic Act 87-415, issued on March 15, 1989, the Departinent required Connecticut local
exchange carriers and compstitive seivice providers be subject to virtually the same tariff
application and review procedures, The Department finds that sufficient data have been
presented during this proceeding to indicate Mohilitie’s rates and charges will exceed the
respective costs of ifs services. Therefore, the Department finds that Mobilitie has
provided adequate cost justification for its proposed intrastate service rates and charges
and finds them to be acceptable as filed. Application, Exhibit C-4; Resporse to
Interrogatoty TE-6.

E. LIFELINE  CREDIT  AND  TELECOMMUNICATIONS RELAY  SERVICES FUNDING
REQUIREMENTS

The Department issued a Decision in Docket No. 94-07-089, DPUC Exploration of
the Lifeline Program Policy [ssues, on May 3, 1995, In that Decision, the Department
concluded that funding mechanisms based on market share as measured by fotal
intrastate and interstate revenuss are the most equitable method of recovering
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telecommunications relay seivice (TRS) and Lifeline costs. As a felecommunications
service provider operaling In Connecticut, Mobilitie will participate in TRS and Lifeline
funding as discussed in the aforementioned Decisions, ahd will bé so ordered below.

Hi. FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Mobilitie' possésses and demonstrates adequate financial resources, managetial
ability and technicat competency to provide the proposed services.

2. Mobilitie's participation in the funding program to recover Connecticut's Lifefine
and TRS costs is in keeping with the Department's commitiment to further Universal
Services.

3. Moebilitie plans to offer volce and data services using transport and backhaul linked.

by fiber optic cables or wireless radio frequensay systems, (i.e., distributed antenna
system) with conversion equipment attached to ulility poles and other sfructures.

M, CONGLUSION AND ORDERS
A ConNCLUSION

Mobilitie’s request to operate as a reseller and facilities-based provider of intrastate
interexohange telecommunications services in Connecticut furthers the goals of CGonn.
Gen. Stal § 16-247a(a) and is in the public interest. The Department hereby grants
Maobllitie's reguest for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necegsity, subject to the
Orders below.

£, ORDERS

For the following Orders, submit one original of the reduired documeritation to the

compliance with Department Orders must be identified by all three of the following: Docket
Number, Title and Order Number.

1. Mobilitie shall file tariffs consistent with this Decision no later than May 25, 2011,
The effective date of the Company’s tariffs shall be May 11, 2011.

2, Mobilitie shall comply with post-certification filing requirements set forth in the
Department's March 15, 1985 Decision in Docket No, 94-07-03. Regarding the
requirement that Mobilitie file with the Department annual reports on s
Connecticut operations, Mobilitie shall do so no later than April 30" of each year
baginning in 2012, Such annual reports shall include at a minimum the following
information:

(&) The nurmber of customers for each certified service;

(b)  number of lines subscribed;
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(¢) iotal intrasiate revenues;

(d) infrastate minutes. of use on a tolal service basis;

(¢}  a description of physical changes in or additions to existing facilifies
expected for the next fiscal year and any changed uses of those facilities;

. and

(M any changes it the information which was filed with the Deparlment in this
proceeding,

3. Mobilitie shall participate in the Lifeline Credit and TRS funding program as
described in Section [f, E. above.

4, Mobilitie shali submit a construction plan for Departmental approval pursuant to
Conn. Agencies Regs. § 16-247¢-5 prior ta construct any facilities in public rights-of- way.
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DOCKET NO. 10-10-16  APPLICATION OF MOBILITIE, LLC FOR A CERTIFICATE
OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY

This Decision is adopted by the following Commissioners:

Anthony J. Palerming

Kaviii M. DelGobho

Amalia Vazguez Bzdyra

CERTIFICATE OF

The foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Decision issued by the
Department of Public Utility Control, State of Connecticut, and was forwarded by
Cettified Mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

PR DSMACEENEL D e o
Kimberley J. Santopietro Date

Executive Secrétary
Department of Public Utility Controt
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SECTION 2
STATEMENT OF PUBLIC NEED

The proposed infrastructure facilities in the Town of Mansfield (“Mansfield”} will provide reliable
wireless communications services to Mansfield, The facilities are needed in conjunction with
other proposed facilities to provide reliable wireless infrastructure to the public that i¢ not
currently provided in this part of theé State. Establishment of the type of communication
infrastructure that Mobilitie can provide will help Mansfield attract businesses and investors and

will be a vital asset to Mansfield in strengthening its economic core.

Mobilitie’s hybrid network will serve the communities’ increasing demand for wireless
infrastructure. Our- design optimizes the performance of wireless: networks by taking into
consideration customer usage hehaviors, terrain, obsiructions, points-of-interest, and local
guldance and ordinances.

New poles offer wireless service and communications providers the ability to optimize anteniia
placementin serving that demand. Targeting customer Usage can be such a precise exercise that
the required focation is a matter of less than thirty (30} feet. If adequate existing infrastructure
is not available, new poles are needed.

Similarly, pole height is critical in achieving network perforinance. Higher antennas are free of
clutter such as tree canopy, buildings, and other manmade obstructions. The signal emanating
from them isn't dituted by this clutter layer and delivers a better wireless experience. Taller
antennas also push wirgless signals further, which in turin means fewer sites are reguired. That
allows the provider to have less impact on the cemmunity and drive systained investment in
network densification in the community..

Mobilitie strives to work cooperatively with jurisdictions to deploy its hybrid network, Mobilitie’s
hybrid network will deliver the most robust network on the feast infrastructure. This approach
builds & better and more efficient data network, which in turn henefits your constituents by
entabling affordable, high-quality wireless services.
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SECTION 3
COVERAGE OBJECTIVE

There are significant coveragé deficiencies in the existing wireless comniinications networlk it
Mansfield. In addition to the gaps in coverage, the sites curréntly serving the targeted area are
in need of capacity relief due to the amount of usage in the area. A deficiency in coverage is
evidenced by the inability to adequately and reliably transmit/receive quality calls and/or utilize
data services offered by networks. Seamless reliable coverage provides users with the ability to
successfully originate, receive, and maintain quality calls and/or utilize data applications
throughout a service area. While adequate overlapping coverage is required for users to be abie
to move throughout the service area and reliably “hand-off” between cells in order to maintain
uriinterrupted connections, excessive overlap can be detrimental to service quality in an LTE
system, Due to térraii charactetistics, neighborhood characteristics, and the distarice between
the targeted coverage area and the existing sites, Mobiiitie’s options to provide services in this
area are quite limited.

ln order to define the extent of the coverage gap to be filled, both propagation modeling and
real-world drive testing has been conducted in the area of Mansfield around the sibject areas.
Propagation modeling uses PC software to determine the network coverage hased on the specific
technical parameters of each site including, hbut not limited to, location, ground elevation,
antenna models, antenna heights, and also databases of terrain and ground cover in the area.
Drive testing consists of traveling along area roadways in a vehicle eguipped with a sophisticated
setup of test devices and receivers that collect a variety of network performance metrics. The
data are then processed and mapped in conjunction with the propagation modeling te determine
the coverage gaps, Analysis of the propagation modeling and drive testing in and around
Marisfield reveal that the network is unreliahie throughout much of the area due to gaps in
coverage, heavy usage on the existing sites in the area, and that there is'a seyvice deficiency as a
result. Iy order to fill in these coverage gaps and improve the network reliahifity to Mansfield,
new facilities are needed in the area.

Uitimately, Mobilitie has identified areas of deficient coverage affecting significant portions
including key traffic corridors, business and industrial sectors, and residential areas of Mansfield.
The proposed infrastiucture will bring the neeéded fill-in coverage to significant portions of
Mansfield which are currently within the area of deficient coverage. In addition to the needed
fillk-in coverage, the proposed sites will improve dominance, and offload the sites currently
serving the targeted area, which are in need of capacity relief due to the amount of usage in the
area.

The locations and the minimum height selected were chosen to achieve an optimal balance
between meeting coverage objectives, cvercoming the tree line for signal propagation,
minimizivig the aesthetic impact to theé community, and future collocation. The proposed
Mobilitie sites will provide thé public need for service in this area, by providing an appropriate
coverage footprint for the Mansfield community along with effective connectivity to existing
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networks. Without the proposed infrastructure, at the height requested, significant gaps in
service will exist within Mansfield, and the jdentified public need for reliable wireless services in
this area will not be inat.
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SECTION 4
SITE SELECTION PROCESS

A search area is developed to initiate a site selection process in an aréa whete network service
improvements are required for a specific carrier and/or carviers. The search area is a generai
geographic region where. the installation of a wireless Infrastructire would address potential
identified service problems while still allowing for orderly integration of & new facility into a
network. The technical and site selection criteria used by wirgless carriers include handoff,
fregquency reuse, and interference among other factors. In any site search avea, site acquisition
specialists seek to avoid the unnecessary proliferation of telecommunication facilities and to
reduce the potential adverse environmental effects of a needed facility, while simultaneously
seeking sites that RF engineers will qualify as being able to provide quality reliable service to the
community.

Once a potential candidate is sejected through the identification process, site acquisition teams
review anhy applicable zoning ordinance or other guidance documentation, If an existing site
cannot be found to match the search criteria, the preferred candidate sites are non-residential
areas. In order fo be viable, a candidate site must imeet the requirements to provide adeguaté
service.
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Item #6

Town of E\ﬂahsﬂe!d
Agenda ltem Summary
To: Town Council
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager Mﬁ//’/
CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Michae! E Ninteau, Director

Building & Housing Inspection; Linda Painter, Director of Planning &
Development

Date: September 12, 2016
Re: Proposed Amendments to Mansfield Housing Code Fee Structure

Subject Matter/Background

Staff has been working with the Ad hoc Committee on Rental Regulations and

- Enforcement to review and update various provisions within the Town’s Housing
code and related ordinances. One issue that the commiitee has reviewed is a
proposal for a lower rental certification inspection fee for responsible fandlords.
More specificaily, the committee has asked the Council to consider a discounted
fee of $100 per unit for a landlord with no Town ordinance violations within the
previous cerfification period and no code violations upon the current inspection.
The approach is to offer a reduced rate for property owners that are proactive in
screening their tenants and who maintain thelr property, in order to help
incentivize responsible landiord behavior.

Financial Impact

Stalf conducted an analysis of historical data from 4/1/2016 through 6/30/2016
regarding how the proposed changes may affect the fees collected for rental
certificates under the proposed model.

Renewal and Initial Certificate inspections 4/1/2016 — 6/30/2016
e 120 Renewals + 24 inilial inspections = 144 Certlificale Inspections
s 144 units @ $150 = $21,600
Assume 77 units would not qualify and remain @ $150 for a sub-total of $11,500;
assume 67 units would qualify @ new rate $100 for a sub-total of $6700
= $11,500 + $6700 = $18,200
Current Revenue $21,600 - $18,200 = $3,400 less revenue per quarter

$3,400 X 4 quarters = $13,600 less revenue per year
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Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Town Councll refer the Ad hoc Rental Regulations
Committee recommendation to a Council committee for review and
consideration. | believe this action would be important before submitfing the
proposal to the public for public comment, in order to review key issues such as
how to replace or adjust for the revenue lost in lower cettification fees.

| would suggest that the Council either refer this item to the Finance Committee
of to an Ad hoc Ordinance Development and Review Committee that the Council
would need to establish for this purpose.

Attachmenis
1) Proposed Amendments to Mansfield Housing Code Fee Structure
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901.1 Scope. No owner, agent of person in charge of 2 residential renta! housing unit offered for rent
within the Town of Manstield shall allow any person to pccupy the same as a tenant or lessee for a
valuable consideration, unless the owner, agent or person in tharge holds a valid certificate of
compliance issued by the Code Official for the specific housing unit.

Exception: The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to those housing units that are:
1. Age-restricted (¢ persons aged 55 and older.
2. Owned by the Mansfield Housing Authority,

3. Owned by the State of Connecticut. This exception shall not include those dwellings or dwelling units
located within the Town of Mansfield that are owned by an entity leasing real property from the State of
Connecticut.

