AGENDA
Mansfield Conservation Commission
Wednesday, April 21, 2010
Audrey P. Beck Building
CONFERENCE ROOM B
7:30 PM

. Call to Order

. Roll Call

. Opportunity for Public Comment

. Minutes
.

March 17, 2010

. New Business
a.

WA Referrals:

o W1450- Town of Mansfield-Healey Property easement path in buffer

o  W1451 - Town of Mansfield - IWA Regulation revision per new statute (Public
Hearing Scheduled for 6/7/10)

PZC Referrals: (See update report from Director of Planning)

» Invasive Plantings (4/14/10 Draft Regulations Attached- Public Hearing Schedule for
6/7/10)

» Protecting Mansfield's Aquifers (4/14/10 Regulation Attached- Public Hearing
Schedule for 6/7/10)

¢. Distribution of new Inland Wetland Regulations (to be available at meeting)
d.

Other

. Continuing Business (see update memo from Director of Planning)

a.

RO OO0 T

UConn Drainage Issues:

» Swan Lake Discharge

« Mirror Lake Dredging

» Other

UConn Hazardous Waste Transfer Station (no new information)

Water Supply Issues -(Willimantic Wellfield Study-final report expected in May)

Ponde Place Student Housing Project

Conservation Commission Administrative Issues; Term Limits, etc

USDA Animal Health Research Facility- UConn Depot Campus (public information
session Scheduled for May 18", 7pm at Bishop Center)

Eagleville Brook Impervious Surface TMDL Project (public information session expected
to be held on May 27th)

CT Siting Council Application for a Verizon Telecommunication Tower in Willington off
of Daleville Road {5/25/10 public hearing scheduled by CT. Siting Council)

CL&P "Interstate Reliability Project” (awaiting assessment of need update-filing not
expected until summerffall 2010)

Natchaug River Basin project (Conservation Action Plan steering Committee meeting
scheduled for 4/29/10 12-4pm in Ashford)

Other



7. Communications
a. Minutes
. Open Space (3/16/10)
. PZC (3/15/10 and 4/5/10)
. IWA (4/5/10)
Inland Wetland Agent Monthly Activity Report
Spring 2010 “The Habitat”
March/April 2010 CT Wildlife
Jan 2010 Fenton River Macroinvertebrate Re-Colonization Study (2009 Annual Report)
Spring 2010 Update Lycotit, Lakes and Ponds Management
g. Other Correspondence

moaonw

8. Other
9. Future Agendas

10. Adjournment



TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Memo to: Mansfield Conservation Commission

From: Gregory Padick, Director of Planning

Date: 4/16/10

Re: 4/21/10 Conservation Commlssmn Agenda [tems

The following comments provide more information on a number of the 4/21/10 agenda items:

1, New IWA Referrals

e The packet includes application materials describing a town proposed drive adjacent to the Eaton Bog in
Mansfield Center between Bassetts Bridge and Cemetery Roads. S. Lehman attended the TWA/PZC field
trip.

e Due to changes in the State Statutes, the IWA is planning to amend the wetland regulations to add a one

year extension to recently approved permits. This is not a significant change. A 6/7/10 public hearing has
been scheduled.

2. New PZC Referrals

e The packet includes a mumber of Zoning and Subdivision Regulation revisions designed to enhance the
protection of aquifer areas and public water supply wells and to prevent the use of invasive plant species as
listed by DEP. I plan to attend the 4/21/10 meeting to explain the revisions to the Conservation '
Commission. A public hearing is expected to be scheduied for 6/7/10.

3. New Inland Wetland Regulations
« At their 4/5/10 meeting, the IWA approved, effective May 1, 2010, new Inland Wetland Reguiations. The
new regulations will be distributed to the Conservation Commission members at the 4/21/10 meeting.
4. Willimantic Wellfield Study

e Tinal edits from Technical Advisory Commttee members.are bemg incorporated into a final report which

is expected to be completed in May. Upon completion, more information will be disiributed to
Conservation Commission members.

5. Ponde Place Project

e Onsite wellfield testing has been completed and reportedly yields are less than expected by the property
owner. The developer is considering the submittal of new applications to the WA and PZC. It is

anticipated that the size of the project will need to be reduced unless additional sources of potable water are
obtained.

6. Proposed Willington Telecommunication Tower

¢ The CT Siting Council has scheduled a 5/25/10 public hearing for a proposed Verizon Tower on Daleville

Road. To date no significant issues have been raised and Mansfield comments for the Siting Council are
not anticipated.

7. CL&P Interstate Relinbility Project

e Survey work continues along the proposed eastern Connecticut route of new electrical lines but application
submission has been delayed until completion of a reassessment of needs throughout New England. The
Town has been informed that any application is not expected to be submitted until mid year.

8. Natchaug River Basin Project
¢ A new steering committee is being formed to help implement a conservation action plan for the Natchaug
Basin. T have agreed to attend a 4/29/10 meeting and participate in a land use and economic development

focus group. Other focus groups will address education and outreach and road maintenance and
construction.






APPLICATION FOR PERMIT
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY FOR. OFFICE USE ONLY
4 SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD, STORRS, CT 06268 ]
TEL: 860-429-3334 OR 429-3331 o e
FAX: 860-428-5863 Fee Paid
Official Date nFPPrPiPt

Applicants are referred to the Mansfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations for complete
requirements, and are obligated to follow them. For assistance, please contact Grant Meitzler, Inland
Wetlands Agent at the telephone numbers above.

Please print or type or use similar format for computer; attach additional pages as necessary.

P e Town of Mansficld
Mailing Address, [0 Otuth Eaglilly Load .
Storrs-_fMans fre 4 Zip__ 06268
Telephone-Home | Telephone-Business__ ( (-</25-30/5 la?Oji

Title and Brief Description of Project

Location of Project

Intended Start Date

Part B - Property Ovm\er (if applicant is the owner, just write "sarne")
Name ichael and Man)  Hea lf'\{

]
Mailing Address |2 L\%}nch Qﬁ(

Cina.,pl'm . CT Zip__ 04235

Telephone-Home &840~ 334 - 990/ Telephone-Business 940455 - 065 &

Owner's written consent to the filing of this application, if owner is not the applicant:

Signature See Q-I—/QG/;I?;;/ At thanzg her  date

Applicant's interest in the land: (if other than owner)

Part C - Project Description (aftach extra pages, if necessary)
Posted 1/2007



: 3
1) Describe in detail the proposed activity here or on an attached page. (See guidelines at
end of application — page 6.}
Please include a description of all activity or construction or disturbance;
a) in the wetlandiwatercourse
b) inthe area adjacent to (within 150 feet from the edge of) the wetland/watercourse, even
if wetland/watercourse is off your property
Construcd  an  Gancultuml and cecreatonad  ALCESS € DnS:s-Hﬂc; oﬁ O
|- ’P00+ wide. ,;25"(514-0”4. long CmeE,I SLLrian: J
a\_no acdividy
B\ _{2p yd?3J 04: ‘f\ﬁo Seil il ke C‘A—nooe—f arel_Stock Pi leaf
7_on_dhe western' Section of fhhe Brealey PPerty.
< 5% ”‘rCfr‘le, Wil be mst‘ﬁﬂed’ dewn "O.mc(ncr\fr /CJ-[ CorSArve 4T m
aciHvity J
Al ra,rfacc, colvert on the Spudderly Porton oJL
-Hhe artets cacment  Wokh ondbet- ‘Drér!-r.chdh Ha
0\15&2{56 -Pﬁam/ W bevnstolled
¢ The acess drive will be resurfoed with 120~ 150 u{clﬂo{l
Qravel., Dm:.c:sSCof grovel e Store dosk, per 'D\C‘m
“Rncing Wil ke indHalld. Per Plan
2) Describe the amount or area ofdisturbance (in square feet or cubic yards or acres)
a) inthe wetland/watercourse
b) inthe area adjacent to (within 150 feet from the edge of) the wetlandlwatercourse, even
i wetland/watercourse is off your property
ﬂ\ There will be o d«s’rurbawrr b0 ith jn e wakrcanrse / wedlond

J} Thert will he a/;lmsoma!c//v S60f£% of Cumulabie Sie dysturtig.

3) Describe the type of materials you are using for the project: | Protessed crovel, Fip 17,9,
Stone a[usfj fufvert , f’cmg;, ﬁ < Y

a) include type of material used as fill or to be excavated lc,ctiof! Processed Gravet., r*ﬂ*f?i/ﬂﬁ*ﬁ””— Lo
b) include vofume of materig| to be filled or excavated L:zo ;,;a' 3 p ,[ {D 0 Mo Wit ke

S poed and ae<ss e ve, Will be rejurfecesd witY jdo” 150, Jm{ J Of Qmmt rip-rap

and Sfone dust— ’

4) Describe measures to be taken to minimize or avoid any adverse impacts on the

wetlands and regulated areas (silt fence, staked hay bales or other Erosion and

Sedimentation control measures).
o contral ercsién gad Fedin; mﬁm It fencirg , hay baks and r‘ap 2. Prokction

Wil b wsed. Disdurbed arens will he respedd & /?c’ccs;s&?f\/

Part D - Site Description
Describe the general character of the [and. (Hilly? Flat? Wooded? Well dralned'? etc)
60*77‘!;/ 0 _miedesit (G-8Y Qm’of;eﬁ'r’-/ S/ a’fﬂrgcr 70 Fhe Weitad

Posted 1/2007 ‘ 3



Part E - Alternatives
Have you considered any alternatives to your proposal that would meet your needs and might
have {ess impact on the wetland/watercourse? Pleage list these alternatives.
To mintiin  anagriclfval _and reerahaal dodadd That 1s - Drone
10 erosign_+Hhis inprred Gleess is hceeled . '

Part F - Map/Site Plan (all applications)

1) Attach to the application a map or site plan showing existing conditions and the
proposed project in relation to wetland/ watercourses. Scale of map or site plan shouid be 1"
= 40" if this is not possible, please indicate the scale that you are using. A sketch map may be
sufiicient for small, minor projects. (See guidelines at end of application - page 6.)