4. Newly constructed housing units for the first five years after issuance of an initial certificate of
occupancy by the Town of Mansfield Building Department.

5. Heusing units in any bullding consisting of ne more than four units, one of which is the owner's
primary place of residence in which he or she remains for more than half of the calendar year.

6. Single-family dwelling units rented or leased for a period not to exceed one year when the original
owner occupant will return to that unit as his or her primary residence at the end of the rental term or
lease.

7. Single-family dwelling units sold and rented or leased by the buyer to the seller as a condition of the
sale to provide the seller with extended cccupancy for a period not to exceed one year.

Implementation Schedule: The provisions of this chapter shall be implemented pursuant to a schedule,
hereinafter referred to as the “implementation schedule,” developed and maintained by the Code
Official, No owner, agent or person in charge of a dwelfing or dwelling unit located within the Town of
Mansfield shall be found in viclation of this chapter until such time as he/she fails to obtain a vaiid
certificate of compliance within the pericd of time specified by the impiementation schedule,

Term of Certificate; fvery rental certificate of compliznce shall expire pursuant to the date set Torth
within the implementation schedule. The fee for a certificate of compliance shall be as_set in the
following table for the two-year period established pursuant to the schedule.

full Fee 5150
No Town Qrdinance Viglations $100 Fee must be paid on thme to
within previous certificate obtain the reduced amount.

period and no code vielations
| dpon this current inspection
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Town of Mansfieid
Agenda ltem Summary
To: Town Council

From: Malt Hart, Town Manager /ﬁ“{'ﬁ//

CC: Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Mary Stanton, Town Clerk
Date: September 12, 2018

Re: Appointment to Windham Region Transit District Board of Directors

Subiect Matter/Background

On June 9, 2014, Councilor Alex Marcellino and | were appointed by the
Mansfield Town Council to the Windham Region Transit District (WRTD) Board
of Directors. Connecticut General Statutes Section 7-273c states that appointees
from the same municipality shall serve four-year, staggered terms. In order to
achieve this, | was appointed for an initial term of two years and Councilor
Marcellino was appointed for an initial term of four years. My appointment is now
up for renewal.

Given Mansfield’s population, the Town is aliowed two representatives on the
Board. Municipal representatives must be residents of the town. With the Town's
interest in public transportation and our new intermodal facility, 1 am interested in
continuing to fill one of Mansfield’s seats.

Recommendation
The following motion is suggested:

Move, to appoint Matthew W. Hart to the Windham Region Transit District, for a
ferm commencing on June 9, 2016 and expiring on June 8, 2020,

Atftachments
1} Connecticut General Statutes Sections 7-273¢ & 9-167a
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Beso. 2 ard of directors. Bond regulred of officers and
emplovess . 1 azzaix$ of the district shall be managad by a bhoard of
directors chosen Eyom among the glectors of the constituent
municipalities as follows: Each municipality shall have at least one
director. Municipallties with a population, according fo the most recent
fedaeral census, from twenty-five thousand to ons hundred thousand,
inclusive, shall have two directors. Municipalities with a population
over one hundred thousand shall have four divecltors. The directors s
e aopointed for tevms of four vears, except that, in raunicipalities
having more than one director, one-half of those first appointaed shall
serve for two vears and ong-half for four ars, thelr successors Lo
serve fopr four v@cl” each. %ﬂy municipalitvty in respeci to which s
soard eocurs shall FiL1L iv for The unsxpired portion of
F-186%a shall apply to the “'eintment 5% the directors
g sach municipality. The o hall be appoinfed by ths
f executive of a city ox the board of selectman in
a municipality in which the Lslative body is a2 Lown
by the board of selectmen of a town with the approva
bhody . Wotwithstanding the provisions of this section,
appolnted from any munlcipality which is a menbexr, or becomes
fi of any transit district in existences on Mav 18, 1872, shall b=
inted by ths leglislative body of each municipality or the beawd of
the case of & municipality in which the legislative body i3
The populatiocn of ezch munlcipality according to the
zelg eﬁsa“ shall e dividad by the number of directors
such municipality. Hach member of the board of directoxs
led to cast that number of voting units which is the
nopulation he represents, rounded Lo the nearesh one
£ the smalleat populablon reprasented by a member, rounded
one hundred. The dirvrectors shall aneet ab least fourx times
mmore often on the call of the chairman and shall elecy
o among thelr mamber. They may adopt bylaws and rules fox
of the affalrs of the districy. They shall appoint and fiz
of a dishrict manager, who shall e the chisf executive
d the district, and such cther vees as are required Loz

distw4ﬂt purposes. fach oificer or enpl  district who is the
repository or custodian of any funds of such discrict shall give such
bond as is required by ths beard of director suiflcilant surety,
conﬁiti&ned on the Eaithful discharge of hils duties. The preamium upon
auch bond 11 be pald by the districh.

hall

Gr42014 5:02 PM
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- CHAPTER t4e* BLECTIONS

Bee. $-167a. Mivority representation. (2)(1) Except ag provided i subdivision (2) of this
subsection, the maximum number of members of any board, conunission, legislative body, committee
or similar body of the state or sny political subdivision th ,u:oi; whether elec sive ors ppointive, who
may be members of the same political party, shall be as specified i the following table:

[COLUMNT  fCOLUMN I |
{ Total fiMaximum, from One
%i Membership — jfPacy i
; B |
4 JE i
> W )
[(} ey o i%& 5 ,...;.‘::,}
A = ]
E B |
i - e o
12 e e ]
: “Ahirds I
More than 9 !T\m tbirds Oj_ |
{total members i

{(2) The provisions of this section shall not apply (A) to any such bpard, commission, conmitics or
body whose members are elected wholly or partially on the basis of a geographical division of the
state or political subdivision, (B to a legislative body of & municipality (3) having a town meetling es
its legislaiive hody or (i) for which the charler or a gpecial act, on January 1, 1987, provided
otherwise or (C) o the ¢ity council of ant unconsolidated cily within a town and the tows council of
such town 1 the town has 3 town counei) md a representative fown meeting, the town chartey
provides [or some form of minority vepresentation B the election of members of the representative
town meeting, and the city has a city conncil and a body having the atiributss of a town meeting oy
() to the board of directors and othier ofticers of any district, as defined in section 7-324, having
annual receipts from all seurces not i excess of two hudred fifty thousand dollars.

(b} Prior to any election for or appoinhinent to any such body, the municipal clerk, in cases of
elections, and the appointing authority, 7 cases of appoinbments, shall detenpine the maximum
nurnber of members of any political party who may be elecied or appointed o such body at such
clection or appointmment. Such maximum namber shall be defermined for each political paity In the
following manner: From the number of members of oné politice] party who are members of such body
at the time of the election or appointment, subtract the number of ,n\,mi.;c;s af such political party
whose terros expire prior to the commencement of the ferms for which such election oy appemiment iy
being held or made and subtract the balance thus amived at from the apprapriate number specibed in
goiumnll of subsecton (a) of this seetion.

(c) In the case of any eleciion o any such body 1he winner oy winners shall be determined ag
under existing law with the following exceplion: The municipal cierk shall prepare a st of the
candidates ranked Trom top (o bottom according o the mumber of voles each receives; when the
number of members of any one political party who wonld be elected without regard to this seetion,
exceeds the maximum number as determined under subsection (b) of this section, only the candidates

http:fhaww . cga.ct.govi201 1publehap 46 han 147 67512014



CHAPTER 146* ELECTIONS

of such political party with the highest number of votes up to the limit of such maximura shall be
eieoted, and (he names of the remaining candidates of such political party shall be stricken from the
list, The next highest ranking candidates shall be elected up fo the number of places 1o be filled at
such elecfion.

{d) i ana }‘IL:\.pil ed portion of a term. is fo be filled at the same time as a full term, the unexpired
term shall be deemed to be filled before the full termm for purposes of applying this section. At such
time as the winoity representation provisions of this section become applicable (o any board,
commission, committee or body, any vacancy thereafter occurring which s to be filled by
appointment shall be filled by the appoiniment of a member of the same political party as that of the
vacating mermber.

(¢ Nothing in this section shall be construed to repeal, modify or prohibit enactpent of any
general or special act oy charler which provides for a greater degres of mmority representation than i$
pravided by this section.

(1) Nothing in this section shall deprive any person wha 18 a smember of any such body en July 1,
1960, of the right (o remain as a member until the expiration of his lerm.

¢} For the parposes of this section, a persan shall be deemead o be a member of the political
parly on whose enrollment list his name appears on the dale of Ing appoiniroent 1o, or of his
nomination as a candidate for election to, any office ‘Sljﬁclﬁt‘:(. in subsection (a) of this section,
provided any person who has applied for erasvre or fapsfer of his name from an envollment list shall
be constdered a member of the party from whose st he has so applied for evasure or transfer fora
periad of three months from the date of the filing of such application and provided further any person
whose candidacy for e}e ction 1o an office 1s solely a8 the candidate of a party other than the party with
which he iy envolled shall be desmed to be 4 member of the party of which he is such candidate.

(1959, P.A. 665; 1963, P.AL 592 P.A.
86-400, 8. 1,7, P.A. §7-498, 8. 1,2, P.A. 8

i
T
s

73, 8.1, PLAL 17245,
7 14, 15. P AL 97-

-,

Fiistory: 1963 act added new Subsec. (g) setting forth how membership in a political party 13
determined for purposes of the seclion; PLA. 76-173 in Subsec. (¢} deleted reference to vacancies to
he filled by election, in Subsec. (&) added nothing to "prohibit enactment of” 10 repeal or modily, and
added “chartes to general m‘ special dr‘f providing for greater d*v'rt*a: of minority representation; .4
77245 ehanged "town? to "municipal clevik where appearing; PLA. §5-333 applied section (o
mumcuml legislative bodies, except for a muuicipality having & town meeting as (e Jegislative body,
e}.fecnve Tancary 1, 1986, and applicable to elections lield on or after that date; P.A. 86-400
restructured Subsae. (a) 1o place exceptions in a separate subdivision and added evuplum for Lown
and city. councils in uncons ohda ted citigs within (wns under stated circumstanses, P.A, §7-498
added, in Subsec. (a)(2), "or (i) for which the chacter or a special act, on January | l%f srovided
otherwise”; P.A. §9-370 e\a,;smfed board of directors and other officers of anly ;hS“th ag detingd m
Bee. 7-324, baving annual receipts from all sources not in excess of $230,000 from provigions of
seciiong PLAL 97-154 antended Subsec. {g) by changing period during which applicant for evasure or
transler shall be considered 2 parly member, from six months (o theee months from application filing
date, effective July 1, 1997,

See Sec. 9-183b re nomination procedge for jusiices of the peace.

http:feww,cga.cl.gov/20 Hipuh/chap 146 htm 6/5/2014
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CHAPTER 146% BLECTIONS
See Sec. 9-188 re application of minoiity representation reqiirements with respect (o selecimen’s
election.
See See, 9-190 re wninority major party's registrar of vole
See Sec. §-199 ve election of town assessors and, hosrd of tax review.
1.

Ree Ve, 0-200 re election of constables.