2) Applicant's map date and date of [ast revision Honil. I, 2009
3) Zone Classification f '

4) Is your property in a flood zone? Yes ¥ No Daon't Know

Part G - Major Applications Requiring Full Review and a Public Hearing
See Section 6 of the Mansfield Regulations for additional requirements.

Part H - Notice fo Abutting Property Owners
1) List the names and addresses of abutting property owners
Name Address

Sece affached

2) Written Notice to Abutters . You must notify abutting property owners by certified mail,
returmn receipt requested, stating that a wetland application is in progress, and that
abutters may contact the Mansfield infand Wetlands Agent for more information. Include
a brief description of your project. Postal receipts of your notice to abutters must
accompany your application. (This is not needed for exemptions).

Part I - Additional Notices, if necessary
1) Notice to Windham Water Works is aitached. If this application is in the public watershed
for the Windham Water Works (WWVV), you must notify the WWW of your project within 7
days of sending the application to Mansfield—sending it by certified mail, return receipt
requesied. Contact the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agent to find out if you are in this
watershed.

2) Notice to Adjoining Town. If your property is within 500 feet of an adjoining town, you
must also send a copy of the application, on the same day you sent one to Mansfield, to

Posted 1/2007 . 4



the Inland Wetlands Agency of the adjcining town, by certified mail, return receipt
requested.

3) The Statewide Reporting Form (attached) shall be part of the application and specified
parts must be completed and returned with this application.

Part J - Other Impacts To Adicining Towns, if apnlicable
1) Will a significant portion of the fraffic to the completed project on the site use streets
within the adjoining municipality to enter or exit the site? __ Yes_X No___ Don't Know

2) Will sewer or water drainage from the project site flow through and impact the sewage or
drainage system within the adjoining municipality? Yes _X_No Don't Know

3) Will water run-off from the improved site impact streets or other municipal or private
property within the adjoining municipality? Yes X No Don't Know

Part K - Additional Information from the Applicant
Set forth (or attach) any other information which would assist the Agency in evaluating
your application. (Please provide extra copies of any lengthy documents or reports, and
extra copies of maps larger than 8.5” x 11", which are not easily copied.)

Part L - Filing Fee
Submit the appropriate filing fee. (Consult Wetlands Agent for the fee schedule available
in the Mansfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations.)
. $365. $110. $60. 825, N A,

Note: The Agency may require you to provide additional information about the regufated area
which is the subject of the application, or about wetlands or watercourses affected by the
regulated aclivity. If the Agency, upon review of your application, finds the aclivity proposed
may involve a "significant activity” as defined in the Regulations, additional information and/or a
public hearing may be required.

The undersigned applicant hereby consents to necessary and proper
inspections of the above mentioned properiy by menibers and agenis of the
Infand Wetlands Agency, at reasonable times, both before and after the
permit in question has been granted by the Agency.

Qeér-—mﬁ/ ﬁﬁ(ﬁ»—j T-11-207 0

Applicant's Signature’ Date

Posted 1/2007



Y76 Shis Rl -
/'/z?nyﬁf/c/, or 062
28.113.18 . )
GITSIS CONNECTICUT

‘REALTYLLC
466 STORRS RD

MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250

29.96.19

BRAZEAU MARK

463 STORRS RD

MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250

29.113.15

OLIVER JOHN W and JENNIFER M
PO BOX 635

MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250

29.113.17

MANSFIELD TOWN OF

OPEN SPACE STORRS ROAD
31 BASSETTS BRIDGE RD
MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250

28.113.17A

HEALEY MICHAEL C and MARY C
126 LYNCHRD

CHAPLIN CT 06235

29.113.17B

MANSFIELD TOWN OF

OPEN SPACE BASSETTS BRIDGE ROAD
4 SO EAGLEVILLE RD

STORRS CT 06268

29.96.17

JOHNSTON BRENDAN B

477 STORRS RD

MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250



29.96.18

PERKINS MARK H SR

POBOX 162

MANSFIELD CENTER CT 06250



MANSFIELD INLAND WETLAND AGENCY

ABUTTER NOTIFICATION FORM
to be sent by Certified Mail
hittp-/Awww.usps.com/send/waystosendmail/extraservices/certifiedmailservice hitni

Pursuant to Mansfield's Inland Wetland Agency notification requirements, abutting property owners

are hereby notified of a wetland application pending before the Inland Wetland Agency. The complete

file for this application is available for réview in the Planning Office. Questions regarding the
application or application review process may be addressed by calling the Planning Office at
(860) 429-3330 or emailing at www. PlanZoneDept(mansfieldct.org

Ep..

Iv.
V.
VL

Public Hearing/Meeting Dates:
Date/Time of Next Scheduled Meeting; April 5, 2010

At the above listed scheduled meeting date the Wetland application will be received by the
Agency. No presentation by the applicant will be given at this meeting. Public comment

- (written or verbal) is encouraged io be presented at the next regularly scheduled meeting,

For more details (date and time) of the next meeting, please contact the Planning Office at
(860)429-3330.

Location of Proposal; 476 Storrs Road
Applicant: Town_of Mansfield

_ Owner: Michael and Mary Healey

Proposed Use: _ Recreational and Agricultural

(Statement of Use/Statement of Justification to be attached)

VI, Map: (Attach 8 1/2x11" or 11x17" map depicting proposal)

*Notices are to be sent within 7 (seven) days of the receipt of the application by the office staff. To
verify that Notice requirements have been met, applicants are required to submit Certified Mailing
receipts and one copy of information mailed to property owners to the Planning Office. Failure to

meet Notice requirements or to- submit return receipts to the Planning Office promptly may necessitate
application processing delays: -



s

-"étatement of Use/Justification

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Town of Mansfield proposes to improve public access by constructing an agricultural and recreational
access consisting of a 12-foot wide, 250-foot long gravel surface for pedestrian and agricultural use
with in the regulated area for wetlands. The proposed access in will allow the Town to Lnk the cultural,
historic features of Mansfield Center within the Town-owned Commonfields. The construction detafls of the -
proposed access are shown on the attached plan.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

To:  Connecticut’s Municipal Inland Wetlands Agencies

From: Betsey Wingfield
Bureau Chief

Dated: March 3, 2010 {

Re: 2009 Legislation and Regulations Advisory

The 2009 Legislature amended section 22a-42a of the Connecticut Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Act with the passage of Section 3 of Public Act 09-181. This Public Act
adds a new subsection (g) to section 22a-42a. This amendment went into effect upon
passage of the Public Act on July 2, 2009.

Section 22a-42a of the Connecticut Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act pertains to the
establishment of wetland and watercourse boundaries by regulation, the adoption of
inland wetlands agency regulations, inland wetlands agency permits, and filing fees.
Public Act 09-181 added a new subsection (g) to section 22a-42a which allows permits
issued during the period from July 1, 2006 to July 1, 2009 to be valid for not less than six
years, and any such permit may be renewed upon certain circumstances, provided no
such permit be valid for more than eleven years. Permits issued prior to July 1, 2006 or
after July 1, 2009 are not subject to this amendment.

A complete copy of Public Act 09-181 is attached for your use with the amended
language designated by “NEW?™. You should plan to revise your regulations to reflect the
amendment to Section 22a-42a. Please note that only the revised language in section 3 of
Public Act 09-181 is relevant to inland wetlands agencies. Changes to the other sections
of the public act, while noted as “NEW?”, do not apply to inland wetlands agencies.

If your regulations follow the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Model Municipal
Regulations (IWWMMR) Fourth Edition dated May 1, 2006, youn should plan to revise
the following sections as noted.

Section 7: Application Requirements
The underlined language noted below is new and should be added to your regulations.

7.10  Any application to renew a permit shall be granted upon request of the permit
holder unless the Agency finds that there has been a substantial change in

(Printed on Recycled Paper)
79 Elm Street » Hartford, CT 06106-5127
www.ct.gov/dep
An Egual Opportunity Employer



circumstances which requires a new permit application or an enforcement action
has been undertaken with regard to the regulated activity for which the permit was
issued provided a) no permit issued during the time period from July 1, 2006, to

July 1. 2009, inclusive, shall be valid for more than eleven years: and b) no permit
issued prior to July 1, 2006 or after July 1, 2009 may be valid for more than ten

years.

Section 11: Decision Process and Permit

The underlined language noted below is new and should be added to your regulations.

11.6

Any permit issued by the Agency prior to July 1. 2006 or after July 1, 2009 for
the development of land for which an approval is required under section 8-3, 8-25
or 8-26 of the Connecticut General Statutes shall be valid for five years provided
the Agency may establish a specific time period within which any regulated
activity shall be conducted. Any permit issued by the Agency prior to July 1,
2006 or after July 1. 2009 -for any other activity shall be valid for not less than two
years and not more than five years. Any permit issued by the Agency during the
time period from July 1, 2006. to July 1, 2009. inclusive, shall expire not less than
six years after the date of such approval.

Please be reminded it is our understanding that Section 3 of Public Act 09-181 governs
until such time that your regulations are revised.

Should you have any further questions regarding the above changes, please feel free to
contact Darcy Winther of the Wetlands Management Section at (860) 424-3019.



(ASEOF cmu:cnc,
k_..‘i"’*:_.)

Substituie House Bill No. 5254

Public Act No. 09-181

AN ACT CONCERNING EXTENDING THE TIME OF EXPIRATION OF CERTAIN LAND
USE PERMITS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly convened:

Section 1. Section 8-3 of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (m) as
follows (Effective from passage):

(NEW) (m) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any site plan approval made
under this section during the period from July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2009, inclusive, except an
approval made under subsection (j) of this section, shall expire not less than six years after
the date of such approval and the commission may grant one or more extensions of time to
complete all or part of the work in connection with such site plan, provided no approval,
including all extensions, shall be valid for more than eleven years from the date the site
plan was approved.

Sec. 2. Section 8-26¢ of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (e) as follows
(Effective from passage):

(NEW) (e) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any subdivision approval made
under this secion during the period from July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2009, inclusive, shall -
expire not less than six years after the date of such approval and the commission may
grant one or more extensions of time to complete all or part of the work in connection with
such subdivision, provided the time for all extensions under this subsection shall not
exceed eleven years from the date the subdivision was approved.

Sec. 3. Section 22a-42a of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (g) as
follows (Effective from passage):



(NEW) (g) Notwithstanding the provisions of subdivision (2) of subsection (d) of this
section, any permit issued under this section during the period from July 1, 2006, to July 1,
2009, inclusive, shall expire not less than six years after the date of such approval. Any
such permit shall be renewed upon request of the permit holder unless the agency finds
that there has been a substantial change in circumstances that requires a new permit
application or an enforcement action has been undertaken with regard to the regulated
activity for which the permit was issued, PlOVlded no stuch permit shall be valid for more
than eleven years.

Sec. 4. Section 8-26g of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (c) as follows
(Effective from passage):

(NEW) (c) Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, any approval of a subdivision of
land for a project of four hundred or more dwelling units made during the period from
July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2009, inclusive, shall expire not less than eleven years after the date
‘of such approval.

Approved July 2, 2009



April 14, 2010 Draft

Proposed Revisions to Mansfield’s Zoning & Subdivision Regulations
Re: Invasive Plant Species

(New provisions are undeilined or otherwise indicated)
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated)

(Explanatory Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes are not
part of the proposed zoning revisions.)

A. Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions:

1.

~J

Revise Article V. Section A.3.d4.15 to read as follows:

Existing and proposed fencing, walls, screening, buffer and landscaped areas, including the location,
size and type of significant existing vegetation and unique or special landscape elements; historic
features; and the location, size and type of proposed trees and/or shrubs. Plants identified in the current
State Department of Environmental Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be used.
Areas to remain as natural or undisturbed and areas to be protected through the use of conservation
easements shall be identified on the site plan.

Revise Article VI, Section B.4.g.1 to read as follows:

General - All land use activities and particularly structures, parking areas and outdoor storage areas
associated with commercial, industrial, or multi-family residence uses, shall include strategically placed
landscape and buffer areas, which shall be designed to protect and preserve property values; to provide
privacy from visual intrusion, light, dirt and noise; to prevent the erosion of soil and to provide water
recharge areas; to promote pedestrian and vehicular safety; and to enhance the environmental quality
and attractiveness of Mansfield.

Except where alternative uses, such as parking areas, are provided for in other sections of these
regulations, all required setback areas shall either be attractively landscaped with lawns trees and shrubs
or, where appropriate, left in a sightly and well kept natural state. Landscape plans submitted in
conjunction with a land use application shall identify, by type, size, height and placement, ail proposed -

‘landscaping and all existing landscape features to be retained. Plants identified in the current State

Department of Environmental Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be used. All
submitted landscape plans must be adequate to meet the intended aesthetic, buffer and environmental
purposes. Particular attention should be given io parking and loading areas, outside storage areas and
shadow patterns with respect to south wall and rooftop solar access. See Article X, Section D.16 for

supplemental interior parking lot landscaping requirements and Article X, Section S for architectural and
design standards.

Revise Article X, Section D.18 b. to read as follows:

Interior landscape areas shall contain a mix of trees, shrubs, ground covers and other plantings. Ata
minimum, one deciduous shade tree at least two (2) inches in caliper, shall be planted for each ten (10)
parking spaces. Trees and shrubs placed within five (5) feet of paved areas shall be of a variety capable
of withstanding salt damage. Plants jdentified in the current State Department of Environmental
Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be used.




N3

4. Revise Article X, Section R.4.b to read as follows:

Where appropriate, integrate existing mature vegetation into the design [and avoid the use of invasive
species.] Incorporate a variety of plant species into the design and avoid monocultures. Where
appropriate, integrate existing mature vegetation into the design and avoid the use of invasive species.
Incorporate a variety of plant species into the design and avoid monocultures. Plants identified in the

current State Department of Environmental Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be
nsed.

B. Proposed Subdivision Regulations Revisions:

1. Revise Section 8.10 subsections e and g to read as follows:

e. All new street trees shall be selected by the project landscape architect based on site characteristics,
street design, or architecture and tree durability. Where appropriate based on site and neighborhood
characteristics, native tree species should be considered. Plants identified in the current State
Department of Environmental Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be used.

g. The following list is provided as a guide for selecting durable, quality street trees. However, the
Commission encourages consideration of additional trees of equivalent quality (see subsection e
above). [Itis recommended that street tree species that may be invasive (based on the current listing
by the University of Connecticut Center for Conservation and Biodiversity) not be used.]

Explanatory Note:

The proposed revisions are designed to clarify and strengthen existing policies regarding invasive plant

species. The regulations all uniformly refer to the State Department of Environmental protection Agency
listing of invasive plant species.



April 14, 2010 DRAFT
Proposed Revisions to the Zoning and Subdivisions Regulations;
Aquifer and Public Water Supply Well Protection

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated)
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated)

(Explanatory Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions, These notes are not
part of the proposed zoning revision)

A, Proposed Zoning Repgulation Revisions:
1. Revise Article V. Section A.3. as follows:

a. Revise subsection d.10 to read as follows:
Watercourses, swamps and other water related features, specifically including, regulated inland
wetlands, flood hazard areas, state designated channel encroachment lines and identified aquifers on
the site or [adjacent to] within 500 feet of the site. For more information on flood hazard areas see
Article X, Section E and Article 'V (definition of flood hazard area). For more information on
aquifer areas see Article VI, Section B.4.m.

b. Revise subsection d.12 to read as follows:
Waste disposal and water supply facilities, including the locations and findings of all test pits,

borings and percolation tests, and the location of public drinking water wells within 500 feet of the
site.

c. Revise subsection g to read as follows:
Other information: Dependent on the nature of the proposal, the Commission shall have the right
to require additional detailed information if it finds the information is necessary to review the
application and determine compliance with applicable regulations and performance standards. Such
information may include but shall not be limited to: traffic impact analysis, including specific
information on how construction traffic will be regulated, routed and monitored; aquifer, watershed
and flooding data; drainage calculations and documentation of necessary drainage rights or
easements; environmental and neighborhood impact analysis; erosion and sedimentation control
plans, future plans for adjacent land under the contrel of the subject applicant or owner; information
on homeowner or property-owner associations; maintenance provisions; estimates of site
improvements costs, and bonding agreements.

2. Revise Article V. Section A.5.d. to read as follows:
The proposal has made safe and suitable provisions for water supply, waste disposal, flood control, fire
and police protection, the protection of the natural environment, including air quality and surface and
groundwater quality and the protection of existing aquifers and existing and potential public water
supplies, cemeteries, historic structures and other features of historic value;

3. Revise Article V, Section B.3.g. to read as follows:
Other information: Dependent on the nature of the proposal, the Commission shall have the right to
require additional detailed information if it finds the information is necessary to review the application
and determine compliance with applicable regulations and performance standards. Such information,
which through other provisions of these regulations may be required for particular uses, may include but
shall not be limited to: architectural plans of all proposed buildings, structures and signs, including
exterior elevations, floor plans, perspective drawings and information on the nature and color of building

1



April 14, 2010 DRAFT
Proposed Revisions fo the Zoning and Subdivisions Regulations;
Aquifer and Public Water Supply Well Protection

materials; traffic studies; aquifer, watershed and flooding data; drainage calculations and documentation
of necessary drainage rights or easements; environmental and neighborhood impact analysis; erosion
and sedimentation control plans; future plans for adjacent land under the control of the subject applicant
or owner; information on homeowner or property owner associations; maintenance provisions; estimates
of site improvement costs and bonding agreements.

. Revise Article V. Section B.4.m. to read as follows:

Aquifer Areas - To prevent or minimize detrimental effects on the groundwater quality within aquifer
areas, which are existing or potential sources of [large] significant quantities of potable water, land use
activities on or within 500 feet of identified aquifer areas must be carefully reviewed and appropriately
regulated. Accordingly, the following requirements shall apply to all land use activities on or within
[primary or secondary recharge areas] 500 feet of aquifer areas as identified in Mansfield’s Plan of
Conservation and Development, Mansfield’s Water Supply Plan, an October, 1979 map entitled
GROUNDWATER RECHARGE AREAS, prepared by the Connecticut Area-wide Waste Treatment
Management Planning Board, sheets 40, 41, 55 and 56, {on file in the Mansfield Planning Office and the
Town Clerk's Office), [as may be modified by new] and any additional information obtained from the
State Department of Environmental Protection, [the Tolland County Soil and Water Conservation
District,] federal agencies or on-site investigation [meeting the standards of the U.S. Geological Survey].

1. No commercial or industrial land use and no residential land use involving three or more dwelling
units, which utilizes an on-site waste disposal system, shall be permitted unless it canbe
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Planning and Zoning Commission that the waste disposal
system discharges will not contaminate aquifer recharge areas. As deemed [necessary] appropriate,
the proposed land use shall be referred to the Mansfield Health Officer, the Mansfield Conservation
Commission and the State Departments of Health and Environmental Protection for review
comments. A written report from the owner-developer's sanitary engineer and/or geologist or other
qualified professional, detailing the system design, the physical characteristics of the area, existing
land uses in the area, and potential short-term and cumulative impacts on identified aquifer areas,
shall be submitted to the Commission.