See Sec. 9-204 ye minority vepresentation on board of educarion.

jermamo election of 1967 as this was a sui genetis
the United Siates distiict court, not subject fo o3 dm ary state election law
7

.
I

This section not apphicable to New Haven s
election, a ceature o i
1y anedure. 298 F.5. &

Statule apphes to board of (ax review of city of Hartford. 154 C. 237, Second taxing distnet ol
city of Morwalle held © be o political subdivision of the state and subject to the provisions of this
section. 153 C. 256, Definigon of "politdeal subdivision" discussed. Id. Applicability of thiz staluie to
a Novernber, 1967, election of the board of atdermen of New Hiaven Betd under the divection of the
United States District cowt fir the district of Conneclicut raised by a complaint of candidates in a
case brought pursuant to seetion $-328. Held the New Haven aldermanio election of November, 1967,
i ‘:rﬂdv a crenture of the Unifed Siafes distict comt and what candidates were elected 8 thal cowrt's

erogative (o defermine, especially as thas retaimed jurisdiction to decide this question. 156 CL 255,
f\..\ ed. 168 C, 160, Minorily representation statute not apphicabie (¢ jocal kw]s wiive hodies. 175 T

345 Cited 182 Co111. Oited, 190 €. 39, Cited. 205 C 405, Cited. 225 C. 3

The effect of subsec. (d) is that an appointment of a member of the same political party 2s that of
the vacating member need not be made unlass not to make it would cause the maximum munber of
members an the board permtied (o any one party under the statule to be exceaded. 75 CS 444,
Applics o loam of selectmen of eity ol New Landn. The one man one vc;u, v .m does not *;‘,‘ Wy to
election of purely administrafive body such as board of selectmen. 2§ CS Clied. 30 CS 7
flected nonenrolles considered party nwmbm in Nght of minority !(’pl(‘?(‘}*iml(ﬂ rule. o,

Subses. (d):

Applies only (0 vacancies oceurring in bodies that have already achieved maximum majorily

representation wader Subsee, () of the statule and then only when the vacaling mermber is of the
wineeity party, (90 C. 39,

Cited, 37 CS 844,

hiipfforww epa.ct.eov201 Lipub/chap 146 htm 61572014
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Town of Mansfield/Mansfield Public Schools
4 So. Eagleville Rd., Mansfield, CT 06268
860-429-3336 x5

To: Town Council ?/
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager {’%{&(f /
Ce Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Mary Stanton, Town Clerk; [tem #8

Chetie Trahan, Director of Finance
Date:  September 12, 2016

At the August 30, 2016 meeting the Town Council approved a seties of motions and resolutions regarding
the appropriation and bosrowing authorization for renovations and tepaiss to the Mansfield Middle School
gymanasiuim, locker rooms and bathrooms; to set 2 referendum; and to take related actions. During the
preparation of the explanatory text, bond counsel discovered that several woids had been omitted in the
draft ballot label prepared for the Town. The wording in the resolutions appropiiating the funds and
establishing the referendum is correct as approved. It is only the ballot label which was missing some of the
language. The label should read as follows:

“SHALL THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD APPROPRIATE $873,000 FOR THE MANSFIELD MIDDLE
SCHOOL GYMNASIUM AND RELATED FACILITTES RENOVATIONS PROJECT, AND
AUTHORIZE THE ISSUE OF BONDS AND NOTES IN THE SAME AMOUNT TO FINANCE
THE APPROPRIATION?”

Bond Counsel recommends that in connection with the Council’s approval of the August 30" meeting
minutes, the identified change should be incorporated as a correction to a scrivenet’s errox.

The suggested motion is as follows:

Move, to adopt the minutes of August 30, 2016 special meeting revised to incorporate corrections as a
sctivenet’s errof; the minutes now gead: SHALL THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD APPROPRIATE
$673,000 FOR THE MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL GYMNASIUM AND RELATED FACILITIES

RENOVATIONS PROJECT, AND AUTHORIZE THE ISSUE OF BONDS AND NOTES IN THE
SAME AMOUNT TO FINANCE THE APPROPRIATION.

Attach: (1)

UA_HartMW\_Hart Correspondence\MEMOSWIMSGy mProject| (g ectionTo30Aug 6Minutes.docx



Mary L. Stanton

Subject: FW: Mansfield Middle School Gymnasium Project Referendum - Explanatory Text

Attachments: Mansfield 2016 Middle School Gymnasium Improvements -- Town Clerk s Explanatory
Text (DP LLP Revisio.DOC; Change-Pro Redline - Mansfield 2016 Middle School
Gymnasium Improvements -- Town Clerk_s Explanator.DOC; mauth Town Mansfield --
2017 Mansfield Middle School Gymnasium and Related Facilities Renovations Pr.DOCX

From: Gillette, Douglas W. [maiito:dwgillette@daypitney.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2016 11:47 AM

To: Mary L. Stanton; Cherie Trahan; Matthew W, Hart

Subject: Mansfield Middie School Gymnasium Project Referendum - Explanatory Text

Mary:

Thank you for providing me with a copy of the draft explanatory text for review. In reviewing the text | noted that
several words had been dropped on our draft document incorporating the ballot heading, which should have more
closely tracked the Bond Resolution title. | have attached our suggested revision to the explanatory text, together with
a2 comparison showing the change conforming the ballot heading.

| have also attached three revised pages from our authorization document package incorporating the same change: the
Town Council resolution setting the ballot heading, the item for the Notice of the November 8, 2016 Election, and the
Certificate of Referendum Vote, With regards to the Town Council meeting resolution, in connection with the approval
of the August 30th meeting minutes that change should be incorporated as a correction to a scrivener’s error.

My apologies for any resulting confusion from the omission.

With best regards,
Doug

Douglas W. Gillette | Attorney at Law | Attorney Bio

DAY PITNEY woe

242 Trumbull Street | Hartford CT 06103-1212

t {860) 275 0186 | f (860) 881 2453 |

dwgillette@daypitney.com | www.daypitney.com

BOSTON | CONNECTICUT | FLORIDA | NEWJERSEY | NEW YORK | WASHINGTON, DC

This message contains PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION intended solely for the use of the
addressee(s) named above. Any disclosure, distribution, copying or use of the information by others is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please notify the sender by immediate reply and delete the original message.
Thank you.
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By COREY SIPE
Chronicle Staff Writer

MANSFIELD — A recently’

released study claims the Univer-

sity. of Connecticut puts much,

more strain on Mansfield: than
other public universities which are
located: in Jarger towns or cities..

Rebecea Shafer; co-founder of
the Mansfield Neighbothood Pret
servation. Group, which did the
study; said — based on the most
recently available statistics from
UConn’s Storrs campus — the
university was ranked 37 out of 55
public universities in the United
Statés as bhaving the most impact
on their host communities.

The 55 universities were classi-
fied as “flagship™ scheols.

Universities were ranked lowest
to highest impact with a ranking
of 55 being the most impact. For
example, Mansfield’s current pop-
ulation is 11,100 while UConn had
23,435 students attend last year,

The Mansfield Neighborhood
Preservation Group is a town-
gown organization that says it is
“working to maintain the integrity
of the town’s neighborhoods.”

The group wants to reduce
the number of college rentals in
neighborhoods, citing neighbor-
hood destabilization factors like
increased fraffic, noise, parties
and altohol use.

It also seeks to convert existing
rentals to single-family homes.

Mansfield Mayor Paul Shapiro
said these rentals come at a time
when limited on-campus housing
and off-campus rentals force stu-
dents to rent out non-owner occi-
pied single-family homes.

“There is a pretty clear cor-
relation befween Next Gen and a
decline in single-family residences
used by the owner,” Shapiro said.

Next Gen, or Next Generation
Connecticut, is an initiative to
invest in UConn facilities, facuity
and students — with more students
being admitted to UConn.

\:;,,LLJO:/?? r{'lfd Uhf
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Item# 10
Ryan McDonald

Landlord, 78 Lynwood Read
P.0. Box 68

Mansfield, CT 06268
August 08, 2016

Paul Shapiro

Mayor

Town of Mansfield

Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building
4 So Bagleville Road

Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Paul Shapiro:

Please see aitached letter from my past tenants of 78 Lynwood Road. They request for their
letter to be entered into the official minutes at the Town Council meeting tonight, Monday,
August 8™, 2016.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

>y

Ryan McDonald
Landlozd, 78 Lynwood Road

CC: Matt Hart, Town Manager; Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Michael Ninteau,
Director Building and Housing Inspection; Linda Painter, Director of Planning Development

—~155



Dear Town of Mansfield Town Council,

I am a former resident of 78 Lynwood Road and | wanted to chronicle some of the
hehavior and actions of my neighbors while my housemates and [ lived in this residence over
the past year. | wish to provide you with some honest experiences so students in the future do
not have to go through what we went through in hopes that there may be better relations
between students and residents of the Town of Mansfield.

Throughout the year my housemates and | were constantly subjected to neighbors
violating our privacy, including people stopping outside and taking pictures of our house and
our cars. This harassment, which we suspected was happening, became even more extreme
when a picture of our house was posted as the cover photo on the “Mansfield Neighborhood
Preservation” Facebook page. We were dubbed the “house of shame” on this Facebook page,
having at the time recelved no contact or complaints from any of the neighbors. The picture
was in fact a picture of our house on a weekend afternoon with some friends parked in the
driveway, doing no wrong. Weeks later, we received complaints relayed from our landiord that
our neighbors were bothered by the amount of cars in our driveway. We were shocked to see
the lengths they would go through just to see us get in unwarranted trouble with the Town. The
extra cars were often times housemate’s girlfriends sleeping over or friends who were unable
to drive and decided to stay over — none of which is of any business to anyone in the
neighborhood or of the Town of Mansfield Housing Authority.

This harassment continued throughout the school year and over Winter break though
we never threw parties and never had the police called on us. Eventually our landlord received
Zoning Violation Citations from the Town, when a friend or gitlfriend would sieep over, which
ends up on our shoulders per our lease. The Town used this as a means of wrongfully punishing
our landlord of housing more tenants than is aliowed just to appease the constant calls and
emails from our neighbors who were bothered by our comings and goings. After receiving the
first ticket for $150, | called the town to notify them that 6 cars were allowed in our parking
plan and therefore they couldn’t ticket us for something that was legal. The person at the Town
office apologized and rescinded the ticket. After this, the neighbors would not back down, and
continued making sure we got in trouble. We were issued another $150 ticket a few weeks later
for the same reason as the first. There was no physical evidence, nor documentation of 6
people living in the house but because some neighbors told the town that there was based on
the number of the cars parked there, we were wrongfully issued another ticket.

At this point none of our neighbors had yet tried to talk to us about the issue, though
we constantly made efforts to reach out and be open to hear concerns in order to solve the
problem diplomatically. We felt as if we had our privacy invaded and that we were being told
that we couldn’t live freely and let our friends or girifriends stay the night as we s0 pleased. The
imposing and sometimes illegal behavior by our neighbors was disturbing. The fines that our
neighbors “succeeded” on placing on landlords are passed onto the tenants and cause further
financial burden for the lot of us. I implore the Town of Mansfield he more open about these
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issues and not allow non rental property residents to subject students to this type of
harassment in the future.

Sincerely,

Samuel Julien and the tenants of 78 Lynwood Road

-157~-



-158-



Mary L. Stanton Item # 11

From: Matthew W. Hart

Sent: Fricay, August 05, 2016 10:00 PM

Tor Town Council;, Marla E. Capriola; Mary L. Stanton
Subject: FW: July 25 2016 Rental Ordinance Meeting

Y1

Matt Hart

Town Manager
Town of Mansfield
B60-429-3336

AL Brzaifs gre for officiel Tows business only and privecy shosdd wot be assurred, Bomafly ave public docisnaits nidess sublect
mrafter {n profecied by Strie ov Federed Lows,

E . . i ] .
gEs Please consider the envivonment before printing this email

From: Theodore Mihaiopoulos Imailto:mihalop@ameritech.netl

Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2016 11:38 M

To: Town Mngr <TownMngr@MANSFIELDCT ORG>; John Mihalopoulos <bigichn2445 @ msn.com>
Subject: Re: July 25 2015 Rental Ordinance Meeting

On Thursday, August 4, 2018 10:33 PM, Theodore Mihalopoulos <mihalep@ameritech.net> wrots:

August 4, 2016
Via Email

Matthew W. Hart
Town Manager
Town of Mansfield

4 3, Eagleville Road
Mansfield , Ct 06268

Re: Rental Housing Proposed Crdinances ~ from July 25, 2016 Town Meeling
Dear Mr. Hart,

We trust that you are aware of appealsfrequests by several of our counterpart landlords who are seeking a continuance of the vote on
rental ordinance that is plannad for next week, to wit, for the purpose of properly vetting the proposed ordinances in an equitable and
reasconable fashion,

We are wriling this letter in support of the various landlords as mentiongd above seeling a continuation and accordingly, respectiully
request a continuance of the vole on rental ordinance that is planned for next week.