A

No underground fuel or chemical storage tanks shall be permitted, except after review and approval
of the Mansfield Building Inspector and Fire Marshal. Where Planning and Zoning Commission
approval is required for the subject use, all underground storage tanks must also be approved by the
Commission. All such tanks and pipe connections shall be designed and constructed to prevent
accidental contamination of groundwater. All storage tank facilities shall be designed and installed in
conformance with [the] all applicable provisions of [Section 29-62 of] the State Statutes and
regulations, and the standards of Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. and the National Fire Prevention
Association. [The recommended standards contained in the November 1979 report of the Area
Waste Treatment Management Planning Board entitled: A GUIDE TO GROUNDWATER AND
AQUIFER PROTECTION (copy on file in the Mansfield Planning Office) shall also be considered.]

3. All agricultural operations must employ best management practices, as recommended by the State

Department of Environmental Protection and the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
[Tolland County Soil and Water Conservation District], for the application of manure, fertilizer or
pesticides and the management of animal wastes.

4. No road salt storage and loading facilities shall be permitted except after review and approval of the
State Department of Environmental Protection. Where authorized, adequate measures must be taken
to prevent groundwater contamination and to detect potential contamination problems.

2
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Aquifer and Public Water Supply Well Protection

5. All commercial, industrial or multi-family developments and other land uses with cumulatively more
than 1/2 acre of impervious surface shall incorporate best management practices for storm water
[management] controls in accordance with State Department of Environmental Protection Best
Management Guidelines, [such as oil/water separators and infiltration structures] and shall prohibit
or restrict the use of salts and chemicals for ice removal in order to minimize the risks of ground
water contamination. A storm water management plan detailing proposed provisions shall be
submitted for Commission approval.

6. All land uses involving the maintenance of lawns, fields and landscaped areas shall incorporate-rate
landscape management plans regarding the use of fertilizers, pesticides, and other organic or
chemical applications to minimize the risks of groundwater contamination. A landscape management
plan detailing proposed provisions shall be submitted for Commission approval.

B. Proposed Subdivision Regulation Revisions:

1.

Revise Section 5.2 to add a new subsection h. to read as follows {existing subsection h - m to be re-

lettered i - n):

a. Aquifer areas and public drinking water wells on or within 500 feet of a site.

Revise Section 6.5 as follows:
a, Add a new subsection h to read as follows (existing subsection h - s to be re-lettered i - ):
h. Aquifer areas and public drinking water wells on or within 500 feet of a site.

b. Revise existing subsection 1.5 (to be re-lettered 6.5.].5) to read as follows:
5. Soil delineations and symbols as per the current U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation
Service Soil Survey for Tolland County. Prime farmland soils and stratified drift aquifer areas
shall be [delineated] specifically identified and clearly labeled.

Revise Section 7.1 Subsections b and c to read as follows:

b. The protection of existing and potential public water supply wells and ground water and surface
water quality through appropriate design and installation of sanitary systems, drainage facilities, and
other site improvements;

¢. The protection and enhancement of natural and manmade features, including aquifer areas,
agricultural lands, hilltops or ridges, expanses of valley floors and features along existing roadways
and scenic views and vistas on and adjacent to the subdivision site;

Revise Section 7.2 a and b to read as follows:

a. Property boundaries, site topography soil types, natural and manmade features and scenic views and
vistas should be delineated: (see provisions of 6.5.b through [i1});

b. Significant natural and manmade features, including aquifer areas, agricultural lands, hilltops or
ridges, expanses of valley floors and features along existing roadways and scenic views and vistas
and adjacent to the subdivision site, and scenic views and vistas and appropriate buffer areas should
be incorporated into proposed open space areas.
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5. Revise Section 7.4.a.5 to read as follows:
5. The site’s location with respect to the Willimantic Reservoir Watershed, existing public water supply
wellfields or [stratified drift] aquifer areas that may serve as future public water supply wellfields;

6. Revise Section 7.6.a. to read as follows:
a. The Commission determines that a reduction or waiver will help protect significant natural and

manmade features, including aquifer areas, agricuitural lands, hilltops or ridges, expanses of valley
floors and features along existing roadways and/or scenic views and vistas;

7. Revise 13.1.4.h. to read as follows:

b. Protecting and conserving natural and manmade features, including aguifer areas, agricultural lands,

hilltops or ridges, expanses of valley floors and features along existing roadways, and/or scenic
views and vistas;

Explanatory note: The proposed revisions are designed to clarify and strengthen existing policies regarding
aquifer and public water supply well protection.



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONM_ENTAL PROTECTION

February 25, 2010

Mr, Quentin Kessel

Chair

Mansfield Conservation Commission
97 Codfish Road

Storzs, CT 06269

Dear Mr. Kessel;

I am responding to your letter dated January 20, 2010, concerning the 2009 Memorandum
of dgreement Between the Department of Environmental Profection and the University of '
- Connecticut (MO4). 1 appreciate your comments and concerns regarding these matters.

1’d like to provide you with some importent background concerning the MOA. The
MOA was developed as a mechanism to assure implementation of UCONN’s Drainage Master
Plan, The Drainage Master Plan was a study performed by UCONN in 2003 fo evaluate flooding
problems along Eagleville Brook, water quality problems along Bagleville Brook and flooding
problems along North Eagleville Road and Hunting Lodge Road.  This study indicated increased
flocd flow to both the Fenton River and Eagleville Brook. The study also proposed various
recommendations for addressing these problems.

The overall intent of the Campus Drainage Master Plan and the implementation under the
MOA, is to ensure water quality improvements and reduction of the rate of runoff through the
various projects. While the MOA identifies projects, the actual design and evaluation of
environmental effects will occur during the design and environmental permitting phases. The
MOA in no way dictates environmental permitting outcomes. Should a project be denied,
UCONN would be obligated to find an alternate project to meet water quality and flooding
mitigation objectives. Certain elements may also require approval from the Department of
Public Health Drinking Water Section due to their location within the Willimantic Reservoir
watershed. In addition to addressing stormwater quality, UCONN will be expected to ensure that
the peak rate of mmoff, during heavy storms, would not cause erosion at the storm drain
- discharge points.

1 understand that there are many concerns related to the proposed project to divert runoff
from Eagleville Brook to the Fenton watershed. This project has not yet been designed. During

the design and permitting process, both water quality as well as peak runoff concerns will be
addressed. ’

- (Printed on Recycled Paper)
79 Elm Street @ Haxiford, CT 06106-5127
www.ctpgovidep
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We trust that the University will keep the Town of Mansfield fully apprised as future
projects move forward.

Please feel free to give Denise Ruzicka, Direcior of the Inland Water Resources Division
should you wish to discuss this further. She can be reached at 860-424-3706.

Yours truly,

Amey W. Marrella
Commissioner

cc:  Eric Thomas, DEP
' Karl Wagner, CEQ
Richard Miller, UCONN



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

NOTICE OF INSUFFICIENCY

March 10, 2010

University of Connecticut
31 LeDoyt Road -Unit 3055
Storrs, CT 06269-3055
Attn: Richard Miller

RE: FM-200903960/ TW-200903962/DS-200903961
Mirror Lake Dredging and Dam Modifications
University of Connecticut
Mansfield
- Dear Mr. Miller: T

Your application for an approval of a permit for the Mirror Lalke dredging and dam modifications
received by this Department on December 16, 2009 1s incomplete for processing. Your application is
insufficient because it does not contain the following:

1.

In attachment E, under Executive Summary, the content references a 2006 UConn Campuswide
Drainage Master Plan prepared by Lenard Engineering, Inc. (LEI). That report recommends
some of the proposed worlk depicted on the plans entitled “Mirror Lake Dredging University of
Connecticut Storrs Campus Project No. 901392” dated December 11, 2009. Although the
computations in this report indicate the capacity of the proposed spillway matches the design
flow requirements of the flood management approval, they do not specifically address that the
dam has an adequately sized spillway for the design storm with the rcqmred freeboard. Please
provide this supporting data. If this information is already in a previous study/report, prov1de
only the applicable portions of the report.

In attachment E, specifications are included for concrete, reinforcing steel bars, etc. Is this a
complete set of specifications for the project? This set is labeled as DRAFT. Submit a final
copy of the specifications, as a permit would be issued based on approval of final Contract
Documents.

Attachment Q of the application consists of a letter from Robert J. DeSista of the Department
of the Army, New England District, Corps of Engineers (COE) to the University of Connecticut
& Baystate Environmental Consultants, Inc. dated October 15, 2009. As stated in this letter, a
COE permit is not required based on plans dated September 2009, which only showed the
dredging work. Is the COE aware of the proposed work fo the spillway, spillway
apron/downstream channel, ete? Verify if no COE permit is required for this additional work
not shown on the plans dated September 2009,

On Sheet 2 of 7 of the plans, under Sediment & Erosion Control Notes, comment #14 mentions
CT DEP General Permit. Note that this application is for an individual permit.

. (Printed on Recycled Paper)
79 Elm Sueet o Hartford, CT 06106-5127
www.ct.govidep
An Equal Opportunity Employer



FM-200903960/ TW-200903562/DS-200903961
Mirror Lake Dredging and Dam Modification
UCONN, Mansfield

5. Calculations are required for the downstream riprap stilling basin and riprap channel protection.
The calculation must show an adequate design Wh.ﬂe maintaining the minimal amount of
impacts to the regulated area.

6. Water handling plan must be provided showing how stormwater will be handled in accordance
with the DOT Drainage Manual for both the dredging and dam modifications.

7. The plans must include details of the four sediment dewatering areas.

Certification of Notice Form and copy of the published notice.

9. Enclosed is a letter from the Mansfield Conservation Commission dated January 23, 2010
listing several items of concern. Documentation is required showing that the six items have
been addressed.