Respectiully yours,
John & Helen Mihalopoulos, Lamoine ME
pigiohn2445@msn,com

Theodore Mihalopoulos, Glen Ellyn, IL
mihaiop@ameritech.net
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Subrmitted by: Bill Roe, Mansfield Center, CT
Reply to Chronicle Article (Long Version}

ftem #12
Dear Chronicle Editor,

The title, "Mansfield Benefits Litle from UConn,” for the July 2, 2016 arlicle about Mansfield's housing situation
related to UConn students living off-campus was a bit overblown. While the impacts of 55% of the university
student body living off campus are far greater in Mansfield than they might be in larger towns, it is untrue {o say
Mansfield "benefils little from UConn."

What is true is that Mansfield is a tiny town with only 11,100 permanent residents. With UConn housing an
increasingly smaller number of its students, the remaining students are moving into our neighborhoods,
causing the character of our neighborhoeds to change. Some neighborhoods are now 40% rentals, several are
90% rentals. While the percentage of on-campus housing looks high compared to other universities, the -
number of students is growing. The traffic and ancillary issues (commonly called "studentification", see Wiki)
such as parties, drinking, and rowdy behavior are also more widespread. There are investors coming to town
who buy up our homes as investment property. This leaves less workforce and affordable housing. Currently,
over 400 single family homes have been converted to rental property. Four hundred.... By my calculation,
roughly one homefweek converts into a non-owner occupied rental. Some residents buy the homes that go up
for sale next door to them because they fear it will turn into a student rental, adversely impacting their property
value and quality of life.

The residents of Mansfield love our town and enjoy living in a coliege community. There are many benefits, as
we pointed out - including stroliing and biking on a lovely campus, educational opportunities for our children
and ourselves, employment, and cultural activities. We embrace the university. We do, however, feel that the
university needs to house ON CAMPUS the students it brings to the area who are currently living off-campus
(12,287 according 1o the 2016 UConn Fact Sheet). There also should be a cap on enroliment so the character
of our community does not change forever. Qur master plan, Mansfield Tomorrow, a collaboration of hundreds
of community members, recognizes that off-campus housing is a problem that needs o be addressed. Among
the goals of the plan are a reduction in investor-owned houses close to campus and a reduction in rental
permits issued. "The continued conversion of single-family homes into rentals units particularly in
neighborhoods near UConn and Eastern Connecticut State University, where there are large student
populations, is a significant concern for the long-term health of these neighborhocds." (Pg 1.4 Mansfield
Tomorrow)

There are steps the university CAN {ake o work more coliaboratively with the town such as to invite our Mayor
to be on the Board of Trustees {ex officio) to gain greater insight into the university's host community. They can
also encourage facuity and staff to live in Mansfield and provide incentives to do so. Some courses could be
offered at other UConn Campuses, instead of Storrs. Fraternities could be housed on campus, not in our
neighborhoods.

Finally, a few sentences appear to be left off of the last paragraph of the article, as well as, the link to the
studies which is www.BillRoe.com . The sources of the data are included in the report footnoles.

Regards,

Rebecca Shafer, Attorney

Lifetime resident of Mansfield

Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation Group

hitps:/iwww . facebook.com/groups/MansfieldNeighborhoodPreservation/

~-161~



TEAGE OF BELLE TERRE v. BORAAS | Findlaw

=

| TR
Sibmited by Ke

taw Technology Lavner Marketing Corporate Counsel Law Studenis

! ] ] .
L a \S )fmf. Jer (2. /—%u (Su,su;‘i“ E{’\

QO Ig meed s

Search FindLaw

Justicehdail

MNewslstlers

Findlaw Caselsw  Unkied Siales  US Suprems Court  VILLAGE OF BELLE TERRE v, BORAAS

VILLAGE OF BELLE TERRE v. BORAAS

Print Font gize: A A Roesd

{mzted States Supreme Court
VILLAGE OF BELLE TERRE v. BORAAS, (1974)
No. 73-191

Argued: Decided: April i, 1974

A New York village ordinance restricted land use to one-farnily dwellings, defining the word “family” to mean
one or more persons related by blood, adoption, or marrage, or oot mose than two unrelated persons, living
and cocking together as a single housekeeping unit and expressly excluding from the texm lodging, boarding,
fraternity, or multiple-dwelling houses. After the owners of 2 house in the village, who had leased it to six
wrelated college students, were cited for violating the ordinance, this action was brought to have the ordinance
declared unconstitutional as viclative of equal protection and the rights of association, travel, and privacy. The
District Court held the ordinance constitutional, and the Court of Appeals reversed. Held:

1. Econormic and social legislation with respect to which thelegisiature has drawn Yines in the exercise of its
discretion will be upheld if it is "reasonable, not arbitrary,” and bears "a rational refationship to a [ peomissible]
state objective,” Reed v. Reed, 204 11.5. 71, 76, and here the ordinance - which is not aimed at transienis and
involves no procedural disparity inflicted on some but not on others or deprivation of any "fundamental” right -
meets that constitutional stiapdard and miust be upheld as valid land-use legislation addressed to family needs,
Berman v. Parker, 248 U.8. 26 . Pp. 7-0. {416 U.S. 1, 2

2. The fact that the named tenant appellees have vacated the house does not moot this ease as the ehallenged
ordinance continues to affect the vatue of the property. Pp. 9-10.

476 F.2d 806, reversed.

DOUGLAS, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which BURGER, C. J., and STEWART, WHITE,
BLACKMUN, POWELL, and REHNQUIST, JJ., joined. BRENNAN, .., post, p. 10, and MARSHALL, J., post,
p- 12, filed dissenting opinions.

Bernard E. Gegan argued the cause for appellants. With him on the brief was James J. von Oiste.

Lawrence G. Sager argued the cause for appellees. With him on the brief were Melvin L. Wulfand Bust
Neuborne.

MR. JUSTICE DOUGLAS delivered the opinion of the Cowrt.

Belle Terre is a village on Long Island's north shore of about 220 hormes inhabited by 700 people. 1ts total land
area is jess than one square mile. It has restricted land use 1o one-family dwellings excinding lodging houses,
boarding houses, fraternity houses, or multiple-dwelling houses. The word "family” ag used In the ordinance
means, *[olne or more persons related by blood, adoption, or marriage, living and cooking together as a single
housekeeping unit, exclusive of hovschold servants. A number of persens but not exceeding two (2} living and
cooking together as a single housekeeping unit though not refated by blood, adoption, or mamiage shall be
deemed fo constide a family."

Appellees the Dickmans are owners of a house in the village and leased it in December 1971 for a term of 18
months to Michael Truman. Later Bruce Boras became a colessee. Then Anne Parish moved into the house
along with three others. These six are students at nearby State University at Stony Brook and nonels [416 U.S.
1.3} related {0 the other by blood, adoption, or marage, When the village ser_g;ea] %eé)jglmxa ns with an
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"Order to Remedy Violations" of the ordinance, 1 the cwness plus three tenants 2 thereupon brought this action gClaiminjury.com
under 42 U.8.C. 1983 for an injoncton and a judgment declaring the ordinance unconstitutional, The District

Couwrt held the ordinance constitutional, 367 F. Supp. 136, and the Court of Appeals reversed, one judge

disseniing, 476 F.nd 806, The case is hexe by appeal, 28 U.8.C. 1254 (2}; and we noted probable juxisdiction,

414 .8, o7,

- This ease brings to this Courta different phase of local zoning regulations from those we have previously
reviewed. BEuclid v. Ambler Realiy Co., 272 U.S. 365, involved a zoning ordinance classifying land use in a T—
given area into six categories. The Dickmans | wacis fell under three classifications: U-2, which included two-~
family dwellings; U-3, which in¢luded apartmenis, hotels, churches, schools, private clubs, hospitals, city hall
and the like; and U-6, which inchuded sewage disposal plants, incinerators, sarap storage, cemeteries, oll and
gas storageand so on. Heighis of buildings were prescribed for each zone; also, the size of land areas required
for each kind of use was specified Thelandin litigation was vacantand being held for industrial development;
and evidence was introduced showing that under the 1estricted-use 416 U.5. 1, 4] ordinancethe land would be
grealiy redoced in value. The elaim was that the landowner was being deprived of liberty and property without
due process within the meaning of the Fowrleenth Amendment.

The Court sustained the zoniog crdinance under the police power of the State, saying that theline "which in
this field separates {he legitimate from the Hlegitinate assumpiion of power is pot capable of precise
debimitation. It varies with circumstances and conditions."Id., at 387. And the Court added: "A nuisance may
be merely a vight thing in the wieng place, - like a pig is the parlor instead of the hamyard. If the validity of the
iegislative classification for zoning purposes be fairly debatable, the legislative judgment must be afiowed io
control." Id., at 388. The Court listed as considerations bearing on the consfintionality of zoning ovdinances
the danger of fire or collapse of buildings, the evils of overcrowding people, and the possibility that "offensive
trades, indusiries, and structures” might “create nuisance” 4o vesidential sections. Ibid. But even those historic
police power probiems need not loom large or actually be existent in a giver case. For the exclusion of "ali
indostrial establshments" does not mean that "only offensive or dangerous indusiries will be excluded.” Ihid.
That fact does notinvalidate the oxdinance; the Court held:

“The inclusion of a reasonalle margin 1o insure effective enforcernent, witl not put upon a law, ctherwise valid,
the stamp of invalidity. Such laws may also find their justification in the fact that, in some felds, thebad fades
into the good by such insensibie degrees thal the two are not capable of being readily distinguished and
separated in texms of legislation.” Id., a1 388-389. {416 U.5. 1, 5]

The main thrust of the case in the mwind of the Court was in the exclusion of industries and apariments, and as
respecis that it commented on the desive to keep residential areas free of "disturbing noises", "inereased traffe”;
the hazard of "moving and parked automobiles”; the “depriving children of the privilege of quiet and open
spaces for play, enjoyed by those in more favared localities.” Id., at 394. The ordinance was sanctioped ecause
the validity of the legislative classificalion was "faisly debatable” and therefore could not be said to be wholly
arbiprary. Id., at 388.

Our decision in Beyman v. Parker, 348 U.8. 26, sustained a land-use project in the District of Columbia against
a landowner's elaim that the taking violated the Due Process Clanse and the Just Compensation Clause of the
Fifth Amendment. The essence of the argurnent againstthe law was, while taling property for ridding an area
of slums was permissible, taling it "mesely to develop a betier balanced, more altractive corpmunity” was not,
id., at31. Werefused to limit the concept of public welfare that may be enhanced by zoning regulations. 3 We
said:

"Miserable and disreputable housing conditions may do more than spread disease and erime and limanorality.
1416 1.5. 1, 61 They may also suffocale the sphiit by refucing the people who Tive there to the status of catile,
They may indeed make living an almost insufferable burden. They may alse be an ugly sore, a blighton the
conymunity which robs it of charm, which makes it a place from which men tumn. The misery of housing may
despoil a community as an Open sewer may tailn a river.

"We do not sit to determine whether a particular housing project is or is not desirable. The concept of the public
welfare is broad and inclusive. . . . The values it represents are spiritual as well as physical, aesthetic as well as
monetary. It is within the power of the legislature to determine that the community shouwld be besutiful as well
as healihy, spacious as wel! as clean, well-balanced as well as carefully pawoiled.” Id., at 32-33.