29

Please note that all present and future applications submitted to the Inland Water Resources Division
must include the pertinent calculations and documentation from the approved Stormwater Master
Drainage Plan. The applicant should not submit the entire Stormwater Master Drainage Plan
consisting of several volumes of documentation but orily provide the applicable portions relating to the
proposed application. It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide a complete application
including supportmg documentation as described in the application package

The Department will not process your application untll the above msu_fﬁcm:ncies are corrected. The
information requested above must be submitted to the Department within thirty days of the date of this
request or the application will be rejected in accordance with 22a-3a-2(e) of the Repulations of
Connecticut State Agencies. Please be aware, however, that the Department may have additional
questions regarding your proposal based on its review of the new information.

Should you have any questions or would like to meet with the Department's staff to discuss this matter,
please call Sharon Yurasevecz at (860) 424-3019.

Sincerely,

OMYV=Y3

Denise Ruzicka
Director
Inland Water Resourcas Division

cc: Danielle Missell, DEP
Kartik Parekh, DEP
Quentin Kessel, Mansfield Conservation Commission
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DEPT, OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Mansfield Conservation Commission
QFFICE OF THE COMMIRRINN=S Storrs, CT 06268
January 25, 2010

(Revised January 28, 2010) -
Commissioner Amey Marrella
State of Connecticut
Dapartment of Environmentat Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Commissioner Marrella:

The Mansfield Conservation Commission is concerned with the significant negative impact that the proposed

- University of Connecticut Dredging of Mirror Lake may have an the watercourses and wetlands in the public
water supply watershed into which Mirror Lake drains. Far this reason, we request that a public hearing be
heid an this Permit Application (dated December 11, 2005} for Wastewater Discharge, Iniand Wetlands and
Water Courses, Dam Construction and Flood Management Certification.

Our reading of this Permit Application suggests the following problems to us:

1) The 17,000+ tons of sediments to be dradged from Mirror Lake are known to contain toxic materials that
exceed DEP standards; indeed additional testing is recommended in the Wastewater Discharge Application.

2) Inadequate details are provided on disposal of the dredging spoils.

3) The sediments {primarily anaerobic) contain large quantities of nutrients that when exposed to air in the
dewatering process will convert anaerobic processes to aerobic processes, resuiting in potentially heavy
nutrient loadings, especially nitrogen, being introduced into Roberts Brook. This brook is designated a class
AA water course in the permit application and is a tributary to a public drinking water supply, Moreover,
these nutrient loadings may have cascading effects on ecological and blolagtcal processes in the system (e.g.
algal blnoms significant alteration of the bmta change In pH, etc.}

4) Alternative options including phytoremediation appear to have been inadequately explored.

5) Studies on small lakes elsewhere have shown that sediment ramoval alone does not provide long-term
restoration, and that the effects of dredging can have unintended negative consequences.

6) Additional sustainable remediation effarts should be further explored.

Please note, this is a letter from the Mansfield Conservation Commission, not our Town Council.
Only our Town Council can officially communicate Town policy positions.

S:ncerely yours,

Q ent% W

Mansfield Conservation Commission

(Please address written communications to me at 97 Codfish Falls Road, Storrs, CT 06269 and emails to me at
guentinkesse|@earthlink.net.)







STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEFARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

March 11, 2010

Quentin Kessel

Chairman :
Maunsfield Conservation Commission
97 Codfish Falls Road

Stdrrs, CT 06269

Re: Mansfield Conservation Commission Letter to Commissioner of CTDEP

Dear Mr. Kessel:

The Department of Public Health (DPH) Drinking Water Section (OWS) has received your correspondence
dated Jatuary 26, 2010 regarding your concerns with proposed stormwater diversions on the Unjversity of
Connecticnt Storrs Campus. The DPH is aware that there is an MOA. between DEP and UCONN regarding:.
stormwater management on the UCONN Storrs campus. The DPH does review applications and offers
comments to the DEP under several of their permitting programs, ane of which is the diversion permitting
program, In addition, the DWS does have a requirement for stormwater discharge permitting under the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies Section 19-13-B32(i).

In your letter, you salso refer to the notification requirements of Public Act 06-53. Please nots that PA 06-53
amended Connecticut General Statutes (CGS) Section 8-31 to require applicants to plenning and zoning
commissions, zoning commissions and zoning boards of appeals to notify the DPH and the afTected water
company when their projects fall within an aquifer protection srea or public water supply watershed. If
UCONN proposes a project which requires submissions to the local agencies noted and it falls within a
public water supply source area, then UCONN will be siibject to this notification requirement, UCONN may
also be subject to CGS Section 22a-42f, which requires DPH and water company notification for regulated
activities conducted in infand wetlands within public water supply watersheds, '

Please be assured that as the regulatory agency responsible for ensuring the purity and adequacy of public
drinlding water sources of supply, the DPH is appropriately involved in permitting decisions that may have an
effect on public drinking water supplies. If you have any questions, yon may contact Pat Bisacky of my staff
at 860-309-7333, .

Sincerely,

Eric McPiee

Supervising Environmental Analyst
Source Water Protection Unit
Drinking Water Section

Cc: Amey Marella, Betsey Wingfield, DEP _ ¥arl Wagener, CEQ
Barry Feldman, Rich Miller, Jason Coite, UCONN  Margaret Minaor, Connseticut Rivers Alliance
Rudy Favretti, Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency  Willimantic River Alliance
Elisabeth C. Paterson, Mansfield Town Couneil Naubesatuck Watershed Council
James Hooper, Willimantic Water Works Representative Denise Merrill
Mark Paquette, WINCOG Senator Donald Williams

Phone: (861) 509-7333
Telephone Device for the Deaf (860) 509-7191
410 Capitol Avenue - MS # 51WAT
P.O. Box 340308 Hartford, CT 06134
Afftrmaitive Action / An Equal Opportunity Employer







Mansfield Conservation Commission
Storrs, CT 06268

March 17, 2010
Director Denise Ruzicka

Inland Water Resources Division

State of Connecticut

Department of Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Director Ruzicka:

Commissioner Marrella's February 25, 2010 letter to the Mansfield Conservation Commission {MCC} asks that further
questions concerning the MCC's January 20, 2010 letter to the Commissioner be addressed to you. While the
Commissioner's letter did a fine job of reviewing the situation (of which we are well aware), she failed to address
either the two important comments in the body of our letter or make any reference to the eight comments and
questions that we appended to the letter,

There is some urgency to having these questions answered. For example, we understand UConn has already filed a
permit for "Swan Lake Drainage OQutfall Improvements — DEP General Permit for Utilities and Drainage." UConn
hopes to begin this construction in the Spring of 2010. The application states, "The existing storm drainage outlets
inta Roberts Brock are showing signs of erosion and the proposed project will carrect that erosion, as well as provide
additional erosion protection at the outlet suitable for the proposed increased stormwater flaws...."

The "signs of erosion” are minor and almost entirely due to the 1990s unpermitted diversion of the Swan Lake

- watershed {except that perhaps you retroactively permitted this diversion through the MOA we are questioning).
This Swan Lake watershed diversion nearly triples the acreage of impervious coverage, the runoff from which enters
this upper portion of Roberts Brook. This increase in runoff is almost certainly the cause of the erosion in question;
this portion of Roberts Brook had been stable for the decades that had passed since being buried when the current
College of Agriculture was constructed. We do agree that if the MOA's additional "55 acre" diversion is also
permitted, additional erosion protection will be required. These two diversions would include a total of about 25
acres of impervious coverage, nearly five times that of the Horsebarn Hill/Route 195 watershed which this
watercourse originally handled with relative ease. The 1990s Swan Lake diversion can be easily reversed by the
removal of about 2 inches of concrete that was added to the dam on the western end of the fake at that ime. The
MCC feels this should be done; it would eliminate the need for the proposed, expensive, "drainage improvement.”

We further note the Swan Lake diversion, which dumps stormwater into a watercourse within a public water supply

watershed, should also have required a DPH permit, which in turn, sets limits on the quality of the water being
discharged. :

These considerations, along with the retroactive approval by the DEP of other UConn projects, are why the MCC
asked the DEP to bring the MOA to the attention of the Connecticut Attarney General for an opinion. The MCC felt
that you would prefer that such a request to come from the DEP.

In the meantime, the MCCis renewing its request 10 you for written comments and answers to the comments made
and questions asked in our January 20, 2010 letter to Commissioner Marrella. Again, the MCC feels a sense of
urgency on these issues, and we look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely yours,

Quentin Kessel, Chair

Mansfield Conservation Commission

{Please address written communications to me at 97 Codfish Falls Road, Storrs, CT 06269 and emails 1o me at
quentinkessel@earthlink.net.)



Mansfield Conservation Commission
Storrs, CT 06268
January 20, 2010
Commissioner Amey Marrella
State of Connecticut
Department of Environmental Protection
79 Eim Street
Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Commissioner Marrella:

The Mansfield Conservation Commission would like to make the following two comments regarding the
"MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE [THE] DEPARMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND THE
UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT" (UConn} signed by University of Connecticut Vice President Barry Feldman (3/4/09}
and Betsey Wingfield, DEP Bureau Chief for Water Protection and Land Reuse(9/24/09). We applaud four out of the
five future projects listed for the improvement of the water quality in Eagleville Brook and Roberts Brook.

Unfortunately we are unable to applaud the wisdom of allowing diversions from the Willimantic River
Watershed (not a public water supply watershed, one of whose tributaries is Eagleville Brook), into the Fenton River
watershed (a public water supply watershed, one of whose tributaries is Roberts Brook). The Mansfield Conservation -
Commission questions not only the wisdom, but also the logic and scientific basis for these diversions. We
understand the pressures from the EPA regarding TMDLs in Eagleville Braok, but this diversion has the potential to
do as much or more harm te Roberts Broak, than potential to help Eagleville Brook. It also sets a dangerous
precedent by sending polluted water regulated by a TMDL into the most protected of streams under DEP water
guality standards, essentially voiding those standards and apparently in violation of the Clean Water Act itself. The
Eagleville Brook problem is likely to be temporary in nature and the brook should begin the healing process once the

University puts the appropriate stormwater devices in place and the University's UConn 2000 construction programs
wind down.