Ifthe ordinance segregated one area only for one race, it would immediately be suspect under the reasoning of
Buchanan v. Wasley, 245 U.S. 60, wherethe Court invalidated a city ordinance barring a black from acquiring
real property in & white residential area by reason of an 1866 Act of Congress, 14 Stat 27, now 42 U.S.C. 1982,
andan 1870 Act, 17, 16 Stat. 144, now 42 U.8.C. 1681, hoth enforcing the Fourteenth Amendment. 245 U.5., at
78 -8z See Jones v. Mayer Co., 302 U.S. 409.

n Seatile Trust Co. v. Roberge, 278 U.5. 116, Seattle had a zoning ordinance that pesmitted a " philanthropic
home for children or for oid people™ in a particular distriet " when the written consent shall have been
obtained of the owners of two-thizds of the property within four hundred {400) feet of the proposed buiiding."
1d.. at 118. The Cowrtheld that provigion of the oxdinance uneonstimtiona), Taﬁxxy  that the existing owners
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 aud "withhold consent for selfish veasons or arbittarity and [435 118 1, 7] mayv subject the trastee fowner] to
their will or caprice.” Id, at 122, Unlike the billboard cases (e, g., Cusack Co. v. City of Chicago, 242 1.5, 524},
the Court coneluded that the Seatile ordinance was invalid since the proposed home for the aged poor was not
shown by its maintenance ard construction "to work any injury, inconvenience or annoyanee to the
cormmunity, the district or any person.” 278 U.5., at 1zz,

The present ordinance is challenged on several grounds: that it interferes with a person's right to travel; that it
interferes with the right to migrate to and setile within a State; that it bars people who are uncongenial to the
present residents; that it expresses the social preferences of the regidents for groups that will be congenial ©
themy; that social homogeneity is not a legitimate interest of government; that the restriction of those whom the
neighbors do notlike trenches on the newcomers' rights of privacy; that it is of no rightful concern to villagess
whether the residents are marvied or unmmasried; that the ordinance is antithetical to the Nation's experience,
ideology, and self-perception as an open, egalitarian, and integrated society. 4

We find none of these reasons In the record before us, Itis not aimed at ransients. Cf. Shapiro v. Thompson,
394 U.S. 618 . It involbves no procedural disparity inflicted on some but not on others such as was presented by
Giiffin v. [linois, 351 17.8. 12 . It involves no “fundamental” right guaranteed by the Constitution, such as
voting, Harper v, Virginia Board, 583 U1.5. 663 ; the right of association, NAACP v, Alabama, 357 U.S. 440 ; the
right of access to the courts, NAACP v. Button, 371 U8, 415 ; or any rights of privacy, ¢f Griswold v
Conneclicut, [416 U.S. 1, 8] 381 U.8. 479 ; Eisenstadt v. Baird, 405 11.S. 428, 453 -454. We deal with economic
and secial legislation where legisiatures have higtorically drawn lines which we respect against the charge of
violation of the Bqual Protection Clause if the law be ™" reasonable, not arbitrary'™ (quoling Royster Guano Co. v.
Virginia, 253 U.5. 412, 415 ) and bears "a rational relationship to a [permissible]} state objective.” Reed v. Reed,
104 1U.S. 71, %6

Itis said, however, that if two unmarvied people can constitute a "family,” there is no reason why three or four
Iy not. But every line dvawn by a fegislature leaves sorpe out that might well have been included. 5 That
exereise of diseretion, however, is a legislative, not a judicial, function.

It ig said that the Belte Terre ordinance reelks with an animosity to unmarried couples who live together. 6 There
is no evidence to support it; and the provision of the ordinunce bringing within the definition of 2 "family" two
unmarried people belies the charge. [416 1.8, 1, ¢l

The erdinance places no ban o other forms of association, for a "family” may, so far as the ordinance is
concerned, entertain whomever it likes.

The regimes of boarding houses, fralernity houses, and the like present wban problems. More people occupy a
given space; more cars rather continuously pass by; more cars are parked; noise travels with crowds.

A quiet place where yards are wide, people few, and motor vehicles restricted are legitimate guidelines in a land-  £—"""
use project zddressed to family needs. This goal is a permissible one within Berrsan v. Parker, supra. The police

power is not confined to elimination of (ith, stench, and vnhealthy places. Itis ample to lay out zones where

family values, youth values, and the blessings of quiet sechusion and clean air make the area a sanctuary for

people.

The suggestion thatthe case may be moot need not delain us. A zoning ordinance usually has an impact on the
value of the property which it regulates. But in spite of the fact that the precise impact of the ordinance sustained
in Euchid on a given piece of property was not kmown, 272 U.8.. at 397 , the Court, considering the matiera
controversy in the realm of city planning, sustained the crdinance. Here we are a step closer to the impact of the
ordinance on the value of the lessor's properly. Helias not onlylost six tenants and acquired only two in their
place; itis obvious that the scale of rental values rides on what we decide today, When Berman yeached vs it
was not certain whether an entire tract would be talen or only the buildings on itand a scenic easement. 348
U.5., at 36 . Butthat did not make the case anythe less a controversy in the constifutional sense. When Mr.
Justice Holmes said for the Cowt in Block v, Hirsh, 256 U.S8. 135, 155, "property rights may be cut down, andto
thatextent taken, without [416 0.5, 1, 10] pay,” hestated the issue here. As is true in most zoning cases, the
precise impact on value may, atthe threshold of litigation over validity, not yet be known.

Reversed.

Foomotes
[ Pootnote 1] ERRATA: "The Dickmans™ should be "Appellee's”.

[ Footnote 1 ] Younger v, Harris, 401 U.8. 37, is notinvolved here, as on August 2, 1972, when this federal suit
was initiated, no state case had been started. The effect of the "Order to Remedy Violations" was 1o subject the
occupants to Hability commencing Avgust 3, 1972. During the litigation the lease expired and it was extended.
Anne Parish moved out, Thereafler the other Gve students feft and the owners now hold the home out for sale or
rent, including to student groups.
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[ Pouincie 2 ] Tragnan, Boraas, and Parish became appeliees but not the other three.

[ Faotnote 3 ] Venment has enacted comprehensive statewide Tand-use controls which direet local boards fo
deselop plans ordering the uses oflocal land, inter alia, to "create conditions favorable to transportation,
health, safety, civic activities and educational and cultural opportunides, [and] reduce the wastes of financial
and human resources which result from either excessive congestion or excessive scattering of population . . . '
Vi Stat Ann., Tit 10, 6042 (1973). Federal legislation bas been proposed designed to assist States and
localities in developing such broad objective land-use guidelines. See Senate Comrnittee on Inderior and Insular
Affairs, Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance Act, 8. Rep. No. 93-107 (1973).

t

[ Footnote 4 | Many references in the development of this thesis are made to F. Turner, The Fronger in
American History (1920), with emphasis on his theory that "democracy {is] born of freeland." 14, at 32.

{ Footnote 5 ] Mr. Justice Flolmes made the point a half century ago.

"When alegal distinction is determined, as no one doubts that it may be, betwesn night and day, ckildhood and
roaturity, or any other exiremnes, a poinl has o be fixed or a line has to be drawn, or gradually picked out by
suceessive deeisions, to mark where the change takes place. Looked at by itsélf without regard to the necessity
behind it the line or point seems arbitrary. 1t might as well or nearly as well be a little more to one side or the
other. But when itis seen that a line or point there must be, and that there is no mathematical or logieal way of
fixing it precisely, the decision of the legislature must be accepted unless we can say that it is very wide of any
reasonable mark." Lovisville Gas Co. v. Coleman, 277 U.S. 32, 41 (dissenting opinion).

[ Foomote 6 § Deparment of Agriculure v. Moreno, 413 1.8, 528 | is therefore inapt as there a household
containing anyone unrelated o the rest was denied food stamps,

MR. JUSTICE BRENNAMN, dissenting.

The constitutional challenge 1o thevillage ordinance is premised solely on alleged infringement of
associational and other constitutional rights of tenants, But the pamed tenant appellees have quit the house,
thus raising a serious question whether there now exists a cognizable "case or controversy” that satisfies that
indispensable requisite of Art. 11 of the Constitution. Existence of a case oz controversy must, of cowrse, appear
atevery stage of review, see, e. g., Roev. Wade, 210 U.S. 113, 125 {1073}; Steffel v. Thompson, 415 U.8. 452, 450
0. 10 (1974}, In my view it does notappear at this stage of this case,

Plainly there is no case or controversy as i the named tenant appellees since, having moved ouf, they no longer
have an interest, associational, economic or otherwise, to be vindicated by invalidation of the ordinance.
Whether there is a cognizable case or controversy must therefore turn on whether the lessor appeliees may
atfack the ordinance on the basis of the constitutional dghts of their tenants.

The general "weighty” rule of practice is "that a Hiigant may only assert his own constitutional vighis or
imnmmilies,” United States v. Raines, 362 U.5, 17, 22 (1960}, A perfinentexception, however, ordinarily limits
a liigant to the assertion of the alleged denial of another's consttutional rights to situations in which there is:
(1) evidence that as a direct consequence of the denial of constitulional tights of the others, the litigant faces
supstantial economic injury, Pierce v. Society of {416 1.8, 1, 11] Sisters, 268 U.8. 510, 535 -536 (1925);
Barrows v. Jackson, 346 U. 3. z49, 255 -256 (1953}, or crirninal prosecution, Griswold v. Connectiout, 381 U.8,
479, 481 (1965); Eisenstadtv. Baird, 405 U.5. 438 (2972}, and (2} a showing thatthe litigant's and the othewy'
interests intertwine and unless the litigant may assert the constitutional rights of the others, those rights
cannot effectively be vindicated. Griswoldv. Connecticut, supra; Risenstadt v. Baird, supra; see also WAACP v.
Alabama, 357 U.8. 445 (1958).

In my view, lessor appellees do not, on the present record, satisfy either requirement of the exception. Their own
brief negates any claim that they face economic loss. The brief states that "there is nothing in the recordto
support the contention that in a middie class, suburban residential community like Belle Terre, traditional
families are willing to pay more or less than students with Hmited mears Iike the Appellees. " Brief for Appellees
54-55. And whether they face criminal progecation for violations of the oxrdinance is atleast unclear. The
criminal summons served on them on July 19, 1972, was withdrawn because not preceded, as required by the
viliage's procedure, by an order requiring discontinuande of violafon within 48 hours, An order to discontinue
violation was served thereafter on July 31, but was not followed by service of 2 criminal summons when the
viclation was not discontinued within 48 hours. ¥

The Court argues that, because a zoning ordinance “has an impact on the valus of the properiy which it
regulates,” there is 4 cognizable case or controversy. But {416 U.8. 1, 12] even iflessor appeliees for that reason
have a personal stake, and we were 1o concede that landlord and tenant interests intertwine in respect of the
ordinance, I cannot see, on the present record, iow it can be concluded that "it would be difficult #f not
impossible,” Barrows v. Jackson, supra, at 257, for present or prospective wnrelated tenant groups of maore than
two 10 assert their own rights before the courls, since the departed tenant appellees had no diffienity in doing
g0, Thus, the second requirement of the exception would noi presentdy appear )‘u gess:ﬂisﬁed_ Accordingly it is
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stelevant that the house was let, as we are now informed, 1o other unrelated tenanris on a month-to-month
basis after the tenant appellees moved cul. None of the new tenanis has sought to intervene in this suit. Indeed,
for ali that appears, they 100 reay have moved out and the honse may he vacant,

1 dissent and would vacate the judgment of the Court of Appeals and remand to the District Court for further
proceadings, If the District Court determines that a cognizable case or controversy no longer exists, the
complaint should be dismissed. Golden v. Zwickler, 394 LS. 103 (1969).

[ Fostnote * ] In these circumstances, 1 agree with the Cowrt that no eximinal action was "pending” when this
suit was brought and that therefore the District Cowrt correctly dectined to apply the principles of Younger v.
Harris, 401 1.8, 37 {1o71).

MR, JUSTICE MARSHALL, digsenting,

This case draws inte question the constitutionality of a zoning ordinance of the incorporated village of Belle
Terre, Wew York, which prohibits groups of more than two unrelated persons, as distinguished from groups
consisting of any ntunber of persons related by blood, adoption, oy marriage, from oceupying a regidence within
the confines of the township. 1 Lessor-appelices, the two owners of a Belle Terve residence, and three unrelated
student tenants challenged the ordinance on the ground that it establishes a classification Detween houssholds
of [416 U.5. 1, 13} related and vnrelated individuals, which depiives them of equal protection of the laws. In
my view, the disputed classification burdens the students’ imdamental rights of association and privacy
guaranteed by the First and Fourteenth Amendments. Because the application of shict equal protection scrofiny
is thevefore reguired, I amn at cdds with my Prethren's conclusion that the erdinance may be sustained on a
showing that it bears a rational relationship to the accomplishmesnt of legitimate governmental objectives.

I am in foll agreernent with the majority that zoning is a complex and important function of the State. t may
indead be the most essential function performed by local government, for it is one of the primary means by
which we protect that sometimes diffieult to define coneept of quality of life. I therefore continue to adhere to the
principle of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 1.8, 365 {1926), that deference should be given to governmental
judgments concerning ptoper land-use allocation. That deference is a principle which has sevved this Court
wetl and which is necessary for the continued development of effective zoring and land-use control
mechanisms, Had the owners alone brought this suit alleging that the restrietive ordinance deprived them of
their property or was an irrational legislative classification, I would agree that the ordinance would have to be
sustained. Our role is not and should not be to sitas & zoning board of appeals.

I would also agree with the majority that focal zoning anthorities may properiy act in furtherance of the
olijectives asserted to be served by the ondinance at issue heres restricting uncontrelled growth, solving traffic
problems, keeping rental costs at a reasonabie leved, and making the community atiractive to families, The
police power which provides the justification for zoning is not narrowly {416 115, 1, 13] confined. See Bevrnan
v. Parker, 348 1.5, 26 (1954). And, itis appropriate that we afford zoning authorities considerable latitude in
choosing the means by which to implement such purposes. But deference does not roean abdication. This Court
has an obligation to ensure that zoning ordinances, even. when adopted in fortheranece of such legitimate aims,
do notinfringe upon fundarnental constitetional rights.

When separate but equal was still accepted constitutional dogima, this Court struck down a racially restrictive
zoning ordinance. Buchanan v. Warley, 245 1.5, 60 (2927). I am suze the Court would not be hesitant to
invalidate that oxdinance today. Thelower federal courts have considered procedural aspects of zoning, 2 and
acted to insure that land-use controls are not used as means of copfining minorities and the poor to the ghettos
of our central cities 3 . These are limited but necessary infrusions on the discretion of zoning authorities. By the
same token, I think it clear that the First Amendment provides some liznitation on zoning laws. Itis
inconceivable to me that we would allow the exercise of the zoning power to burden First Amnendment freedoms,
as by ordinances that restrict oeeupancy to individuals adhering to particular religious, political, or scientific
beliefs. Zoning officials properly concern [416 U.5. 1, 15] themselves with the uses of land - with, for example,
the number and kind of dwellings to be constructed in a certain neighborhood or the number of persons who
ean: regide in those dwellings. But zoning authorifies cannot validly consider who those persons are, what they
believe, or how they choose to live, whether they are Negro or white, Catholic or Jew, Republican or Democrat,
married or unmarried.

My disagreement with the Court today is based upon my view that the ordinance in this case unnecessarily
burdens appeliees' First Amendment freedom of association and their constitutionally guaranteed xight to
privacy. Our decisions establish that the First and Fourfeenth Amendments protect the freedom to choose one's
associates. NAACP v. Button, 371 U.5. 415, 430 (1963). Constitutional protection is extended, not only to modes
of association that are palitical jn the usual sense, but also to these that pertain to the social and economie
benefit of the members, 1d., at 430-431; Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen v. Virginia Bar, 377 U.S. 1 {1964).
See United Transportation Union v. State Bar of Michigan, 401 U.3. 576 (1971); Mine Workers v. Illinois State
Bar Assn., 389 U.S. 217 {3967). The selecton of one's living companions involves similar choices as to the
emotional, social, or economic benefits to be derived from alternative Hving anﬁnfegxgis“.
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g freddom of association is often Inextiicably entwined with the con stitutionally guarani®ed right of privacy.
The right to "establish a home" is an essential part of the liberty guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment,
Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 1.8, 200, 300 {2923); Grisweld v. Connecticut, 581 .8, 479, 405 (2065} (Goldberg, J.,
concwring). Andthe Constitution secures (o an individuzs] a freedom "o saiisfy his intellectual and emotional
needs in the privacy of his own home." Stanley {436 U.8. 1, 18] v, Georgia, 304 0.8, 557, 563 (1656); see Paris
Aduit Theatre Ly, Slaton, 413 V.S, 49, 66 -67 (1973). Constitutonally protecied privacy is, in Mr. Justce
Brandeis' words, "as againstthe Government, the righi to beletalone. . . the vight most vatued by civilized
man." Olmsiead v, United States, 277 U.8, 438, 478 (1928} (dissenting opinion). The choice of household
companions - of whether a person's "intellectual and emotional needs” are hest met by living with family,
friends, professional associates, oy others - involves deeply personal considerations as to the kind and quality
of intimate relationships within the home. That decision surely falls within the ambit of the right to privacy
protected by the Constitution. See Roev. Wade, 410 U.5. 113, 153 (1973); Eisenstadt v. Baird, 205 1.5, 438, 453
(1g72); Staniey v, Georgia, supra, at 564-565; Griswold v. Connecticus, supra, at 483, 486; Ohmstead v. United
States, supra, at 478 (Brapdeis, J., dissenting); Moreno v. Departooent of Agriculiure, 345 ¥. Supp. 410, 315
(XC1972), affd, 4123 1.8, 528 (1973).

The instant oydinance discriminates on the basis of justsuch a personal lifestyle cholee as to hougehold
companions. I permits any number of persons related by blood or marrage, be ittwoe ortwenty, tolivein a
single househeld, but itlimits 1o two the number of unrelated persons bound by profession, love, fiiendship,
religious or political affiliation, or mere economics who can oceupy a single home. Belle Terre impoges upon
those who deviate from the community porm in their choice of living companions significanily greater
restrictions than are applied to vesidentjal groups who are related by blood or marsiage, and compose the
established order within the community. 4 The village has, in {416 0.5, 1, 17] effect, acted to fence out those
individuals whose choice of lifestyle differs from that of ifs cwrrent residents. 5

This is nota case where the Court is being asked to nullify & township's sincere efforts t© maintain s
residential character by preventing the operation of rooming houses, fraiernity houses, or other commereial or
high-density resideniial uses. Unquestionably, a town is free to resirict such vses. Moreover, as a general
proposition, I see no constitutional infirmity in a town's limiting the density of use in residential areas by
roning reguiations which do not discriminate on the basis of constifutionally suspect exiteria. 6 This
ordinance, however, limits the density of occupancy of only those homes occupied by unrelated pessons. Tithus
reaches beyond control of the use of land or the densily of population, and undertakes to regulate the way people
choose (o associate with each other within the privacy of their own homes.

Ttis no answer to say, as does the majority, that associational interests are not infringed because Belle Terre
residents may entertain whomever they choose Onlylast Term MR- JUSTICE DOUGLAS indicated in
concurrence that he saw the vight of association protected by the First Amendment as involving far more than
the right to enteriain visitors. He found thatright infringed by a restriction on food stamp assistance,
penalizing 416 1.5, 1, 18] households of "unrelated persons.” As MR. JUSTICE DOUGLAS there said,
freedom of association encompasses the "right to invite the stranger into one's home" not only for
"entertainment” but to join the household as well, Depariment of Agriculiure v. Moreno, 413 U.8. 528, 538 ~545
{1973) (concurring opinion). Iam still persvaded that the choice of those whio will form one's household
implicates constitudonally protected rights.

Because I'believe that this zoning ovdinance creates a classification which inopinges upon fundamental
parsonal rights, it can withstand constituional scrutiny enly upon a clear showing that the burden imposed is
necessaly to protect a compelling and substantial governmenial interest, Shapiro v. Thompson, 5394 3.5, 618,
634 {1969). And, once it be determined thata burden has been placed upon a constitwtional right, the onus of
demonstrating that no less infrusive means will adequately protect the compelling state inferest and that the
challenged statute is sufficiently narrowly drawm, is upon the party seeking to justify the burden. See Memorial
Hospital v. Maricopa County, 415 U.5. 250 (1974); Speiser v Randall, 557 U.S. 513, 525 -526 (3958).

Avanely of justifications bave been proffered in support of the village's ordinance. ¥ is claimed thatthe
ordinance controls population density, prevents poise, traffic and parking problems, and preserves the rent
structure of the community and its atiractiveness to families. As I noted eardier, these are ail legitimate and
substanydal interests of government. But I think it clear that the means chosen 1o accompiish these purposes are
both overinclusive and underinclusive, and thal the asserted goals covld be as effeciively achieved by means of
an ordinance that did oot discriminats on the basis of constitutionally protected choices of lifestyte. The
ordinance imposes no restriction whatsoever on the number {4186 U.8. 1, 19] of persons who maylive in &
house, as long as they are related by marital or sanguinary bonds - presumably no matter how distant thejr
relationship. Nor does the ordinance restrict the numnber of income earners who may contribute to rent in such
a household, or the number of aviomobiles that may be maintained by its occupants. In that sense the
ordinance is underinclusive. On the other hand, the statule resiricts the number of unrelated persons who may
live in a home to 2o more than two. It would thevefore prevent three uwnrelated people from occupying a dwelling
even if among them they lad bt e income and no vehicles. While an extended family ofa dozen or more
roight live in a small bungatow, three elderly and retired persons could not occupy the large manor house next
Arnr Thue the statute is also grossly overinclusive to accomplish its intendgd?wgs,
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JLLAGE OF BELLE TERRE v. BORAAS | Findlaw
T sere afe Some 220 residences i Belle Tdre:acenpied by about 700 persons. Th@ﬁ@?é’e%ﬁ%fé%mfore just above
three per household, The viilage is justifiably concerned with density of poputation and the related problems of
noige, traffie, and the like. It could deal with those problems by limiting each household 1o a specified number
of adults, two or three perhaps, without Jimitation o the nuaber of dependent children. ¥ The burden of such
an ordizance would f2ll equallyupon ail segments of the community. It would surely he better tailored to the
goals asserted by the vilage than the ordinance before us today, for it would more realistically [416 U.8. 1, 20]
restrict population density and growth and thelr attendast environmental costs. Various other statutory
mechanisms also suggest themselves as solutions to Belle Terze's problems - rent confrol, lirits on the number
of vehicles per household, and so forth, but, of course, such schemes are matiers of legislative judgment and not
for this cowrt. Appellants also refer to the necessity of aintaining the family character of the village. There is
not a shred of evidence in the record indicating that if Balle Terre permitted & limited number of unrelated
persons to live together, the residential, familial characier of the communily would be fimdamentally affected.

By limiting unrelated households to two person while placing no limitation on households of related
individuals, the village has embarked upon its commendable course i a constitutionally faulty vessel. Cf,
Marshall v. United States, 414 U.5, 417, 430 (1974) {dissenting opinion}. I would find the challenged
ordinance unconstitaional. But I would not ask the village to abandon its goal of providing quiet sireets, little
traffic, and a pleasant and reasonably priced environment in which families might raise their children. Rather,
1 wouid commend the viltage to continue to pursue thoge purposes but by means of more carefully drawn and
even-handed legislation.

I respectfully dissent
{ Footnoie 1 | The text of the oxdinance is reprinted in pait, ante, at 2.