We note that the Mansfield Conservation Commission is constituted in accordance with enabling legislation
by the State of Connecticut (Sections 7-131a through 7-131e of the General Statutes} for the purpose of "The
development, conservation, supervision and regulation of natural resources, including water resources, within
municipal limits." We further note that the University of Connecticut’'s main campus falls within Mansfield's

municipal fimits and that 7-131c authorizes the exchange of information between local conservation commissions
and the Commissioner of the DEP. '

Comment one:

The Mansfield Conservation Commission (MCC} finds the legal basis far this MOA to be unclear. The MOA
represents a local decision which affects the towns of Mansfield, Windham, and Coventry without consultation. [t
grants, inappropriately we believe, retroactive approval and possible legality to ten projects with no public hearings,
no prior Flood Management Certifications, and in apparent disregard for Connecticut's Anti-Degradation
Implementation Policy (established in accordance with the Federal Clean Water Act — Title 40 Part 131.12), and

probably with no DPH approval letters far stormwater discharges within 100 feet of a watercourse within a public
water supply watershed.

As noted, this decision was made without input from the many stakeholders who have invested years of
effort in wisely using and protecting the watersheds in guestion. It is not sufficient to tell these stakeholders that
they will have the opportunity to comment on the five propased individual projects at some later date {and have no
opportunity to comment on those projects that have been completed without individual Flood Management



Certificates). The MCC requests that you bring this matter to the attention of the Connecticut Attarney General, and
consider reissuing an improved MOA after a period of public comment.

Comment two:

The MCC has particular concerns regarding the plans to divert siormwater runoff from 55 acres {an incorrect
number in the MOA). We note that the watershed containing Swan Lake has already been diverted (without a
permitting process, although with a minor alteration, the historic outflow from this lake could be reestablished}. The
newly proposed diversion proposes to change a portion of the natural flow of the Eagleville Broak and Willimantic
River watershed (not a public water supply watershed) into the Fenton River Watershed (a public water supply
watershed). This would discharge water regulated by a TMDL (see the DEP document, "A total Maximum Daily Load
Analysis for Eagleville Brook, Mansfield CT," 2/8/07, or referred to as EBTMDL later in this letter) which is therefore
among the most polluted in the state to a Class AA river which requires the highest standard of protection. The
transfer of stormwater is effectively creating a new peint discharge to the Roberts Brook/Fenton River, which
appears to fail the test far issuance of a certificate or permit under the Connecticut Anti-Degradation lmplementation
Policy, established as requiréd by the Federal Clean Water Act and Connecticut's Surface Water Quality Standards.
The test for issuance to a Class AA water requires the following: a) the discharge is of limited duration; and b) the
discharge will consist of clean water. However, the proposed diversion will a) be permanent; and b) cantain water
polluted enough to reguire a TMDL. '

By nearly all measures, both Roberts Brook and Eagleville Broak are similarly compromised by the |C of the
campus. However, the proposal to divert a "complex array of pollutants" to lessen this impact on Eagleville Brook at
the expense of Roberts Brook has been made without a similar investigation of potential negative impacts to Roberts
Brook. Based on IC percentages of greater than 30% for the origins of both brooks an the campus, this is a significant
oversight, especially when it is Roberts Brook that is in a public water supply watershed, not Eagleville Brook.

If this MOA is not rewritten after securing additional local input, at the very minimum, we expect to be given timely
notification of hearings. The Commission requests these hearings be held in Storrs to facilitate local input. The
following pages contain questions and comments from the MCC that we request written responses to. UConn's Rich
Miller and Jason Coite attended our November meeting, but apparently no one was available from your Bureau of
Water Protection and Land Reuse that evening to help us to better understand a number of the DEP-related issues,

Please note, this is a letter from the Mansfield Conservation Commission, not our Town Cauncil. Qnly our
Town Council can officially communicate Town policy positions,

Sincerely yours,

Quentin Kessel, Chair

Mansfield Conservation Commission

(Please address written communications to me at 97 Codfish Falls Road, Storrs, CT 06269 and emails to me at
guentinkessel@earthlink.net.)

CC: ' Betsey Wingfield, DEP Council for Environmental Quality
Barry Feldman, Rich Miller, UConn Connecticut Fund for the Environment
CT Dept. of Public Health Connecticut Rivers Aliiance
Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency Willimantic River Alliance
Mansfield Town Council Naubesatuck Watershed Council
Willimantic Water Works Representative Denise Merrill
WINCOG Senator Donald Williams
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Additional Mansfield Conservation Commission questions and comments:

1. Given that the State Statutes state that Conservation Commissions have responsibility for “The
development, conservation, supervision and regulation of natural resources, including water resources,

within municipal limits," how is it that the DEP does not notify local Commissions when issues such as those
addressed in this letter arise?

2. Why was the Willimantic Water Works not included in the discussions that led to this MOA. In working
to protect the integrity of its reservoir, the Willimantic Water Works explicitly defines the Fenton River
watershed as a critical area because it is riddied with wetlands and tributary streams. Because of this,
extensive investigations, including VOCs, pesticides, metals and nutrients, were made of the Fenton and
some of its tributaries in order to understand the quality of the water entering their reservoir. Why is no
reference made to these reports? ("Mansfield Hollow Lake and Willimantic Reservoir Watershed Study,"
University of Connecticut, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, March, 2003, "Monitoring
and Analysis of the Willimantic Reservoir and the Mansfield Hollow Lake Watershed, University of
Connecticut, Environmental Research Institute, April 14, 2005). How are the diversions (one to be
approved retroactively and the other proposed} likely to change the earlier results?

3. Why do, or do not, these diversions into an AA river violate Connecticut's Anti-Degradation
Implementation Policy? This MOA seems to run contrary to present-day water conservation practices. Not
only the DEP's BMPs, but we note the Nature Conservancy in its Connecticut Strategic Plan (FY 2010-2012)
speaks of cooperation with the DEP in its section on improving freshwater quality on priority rivers, and
also speaks in terms of the re-establishing of natural flow conditions and increasing hydrologic connections
at the watershed scale.

It appears to the MCC that any improvement made to the water quality in the Eagleville Brook by this
diversion will be to the detriment of the water quality in Roberts Brook and the Fenton River. The Fenton
River is already burdened with significant impervious coverage runoff from the campus (including from
watersheds A, 1B, and IIC in the notation used in the Campus Wide Drainage Master Plan, flood
Management Certification Application (CWDMP}}. This includes building and parking lot runoff from most
of South Campus and the campus portion of Route 195. It also includes the unapproved diversion of the
Swan Lake watershed (11B) which Includes Swan Lake, into which the additional 55 acres (IlIA) is propased
to be drained. {(Much of the impervious coverage [IC] in this [lIA watershed is parking lot runoff).

4. According to the DEP's 2004 Stormwater Quality Manual, before proceeding with a diversion of
stormwater discharges within 100 feet of a watercourse within a public water supply watershed, a DPH
approval letter must be obtained. Does the University have such approval for these diversions? (The Swan
Lake diversion done with the construction of the Chemistry Building and the proposed "55 acre” diversion}

5a. With regard to action Iev_e[s on TMDLs: Partial justification for the diversions is the impervious
coverage {IC) analysis in the EBTMDL report showing that the "headwaters" of Eagleville Brook are ikely
polluted. This has been confirmed with macroinvertebrate studies. As Eagleville and Roberts Brook have

similar IC numbers, how, without a carresponding investigation of Roberts Brook how can this diversion be
justified?



Sb. With regard to the EBTMDL report: Appendix 2 of this document justifies IC as a Surrogate Target for
TMDL Analyses in Connecticut and demaonstrates, that within this simplistic model, if the percentage of IC
coverage above a given point in a waterway in the watershed exceeds 12%, the macroinvertebrate
community in the watershed is threatened, and Connecticut's water quality criteria for support of aquatic
life may not be met. For this reason the TMDL document sets 11% IC as the goal to be reached in the
Eagleville Brook watershed.

The proposed. diversion does not significantly-change the IC percentage numbers for the Eagleville Brook
watershed, Apparently, the establishment of better stormwater management, not the diversion, is the
primary means being depended upon to lower the effective IC percentage from the 27% IC coverage of the
watershed containing the headwaters of Eagleville Brook. Neither the EBTMDL nor the CWDMP report
make provision for significantly decreasing the actual percentage of IC with pervious parking lots, rain
gardens, etc. Not pointed out in either report is the fact that the two other watersheds of the upper _
reaches of the Eagleville Brook have higher and more influential IC percentages (IlIB is 223 acres at 51% and
the already diverted !B with its 16 acres at 62%). Taken together these three watersheds had an
impervious coverage of 47%; without including 11B, the number only falls to 46%. Clearly the 223 acres of
[IB with its 51% IC is the watershed contributing the most to the TMDL in Eagleville Brook. Detrimental to
aquatic life in Eagleville Brook are the very high copper levels and these have been atiributed to the copper
roof of Castleman Building. Both this building and the newer copper-sheathed Pharmacy Building are in
watershed liIB. For this reason, the diversion of watershed A away from Eagleville Brook is unlikely to
help with the copper overload. As noted in the body of the letter: this diversion has the potential to doas
much or more harm to Roberts Broak, than potential to help Eagleville Brook.