[ Foomote 2 ] See Citizens Assn. of Georgetown v. Zoning Conun'n, 155 U.S. App. D.C. 233, 477 F.2d 402
(19733

[ Foutnote 3 ] See Kennedy Park Homes Assn. v. Lackawanna, 436 F.2d 108 (CA2 1970); Dailey v, City of
Eawton, 425 F.2d 1057 (CA10 1970); ¢f. Gautreaux v, City of Chicago, 480 F.2d 210 (CA7 1978} Crow v.
Brown, 457 F.2d 788 (CA5 1972); Southern Alameda Spanish Spealdng Organization v. Union City, 424 F.24d
291 {CA9 1970). See generally Sager, Tight Litlle Islands: Bxclusionary Zoning, Equal Protecticn, and the
Indigent, 21 Stan. L. Rev. 767 (1969); Note, Exclusionary Zoning and Equal Protection, 84 Harv. L. Rev. 1645
{1971); Note, The Responsibility of Local Zoning Awthorities to Nonresident Indigents, 23 Stan. L. Rev. 774
(1971}

[ Footnote 2 ] "Perhaps in an ideal world, planning and zoning would be done on a regional basis, so thala
given community would have apartments, {416 11.5. 1, 171 while an adjoining community would not. But as
long as we allow zoning to be done community by comraunity, itis intolerable to allow one municipality {or
many manicipalities) to elose its doors at the expense of smrounding conununities and the central ¢ity.™ Appeal
of Girsh, 437 Pa. 237, 245 1. 4, 263 A. 2d 395, 399 . 4 (1970).

[ Footnote 5 ] See generally Note, On Privacy: Constitutional Protection for Personal Liberty, 48 I, Y. T1. L. Rev.
670, 740-75C (1973).

[ Footnote 6 } See Palo Alto Tenants' Unlon v. Morgan, 487 F.2d 883 (CA9 1g73).

{ Footnote 7 ] By providing an exception for dependent children, the viliage would avoid any doubts that might
otherwise be posed by the constitutional protection afforded the choice of whether to bear a child, See Molino v,
Mayor & Councll of Glassboro, 116 N, J. Super, 195, 281 A. 2d 401 (1971); cf. Cleveland Board of Education v.
LaFlewr, 514 U.S. 632 (2974} [416 U.5. 1, 21}
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Sara-Ann Chaine » Itern #13

From: Penny@Tavar.com

Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2016 925 PM
To: Town Mngr

Ce: Penny®Tavar.com'; "Tom Tavar
Subject: FW: Letter to Matt Hart, Town Manager

From: Penny@Tavar.com [maiito:penny@tavar.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2016 8:59 PM

To: hartmw®@mansfield.org

Cc: "Tom Tavar'; ‘Penny@Tavar.com'

Subject: FW: Letter to Matt Hart, Town Manager

Matthew W, Hart
Town Manager
Town of Mansfield
4 5. Eaglevilie Road
Mansfield, Ct 06268

Dear Mr. Hart,

This letter is to respectfully request a continuance of the vote on rental ordinance that is planned for next week,
A continuance is vital in order for the AD HOC committee to gather and be presented with more and necessary
information before suggesting further change in ordinances.

For exarmple, | myself will be having a hearing soon, and | feel that the results, and the resuits of other hearings that |
understand are scheduled, are critical to this process. Not only the resuits, as this is not a clear cut issue due to unclear
rufes, witl only be a small component of information that is necessary to consider.

The number of Landlords and Students, who attended the last meeting, and those who wish to attend future meetings,
and those who were not able to attend, speaks volumes and should be considered and afforded the opportunity for this
process,

| believe that haste, will cause more problems for this process that can and should be prevented.

We all undersiand that thisis not a simple process, that there are inherent flaws and ambiguity in the language,
however it seems the time has come to gather as a collective and proceed with caution.

Thank you for your consideration,
Penny and Thomas Tavar
23 O1d Farm Hill Rd.

Newtown, Ct 06470
203.770.7710
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Sara-Ann Chaine

From:

~ Sent:

To:

Cer

Subject:
Attachments:

Kathy Ward <wardgervino@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 23, 2016 11:36 AM
Town Councii; PlanZoneDept

Town Mngr

Zoning Moratorium

Letter to PZC and TC.doc

Dear Councilors and Conunissioners,

Hem #14

Please take a moment to read the following letter. This is from the Mansfield Nonprofit Housing Development
Corporation regarding the Proposed Zoning Moratoriwm.

Thank you very much for your time. Ilook forward to hearing from you.

Kathy Ward
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The Mansfield Nonprofit Housing e
Development Corporation e on oooe poone

800-842-9710 TDD/TTY

Affirmative Action and EEC Employer

Via Ematl anly
August 17, 2016

Mansfield Town Council {TownCouncll@mansfieldct.org)
Planning and Zoning Commission {PlanZoneDept@mansfieldct org)

RE: Proposed Amendment to Zoning Regulations Regarding a Temporary and Limited
Moratorium on Applications Related to Multi- Family Housing (“Amendment”)

Dear Members,

Background

The Mansfield Nonprofit Housing Development Corporation {“MNHDC”) was formed in
1983. Its core mission is to promate the general welfare of the community through (i)
the promotion of housing for low and moderate income people, and in particular,
residents of the towns served by the Mansfield Housing Authority and (ii} providing
varied housing options in order to promote sustainability of the Corporation and the
integration of residents in affordabie and market rate housing.

Creating affordable housing has been a difficult undertaking. The MNHDC had no funds
to enable it to take even the smallest first step toward its mission; to secure property.
In 2014, a property became available and Connecticut Housing Finance Authority
{"CHFA”} allowed the MNHDC to formally borrow funds from the Housing Authority
which it held in reserves for the long term capital needs replacement on another
property. This was done with the understanding that it would be paid back in full when
the new project was financed.

Since its purchase, the MNHDC has (i) completed a A-1 survey of the property, (i)
assembled a Green Charrette (an intense working group of diverse housing
development professionals, policy makers, community members and funders to flush
out all aspects of green design principles which was organized by New Ecology), {iii)
attended the Affordable Housing Academy (to educate ourselves on the process of
obtaining funding through the state and have initially presented our project to the
Department of Housing ("DOH”} and CHFA, as part of Affordable Housing Academy
training} (iv) contracted with a consultant to complete and submit a pre-development
foan to DOH (application was submitted last week), and (v) contracted with an architect.

Our project is expected to be the first of its kind in Connecticut. We are planning to use
the Passivhaus design model which should be a net zero energy use apartment complex.
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In addition, using a different paradigm, we are designing the financing in such a manner
that there should be no need to return to government for any additional funds. itis our
goal to build housing which is both environmentally and financially self- sustainable.

Proposed Amendment
The MNHDC would like to propose the following modification to the proposed
Amendment that would exempt certain multi-family projects.

Multi-family housing projects in which thirty percent {30%) of the units
are “affordable,” serving families with income at or below eighty percent
(80%) of the Area Median Income (AM1} for Mansfield are exempt.

Considerations For the Proposed Modification to the Amendment
For the following reasons we believe the exemption would benefit the Town and the
MNHDC in its efforts 1o provide affordable housing.

1. Towns must have ten percent {10%) of its housing stock meet the definition of
“affordable housing” under Connecticut State Law Section 8-30g or be subject to the
affordable housing land use appeals procedure set forth in said section. Currentiy,
Mansfield is listed on the 2012 Affordable Housing Appeals List of Exempt
Municipalities with 10.94% affordable housing units. This number is based on the
2010 Census. The 10.94% will he negatively impacted when reassessed in 2020 for a
few reasons.

(@) The 10.94% was determined by counting 153 Section 8 Vouchers
administered by the Housing Authority. The Housing Authority actualfy
administers only 149 vouchers. Due to lack of funding, over the last 8 years
the Housing Authority has used on average 129 of the 149 vouchers. Of
those 129, only about half (60-65} are used in the Town of Mansfield {The
Housing Authority’s Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program covers the
jurisdiction of Ashford, Willington, Chaplin, Coventry and Mansfield). Only
those vouchers used in the Town can be counted toward the Town’s
affordable unit count. When re-determination takes place in 2020,
Mansfield’s Section 8 Voucher count toward affordable housing will be
reduced from 153 vouchers to about 65 vouchers. At best, this would
represent a loss of 88 affordable units. If just the 88 vouchers were removed
from the State’s 2012 number, the percentage of affordable housing in
Mansfield would fall to 9.47%.

{b)} According to Table 7.3 of the Mansfield Tomorrow: Plan of Conservation
and Development the units that have been permitted and an estimate of
what will be permitted by 2020 is 563. Using that number to add to the
existing housing and reducing the Section 8 Vouchers by 88, the percentage
of affordable housing estimated for 2020 would fall to 8.4%. In actuality, we
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believe that from 2010 to 2020 probably more than 563 units will be
established that are not affordable.

in any scenario, it will be difficult to add enough affordable housing te maintain the
required 10% affordable housing threshold to avoid the land use appeals procedure.
Requiring any affordable housing project to be delayed would only further cement
the likelithood that the 10% threshold could not be met.

2.

The effect of a nine-month moratorium on affordable housing, which will
require state funding, equates to a minimum delay of two years. State
Competitive Housing Assistance for Multifamily Properties (CHAMP) funding
{required for construction and permanent financing) is available twice per year,
generally in June and December. This moratorium would mean missing a
possible funding round opportunity in December 2016 and June 2017, It is
possible we could be ready for funding in December 2017, but more likely the
funding application would not be ready until June 2018, If funding was received
in the June 2018 round we would not be notified of our award until September
2018, with construction taking place through 2019 and possibility into 2020. Set
forth below are some of the funding unknowns that are cause for concern.

{a) Funding rounds are competitive and all projects submitted are not approved.
Approval of projects is based on a point system. Projects with the most
points receive funding until the state funding is exhausted for that round.

(b} The points received are hased on priorities set by the state for housing, how
shovel- ready the project is (i.e. all zoning approvals in place and
architectural drawings 90% completed, contractor chosen) and additional
financing that has been committed to the project. We are told from our
consultants not to expect to be funded the first time you submit your
application. So, it is possible that we could not be funded until the
December 2018 funding round and with notification not being received until
March 2019.

(c) Another concern is the availability of funding in 2018, 2019 and beyond. Itis
unknown if State money will be available considering the financial state of
the State or if a new administration would choose to continue the financial
support for housing that Governor Malloy has made so central to his
administration.

Debt is being incurred each day on consultants, staff, surveys, architectural
sketches, ete.... with no way to pay for these items without a pre-development
loan through the Department of Housing. All the work to date {i.e. design,
surveys, environmental, and research on other funding streams) is being done in
anticipation of applying for CHAMP funds in the June 2017 funding round at the
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latest. We had haped the December 2016 funding round would be achievable.
Because the moratorium has been proposed, our project has been delayed and
the likelihood of making the December 2016 CHAMP funding round no longer
seem probable. [n addition, if this project is further delayed, our costs are
expected to increase including the interest rate we are negotiating with
financing institutions. Cost of funds will have long term implications on the
viability of the project and the actual number of affordable units we could
create. [f the cost per unit is too high, points will be lost on the CHAMP funding
application and the project simply will not be fundable.

We hope we have provided you with the information needed to understand why we are
making this request. However, if you have any guestions or need clarification on any
issue, please let us know.

Thank you for your time and consideration of our proposed modification.

Sincerely,

Kathy Ward
President

cc: Town Manager (TownMngr@mansfieldct.org)
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Ttem #1S
Council Members

Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Storrs, CT 06268
8/05/16

My name is Ted Wrubel and my wife and | own a single family home on Hunting Lodge Road that we
have been renting to coliege students since 2007,

During this period, | think we have had only 1 year where we experienced that the damage to the house
was only due to normal wear and fear. 1t was our pieasure to return their security deposit mostly
intact!

Most of the time, | have to use between 60-100% of the security deposit to put the house back to the
way it was before the students meve in for the next schoo! year. | have seen everything from doors
broken in half horizontally, to carpets totally destroyed from the amount of traffic that goes through the
house in the course of a year, cell phones flushed down toilets, carpets burnt, vomit and urine on wails
and floors and of course, all the holes in the walls, screens destroyed, smoke detectors stolen, and
garbage everywhere.