While the MCC can applaud the 11% goal, this number must be placed in proper perspective. Typical IC
values in the northeast US vary from 0-10% in open areas, to 20-40% in low density residential areas, to 45-
60% in high density residential areas (from Table 2-2 in the 2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual).
* As Eagleville Broaok {or Raberts Broak) travels further and further away from the UConn campus, the
cumulative percentage of IC naturally lessens as more and more open areas are integrated into the IC
equation. For Eagleville Brook the IC numbers in the EBTMDL report range from 27% to 51% on campus, to
14% where the brook passes under Hunting Lodge Road, to 5% well away from the campus. In other
words, the 27% IC in lllA is in the expected range for a high-density residential area. Much of this
watershed is populated by parking lots, dormitories and other student housing. The proposed use of Swan
Lake as a stormwater management device is inappropriate and will only lead to the problems that have
long plagued UConn's Mirror Lake.

6. The MCC applauds the other stormwater management devices proposed in the MOA, but committing
the University to the "55 acre" Willimantic River Watershed diversion into the Fenton Riverwatershed is
premature, With the passage of time, the temporary stresses due to the uncontrolled UConn construction
program will gradually equilibrate to a new normal. This new normal may be expected to approach the
preconstruction conditions. In fact, the new stormwater management devices may even result in an
improvement over the preconstruction conditions without proceeding with the proposed diversion.

Is there some evidence that the more recent Eagleville and Roberts Brook problems don't have their origin
in the lack of appropriate supervision of the construction boom at UCenn, especially with regard to
stormwater management and sedimentation and erosion controls? The MOA attempts to overcome this.
lack of oversight with five projects, the first three of which are long overdue and should have been put in
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- place prior to the initiation of UConn 2000 construction. The first of these is intended to minimize
sedimentation and erosion in Roberts Brook. The MCC notes the lack of a similar stormwater control
device for Eagleville Brook which might be appropriately placed just prior to point where the stream is
covered and piped under the UConn campus. Isn't it possible that with these stormwater control devices in
place, the pollution levels of both brooks will improve significantly without the proposed diversion?

7. With regard to the HEC RAS hydrology calculations used to calculate stormwater flows in Eagleville and
Roberts Brooks, we are reminded of the old computer saying "garbage in, garbage out." Without accurate
measurements of flow conditions in a given brook, this computer program is unable to give useful answers.
In this imperfect world, the HEC RAS follows its output with error messages and a certain number of error
messages is acceptable. However, the 32 pages of errar messages in HEC RAS output for Roberts Brook
deserves a closer look; it implies poor input data to the program and makes the results questionable.

8. With regard to UConn's first stormwater project: UConn is requesting a DEP General Permit for Utilitles
and Drainage, dated July, 2009. We observe their response to 6a "Is the subject activity within a
watercourse or floodplain?", is "no." This is clearly an incorrect answer (see CGS 22a-38-16, copied below)
which they justify with the guestionable statement, "These discharges only flow generally when thereisa
starm event, after which there is no significant flow in the channel. Therefore, we believe the area
immediately downstream of the discharge location should not technically be a watercourse." We question
both their observations, it is indeed a watercourse, and their conclusions here. As noted in the body of the
letter, the proposed transfer of stormwater will effectively create a new point discharge to the Roberts
Brook/Fenton River, which appears-to fail the test for issuance of a certificate because: a) the discharge is

permanent and not of limited duration, and b), the discharge consists of water polluted enough to be
worthy of a TMDL. '

The University's claim that the area immediately downstream of the discharge location should not
technically be a watercourse, seems to be an attempt to circumvent DPH regulations regulating stormwater

discharges within 100 feet of a watercourse within a public water supply watershed. This should not be
permitted. ‘

Copied from the Connecticut General Statutes 22a-38"

{16) "Watercourses" means rivers, streams, brooks, waterways, lakes, ponds, marshes, swamps, bogs and all other
bodies of water, natural or artificial, vernal or intermittent, public or private, which are contained within, flow
through or border upon this state or any portion thereof, not regulated pursuant to sections 22a-28 to 22a-35,
inclusive. Intermittent watercourses shall be delineated by a defined permanent channel and bank and the
occurrence of two or more of the following characteristics: (A} Evidence of scour or deposits of recent alluvium or

detritus, (B} the presence of standing or flowing water for a duration longer than a particular storm incident, and (C)
- the presence of hydrophytic vegetation;
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Ms. Denise Ruzicka, Director
[nland Water Resources Division

State of Connecticut - Department of Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street -

Hartford, CT 06106

RE: FM-2009033960/IW-200503962/DS-200903961
Response to Notice of Insufficiency
Mirror Lake Dredging
University of Connecticut
Storrs, Connecticut

Dear Ms. Ruzicka:

The University of Connecticut (UConn), the Applicant, has received the Notice of
Insufficiency (NOI) from the Department of Environmental Protection (DEF) dated
March 10, 2010 which enumerates several potential insufficiencies in UConn’s
permit application to the Inland Water Resources Division for the Mirror Lake
Dredging and Dam Modifications. On behalf of UConn, Baystate Environmental
Consultants, Inc., A GZA Company (BEC) is writing to provide responses to DEP’
comrments and requests for addmonal mformatmn

The Annlicant w‘ishes o withdraw the Dam Construction Permit from the
application at this time. The Applicant requests that the Department proceed with

the Inland Wetlands Permit and Flood Management Certification for the Mirror
Lake Dredging only.

Responses to DEP commients related to the Mirror Lake Dam will not be made
herein. The questions posed in the NOI regarding the dam and spillway cannot be
satisfactorily answered at this time, and further investigation and design will be
performed in the upcoming monthis. Separate applications for all required permit or
certifications will be prepared and submitted in the future after further information
becomes available. No work on either the dam or the spillway shail be performed
without all required permits and approvals.

The following are our responses in bold type following each comment in the order
in which they were listed in the DEP’s March 10, 2010 letter:

1. “In attachment E, under Executive Summary, the content references a 2006
UConn Campuswide Drainage Master Plan prepared by Lenard
Engineering, Inc. (LED). That report recommends some of the proposed
work depicted on the plans entitled "Mimror Lake Dredging University of
Connecticut Storrs Campus Project No. 901352" dated December 11, 2009.
Although the computations in this report indicate the capacity of the
proposed spiliway matches the design flow requirements of the flood
management approval, they do not specifically address that the dam has an
adequately sized spillway for the design storm with the required freeboard.
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Please provide this supporting data. [f this information is already in a previous study/report,
provide only the applicable portions of the report.”

The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and reIev'mt
information will be provided in a future application.

In attachment E, specifications are included for concrete, reinforcing steel bars, etc. Is this a
complete set of specifications for the project? This set is labeled as DRAFT. Submit a final
copy of the specifications, as a permit would be issued based on approval of final Contract
Documents. _

The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and relevant
information will be provided in a future application. '

. Attachment Q of the application consists of a letter from Robert J. DeSista of the Department
of the Army, New England District, Corps of Engineers (COE) to the University of
Connecticut & Baystate Environmental Consultants, Inc. dated October 15, 2009. As stated in
this [etter, a COE permit is not required based on plans dated September 2009, which anly
showed the dredging work. Is the COE aware of the proposed work to the spillway, spillway
apron/downstream channel, etc? Verify if no COE permit is required for this additional work
not shown on the plans dated September 2009.

The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letfer and relevant
information will be provided in a future application.

On Sheet 2 of 7 of the plans, under Sediment & Erosion Contro! Notes, comment #14 mentlons
CT DEP General Permit. Note that this application is for an individual permit.

UConn understands that the application is for ap Individual Permit. The comment #14 is
an instruction to the selected contractor that activities shall comply with CTDEP’s
General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters Associated

with Construction Activities. - An application for registr atlon under this General Permit
will be submitted prior to any construction.

. Calculations are required for the downstream.riprap stilling basin and riprap channel
protection. The calculation must show all adequate design while maintaining the minimal
amount of impacts to the regulated area.

The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and relevant
information will be provided in a future application.

Water handling plan must be provided showing how stormwater will be handled in accordance
with the DOT Drainage Manual for both the dredging and dam modifications.

The Dam Construction Permit application is withdrawn as of this letter and relevant
information will be provided in a future application. Stormwater management for the
dredging operation will not involve diversion of water. The hydraulic dredging process is
a closed system where a water-sediment slurry is pumped to the dewatering process and
clarified water is returned to the lake either by gravity or by pumping. Rainfall events
affecting Mirror Lake will not affect the dredging process, which ean be ceased by
stopping the dredge. The Applicant respectfully submits that the DOT Drainage Manual

does not apply to this type of activity.
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7. The plans must include details of the four sediment dewatering areas.
The project plan is for the dredged sediment dewatering to utilize either geotextile fabric
tubes or 2 mechanical process and it will be up to the bidding contractors {o determine
which method to use. The proposed dredged sediment dewatering areas shown on the
plans are maximum useable areas based on an estimated geotextile fabric tube. Selection
of the contractor will be based upon proposed methodology and proven experience with
such as well as feasibility of application and cost. Therefore, the Applicant respectfully

requests that submission to DEP of details of use of the dredged sediment dewatering
areas be a condition of the permit.

8. Certification of Notice Form and copy of the published notice.
The Certification of Notice Form and the Affidavit of Publication from the Hariford

Courant, including a copy of the published notice, were submitted to DEP on December
22,2010. A copy of each is enclosed herein.

S. Enclosed is a letter from the Mansfield Conservation Commission dated January 25, 2010
listing several items of concern. Documentation is required showmg that the six items have
been addressed. :

The Applicant has been in communication with the Mansfield Conservation
Commission regarding the concerns enumerated in their letter of January 25, 2010 to

DEP. Please see the expanded response to the Commission’s concerns enclosed
herein,

Finally, with this letter, we are {ransmitting a copy of the permit application documents as amended to
reflect withdraw of the Application for Dam Construction Permit, Of course, additional copies are
available upon request.