When we meet these kids, they are always polite, well dressed and, in general, nice. The parents seem
to have done a good job raising them, and we encourage them to visit the house on lease signing day so
they can see where their childred wili be living for the school year.

We pay property taxes, pay for the housing inspectors to come out every iwo years, have our sepiic
pumped, well water tested, and have a lease that specifically states the amount of people that are
allowed 1o live there. It also states that the tenants must abide by all local and state laws, regulations
and ordinances while living there.

I mow the lawn and plow the driveway which allows me to perform visual inspections on a fairly regular
basis. After my task is completed, 1 find that quite frequently | am sending out a text or making a phone
call directing the tenants to keep the cars off the grass, pick up the garbage, or let them know that they
should close the windows because of the inclement weather that is entering the house.

We feel that we are being responsibie and pro-active in how we operate this rental property.

t have heard and read about many stories of loud and rowdy parties, trashed houses, and total
disrespect by students for not only the house they are renting, but for their neighbors.

The present solution to this problem is to fine the landlords.

t have to say that, after recelving a citation myseif this year, | take offense to these fines. It seems that
with the amount of effort that we put into the property, abide by all the local regulations and
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ordinances which should also help protect and sustain our property, we are the scapegoats for a system
that just doesn’t quite work as it should.

Now, some citizens as well as some of the leaders of the Town, are proposing to increase these fines and
make renting a property even more difficult both financially and logistically. | don’t feel that this will
solve the problem. | think that in order to solve the problem you have to start helding the people
{tenants) that are committing the violations accountable for not only their actions, but the actions of
their guest. The vast majority of these kids are over 18 years of age and some are over 21. They can give
blood, go to the package store and buy alcohol, and can be subject to a military draft. | don’t
understand why they can’t be held accountable for their antics. By not giving the tenants these citations,
or fines, | feel that the Town is enabling this type of behavior. It's like using somebody else’s car and
getting a speeding ticket and having the vehicle’s owner receive the citation!

I think we can all agree that we love the college town atmosphere and all the University has to offer. The
students will not be teaving any time soon. Rental properties will always be in existence. Between the
State and Town laws and regulations already in place, as well as the guidelines set forth in the
University’s code of conduct, the path to compiiance is in place but the enforcement has {o be directed
to the student offenders and not the property owners.

Before any more regulations are adopted, | am asking that the Town leaders spend a little more time in
trying to figure out how to hold the violators {tenants) accountable instead of making the property
owners responsible for actions they have no controf over. {Absentee landlords are another issue)

Respectfully submitted,
Ted Wrubel
500 Woodland Road

Storrs, T 06268
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PLANMING AND ZONING COMMISSION
TOWN OF MANSFIELD

AUDREY 7. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06268

(860) 429-3336
[tem #16

To: Town Couneil

From: Planning and Zoning Commission

Date: Thursday, September 08, 2016

Re: 8-24 Referral; Outdoor Wood Burning Furnaces

Below is an excerpt from the 7/18/16 minutes of the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission:

REFERRAL FROM COUNCIL RE: OUTDOOR WOOD BURNING FURNACES

After discussion, members concurred that anyone who proposes a revision to the zoning regulations or
a new regulation must submit a formal application for the Commission’s consideration after public
hearing and appropriate referrals.

U [y L .
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O'MALLEY, DENEEN, LEARY, MESSINA & OSWECKI frem #17

ATTORNEYS AT LAWY
20 MAPLE AVENUE
WILLIAM €. LEARY PO, BOX 504 THOMAS §. O MALLEY (e}
OFf Counsel WINDSOR, CONNECTICUT 06095 DORALD |, DENEEN {icr)
VINCENT W QSWECKI, IR - ANDREW G MESSINA JR
MICHARL & DENEEN TELETHONE (B60) 688-8505 Usde-2000)

KEVIM M. DENEEN
RICHARD A. VASSALLO
JAMES 2 WELSH

Fax (B60) 688-4783

Tuly 28, 2016

Matthew W, Hart, Town Manager
Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road

Mansiield, Connecticut 06268-2599

Re: Regulating Political Speech at Transfer Station Propesty

Dear Matt:

A number of concerns have been raised over time regarding individuals engaging in
political activity at the Transfer Station. Specifically, there has been concerns raised by
both members of the public and staff regarding public safety, and the safety of the
mdividuals engaging in such political or campaign activities.

Public Works Director John Carrington has issued a policy which provides, in relevant
part, “Individuals desiring to campaign and engage the public at the Transfer Station ma
only do so outside the gate at the main entrance. Those individuals campaigning cannot
cause the traffic to back up into Route 89 and should respect each person’s right to not
want to be bothered when going to the Transfer Station.”

While there are treatises and courses expounding on the differing standazds of

governmental regulation of speech on its properties, I will give a brief summary and
discuss the Town’s policy.

The extent to which a government may limit access to government owned facilities
depends on low the property is or has been used, and the need for the govermment to
conduct ifs business. The three categories generally used by the courts are the traditional
public forum, the limited public forum and the non-public forum. . See Cornelius v.
NAACP Legal Defense Fund, 473 U.S. 785, 797 (1985). Not all government owned
property is freated as a traditional public forum, and the extent of regulation of publically
owned space depends on how the property is categorized.

The United States Supreme Court has defined these three broad categories of public
property for public forum analysis. The most broadly protected type of forum is the
traditional public forum, places such as streets and parks and public greens which have
iraditionally been used for public assembly and debate, where the government may not
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prohibit all communicative activity and must justify content-neutral time, place, and
manper restrictions as narrowly tailored to serve some legitimate interest. Restrictions on
speech in these fora are subject to strict scrutiny by the courts.

The second category of publically owned property is a “limited public forum™. In looking
at this type of property, the governmental entity may open property for corumunicative
activity, and thereby create a public forum. It is important to note that within the
framework of such legitimate limitations discrimination based on content must be
justified by compelling governmental interests.

The final category is non-public forum property, where the government “may reserve the
forum for its intended purposes, communicative or otherwise, as long as the regulation on
speech is reasonable and not an effort to suppress expression merely because public
officials oppose the speaker’s view.” “Public property which is not by tradition or
designation a forum for public communication is governed by different standards. We
have recognized that the "First Amendment does not guarantee access 1o property simply
because it is owned or controlled by the government." United States Postal Service v.
Council of Greenburgh Civic Assns., supra, at 129. In addition to time, place, and manner
regulations, the State may reserve the forum for its intended purposes, communicative or
otherwise, as Jong as the regulation on speech is reasonable and not an effort to suppress
expression merely because public officials oppose the speaker's view. 453 U.S,, at 131, n.
7. As we have stated on several occasions, "[the] State, no less than a private owner of
property, has power to preserve the property under its control for the use to which it is
lawfully dedicated.” Id., at 129-130, quoting Greer v. Spock, 424 U.S. 828, 836 (1976),

in turn quoting Adderlev v. Flonida, 385 U.5. 39, 47 (1966).” Perry Educ. Ass'n v. Perry
Local Educators® Ass'n, 460 U.S. 37,45-46 (1983),

The distinction between the various categories can therefore determine the outcome of a
case, since speakers may not be excluded from traditional public fora, but may be
excluded from the second category only for a “compelling” governmental interest.
Exclusion from a non-public forum need only be “reasonable.” Yet, distinguishing
between the three categories creates no small difficulty, as evidenced by recent case law.

Sidewalks, town greens are examples of traditional public forums. Examples of
designated public forums have included community centers, municipal theaters, and
public libraries. I'have not found cases determining whether 2 municipal landfill or
transfer station qualifies as either a [imited public or non-public forum.

In these instances, courts Jook for clear governmental intent to create a limited public
forum and will not infer the government intent to create a limited public forum.
Cornelius, 473 U.S. at 802. In making this determination, courts will look to the "policy
and practice” of the government to determine whether it intended to designate a
nontraditional forum as open to assembly and debate. Another consideration is the nature
of the property to ascertain whether it is compatible with expressive activity, Id. "The
government does not create a [designated] public forum by inaction or by permitting
limited discourse, but only by intentionally opening a nontraditional public forum for
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public discourse.” Id.

The Town has adopted a policy which designates a portion of the transfer station property
on which campaign and other political activity may take place. The policy designates the
area “outside the gate at the main entrance” as a limited public forum, available for the
public to engage in political activities. The policy does not regulate the content of the
speech or activity, but is designed to provide for the safety of both the public and
employees, and to allow the Town to provide its necessary service. As such, the policy
complies with the requirements of the First Amendruent to the United States Constitution
and Article First Section Four of the Connecticut Constitution.

Please feel free to contact me with any further geestions.

Very truly yours,

Kevinn M. Deneen

¥MD/le
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

NPT S Yoo of RTIZN AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
John C. Carrington, P.E., Director of Pablic Works POUR SOUTH FAGLEVILLE ROAD

MANSFIETD, CF 06268-25%9
(860) 4293332

Fax: (860) 429-6563
CarringlonlCimansiicldeLorg

October 2, 2015
Potitical Activity at the Transfer Station Policy

Effective Date
The following policy is effective immediately and shall remain in effect until revised or

rescinded,

. Occasionally individuals contending for an elected position desire to use the
Transfer Station to engage with potential voters.

{, Safety of the public while at the Transfer Station is most important and shall not
be sacrificed for political activity.

I Individuals desiring to campaign and engage the public at the Transfer Station
may only do so outside the gate at the main enfrance. Those individuals
campalghing cannot cause the traffic to back up into Route 89 and should
respect each person’s right fo not want to be bothered when going to the
Transfer Station.

y e d 7

John C. Ca.n%ton
/D|rector of F‘-G lic Works
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LRIV ERABITY OF COMMNECQTICHUT

Itewn #18
Dear UConn Off-Campus Student(s}, o

Welcome to the Neighborhood!

We hope you enjoy your off-campus rental and find it to be an enjoyable place to live.

Please know that the Town of Mansfield is home to senior citizens, retirees, working
farifies and children. Much like the community in which you grew ug, citizens of this Town
nave lived here for years and will continue to live here long after you have graduated.

Please respect this community ond be o good nelghbor to olf of those living oround your
rental, Your actions have impoct,

By living off campus, you are now considered a resident of the Town of Mansfield. Please
familiarize yourself with alt local zoning and municipal ordinances, many of which are
included in your welcome bag. Additionally, please remember that the Student Code
applies to all UConn students regardiess of where the behavior occurs.

Have a great year and Go Huskies!

S
v - b ny
T /i / -
G densty /N,
jonhn Arm{j Fong Matthew Hart
Director, Off-Campus Student Services Town Manager, Town of Manstield

Division of Student Affairs
Off-Campus Student Services
2170 PLLSIDE ROAD, UNIT 3270
STUDENT UNION, R
BTORRS, C7T 062683270

PHONE 850, 456 8006

wact BEN AQG T4E —10E
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	AGENDA

	APPROVAL OF MINUTES

	1.	Naming of the Town Square (Item #3, 08-08-16 Agenda)

	2.	WPCA, Proposed Sewer Service Agreement between Town of Mansfield and University of Connecticut (Item #4, 07-25-16 Agenda)

	3.	Presentation Regarding International Town and Gown Association

	4.	Tennis Courts at Mansfield Middle School

	5.	Mobilitie, LLC Permit Application

	6.	Proposed Amendments to Mansfield Housing Code Fee Structure

	7.	Appointment to Windham Region Transit District Board of Directors

	8.	M. Hart re: Correction to August 30, 2016 Minutes

	9.	C. Marcus (08/08/16)

	10.	R. McDonald (08/08/16)

	11.	T. Mihalopoulos (08/04/16)

	12.	R. Shafter (08/08/16)

	13.	P. Tavar (08/04/16)

	14.	K. Ward (08/23/16)

	15.	T. Wrubel (08/05/16)

	16.	Planning and Zoning Commission re: Outdoor Wood Burning Furnaces

	17.	K. Deneen re: Regulating Political Speech at Transfer Station Property

	18.	J. Armstrong/M. Hart re: Letter to Off-Campus Students