We hope that we have provided the information requested in the NOIL, however, should you require
any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact this office.

Sincerely,

- Baystate Environmental Consultants, [nc.

o

Nat Arai, P.E.

Project Engineer

Enclosures

cc (letter only):. Richard Miller, University of Connecticut
Danielle Missell, DEP
Kartik Parekh, DEP

Quentin Kessel, Mansfield Conservation Commission
Gregory Padick, Mansfield Director of Planning
Paul Deveny, Windham Waterworks



Qffice of Environmennal Policy

At Eqgrial Opportenviy Emplayer

31 LeDayt Road Unic 3055
Stores, Connecticut 06265-3055

Telephone: (860) 486-5446
Facsimile: (860) 486-5477

web: www.ecohusky.uconn.edu

University of Connecticut
Office of the Vice Presidént and
Chief Operating Officer

December 22, 2009

Infand Water Resources Division
Department of Environmental Protectlon
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

RE: Certification of Natice ,
Maintenance Dredging & General Enhancements of Mirror Lake, Storrs, CT
University of Connecticut '
Application Nos. 200903961 and 200503562

To whom It may concern:

Enclosed please find the Certification of Notice Form — Notice of Application for the
above referenced project. Applications for Dam Safety and Inland Wetlands &
Watercourses were submitted on-December 16,-2009. The public notice of the
applications was published in the Hartford Courant on December 18, 2009. A copy of the

notice was sent ta the Mayor of the Town of Mansfield on December 22, 2009.

Sincerely,

Jasgn Colte



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

[ Y,
Certification of Notice Form - oiviston "+t T L
Notice of Application Arnleen T
|, Richard A. Miller, University of Connscticut , certify that

(Name of Applicant)

the attached affidavit represents a true copy of the notice that appeared in  Hartford Courant
{Name of Newspaper)

on December 18, 2008
{Date)

| also certify that | have provided a copy of said notice to the chief elected municipat official listed below as
required by saction 22a-6g CGS.,

Elizabeth C. Paterson Mayor

Nama of Official Title of Official

4 South Eagleville Road

Address

Mansfield CT 06268

City/Town - State Zip Code
%&VOJ /4 . MM [?.//Z'L/O‘?

Signalure of Applicant Dale

Richard A. Miller Dir, of Env. Policy

- Name of Applicant (print or type) Title {if applicable)
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A TRIBUNE PUBLISHING COMPANY

Affidavit of Publication

State of Connecticut
Friday, December 18, 2009

County of Hartford

|, Joy Shroyer, do solemnly swear that | am Financial
Operations Assistant of the Hartford Courant, printed and
published daily, in the state of Connecticut and that from
my own personal knowledge and reference to the files of
said publication the advertisement of Public Notice was
inserted in the regular edition.

On dates as follows: 12/18/2009

- In the amount of $452.17.. e
ST OF CT UNJV OF CT/ PLANT AC release 280
700370
Full Run
/)/ § Financial Operations Assistant
% Joy Shroyer

‘Subscribed and swom to before me on December 18, 2009

(e A 7 AahQ Notary Public

WILLIAM B, McDOWALD
HOTARY PURLIC, CONMECTICUT
KY CORAMISSION ENTIRES FEB, 18,2014



Mirror Lake Dredging
DEP Notice of Insufficiency, Item No. 9

Response to Mansfield Conservation Commission Leiter of January 25, 2010

The Applicant and their consultant attended the March 17, 2010 Mansfield Conservation
Commission meeting to make an overview presentation regarding the Mirror Lake Dredging
Project and to discuss the issues raised in their January 25, 2010 letter. At this meeting, the
Conservation Commission made reference to prior studies regarding sediment removal,
phytoremediation, eutrophication, and unintended consequences. Subsequently, parties have
communicated via emails and the Commission has provided reference citations for scientific
articles/publications addressing these issues. These citations have been reviewed as part of this
response. The Commission’s letter offered six specific issues and, for ease of review, each issue

is repeated in italics with each response, provided in the same sequence as originally listed in the
letter. '

1. The 17,000+ tons of sediments to be dredged from Mirror Lake are known to contain
toxic materials that exceed DEP standards; indeed additional testing is recommended in
the Wastewater Discharge Application. '

The existing sediments within Mirror Lalke have been extensively sampled and tested.
The following table summarizes the number of in-situ sediment samples collected from
Mirror Lake and the number and types of exceedences of the DEP remediation standards,
here used as guidance for sediment management planning.

Na. of No. Exceeding
Samples DEPF Standards
Pesticides and Herbicides 4 None
Volatile Organics , 5 None
PCBs 5 None
Total Petroleums Hydrocarbons | 24 13
(TPH) |
Polycyelic Aromatic 24 17
Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
Metals 24 2 (arsenic)
(11 to 15 different metals, per
sample)

The results support that the sediment removed during the dredging will be non-
hazardous, however the DEP exceedences mean that the material cannot be used as clean
fill and will likely need to be disposed at a licensed, lined solid waste landfill (see the

University of Connecticut, Storrs



Mirror Lake Dredging
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response to #2, below). The exceedance for PAHSs, common constituents of asphalt, and
total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), are strongly believed to be from contamination
transported in runoff from roadways and parking areas. The source of the two arsenic

exceedences (11.2 and 11.8 ppm, compared to the 10 ppmn standard) is less certain, but
arsenic is often naturally occurring at these levels.

With respect to the Wastewater Discharge Application, the Applicant anticipates that
both pre-dredge bench testing as well as testing during actual dredge activities will be
canducted, all subject to DEP review. Testing will not only address toxicity, but also
nutrient levels. A prior Technical Memorandum dated 7/2/09, a copy of which is
provided in the permit application, concluded that “the majority of the chemical
constituents of concern are limited to the upper sediment horizon.” From the
Applicant’s perspective, removal of these contaminants from the lalke environment,
which otherwise could be re-suspended subject to wind, wave, and current activities, is a
positive benefit to long term protection of the downstream resources since the potential
source of contamination will have been removed from the watershed.

2. Inadequate details are provided on disposal of the dredging spoils.

It is the Applicant’s intent that all sediments are disposed in an environmentally
appropriate manner complying with all DEP regulations or laws and therefore the precise
manner of disposal is not necessarily mandated by the permit application. An earlier
feasibility study identified the CRRA Hartford landfill as a possible in-state disposal
facility, but also stated that this facility would likely stop accepting waste by the time the
dredging was conducted. Three possible out-of-state disposal facilities (two in
Massachusetts and one in New Hampshire) were also listed as possible disposal facilities
in the feasibility study. Construction specifications for the dredging project will include
the sediment testing results and will clearly require disposal at a licensed solid waste
facility. The contractor will be required to document and submit the proposed disposal
site for confirmation by the Applicant and material handling from the construction site to

the accepted disposal facility will be monitored for compliance by chain-of-custody
documentation.

3. The sediments (primarily anaerobic) contain large quantities of nutrients that when
exposed o air in the dewatering process will convert anaerobic processes fo aerobic
processes, resulting in potentially heavy nutrient loadings, especially nitrogen, being
introduced into Roberts Brook. This braok is designated a class A4 water course in the
permit application and is a tributary to a public drinking water supply. Moreover, these -
nufrient loadings may have cascading effects on ecological and biological processes in
the system (e.g. algal blooms, significant alteration of the biota, changes in pH, efc.)

~ University of Connecticut, Storrs
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Nutrients, namely Phosphorus and Nitrogen compounds, are understood to be present
within the sediments. The sediments will be hydraulically dredged in their current
anaerobic state, entrained with the oxypenated pond water and pumped to geotextile
fabric tubes at a nearby designated dewatering site. Flocculants are-anticipated to be
added to facilitate fine particulant coagulation and settling.  During dewatering within the
geotextile fabric tubes, water will drain from the tubes and be returned to the lake. We
anticipate that the oxypen levels in the sediment will rapidly be depleted within the
geotubes as the sediment is removed and collected. Under the brief period of
oxygenation, there are two potential opportunities for mobilization of nutrients: 1. In the
return supernatant to the pond at the exit from the geotextile fabric tubes immediately
following discharge into the geo-tube; and 2. As the excess water exits the sides of the
geotextile fabric tubes as the sediments are settled. In the anaerobic state phosphorous is
not solubilized and organic nitrogen and other nitrogen compounds tend to be less
mobile,

One of the cited references (Ahearn and Dahlgren, 2005) reported increased downstream
nutrients following a dam removal project in California. A nutrient budget was
established for the two years prior to the dam removal with a net positive discharge of
Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen downstream from the lake calculated. Once the
dam was removed both TN and TP’s yearly downstream budget significantly increased.
Presumably, nutrients were released from the exposed sediments left adjacent to the
restored stream within the prior lake basin, the result of repeated wetting and dewatering.
Also the Total Suspended Solids were determined with a significant increase in this
parameter reported as the new watercourse stabilized by undercutting through the prior
lake sediments. The report notes that higher concentrations of TN were primarily released
by re-wetting sediments that previously were very well drained after the dam was
removed. Another cited reference (James, Barko and Eakin, 2004) evaluated the nutrient
release from dewatered sediment at various Jevels of moisture content and concluded that
sediments reléased a far greater level of TN when dried to a 95% dewatered state, a
finding also noted in the dam removal study.

These scenarios differ from the proposed work at Mirror Lake since the sediments will be
permanently removed from the watershed after partial compaction and dewatering still in
a saturated anaerobic state. In our experience, dredged sediments are typically trucked
for disposal with water content in the range of 35-40% under saturated or near saturated
conditions. The organic sediments have a high Biochemical Oxygen Demand which will
rapidly deplete the oxygen from the sediments as they compact and collect within the
geotextile fabric tubes. Thereafier, the process of nutrient mobilization due to
oxygenation is brief during hydraulic dredging for the pumped sediments. Once settled,

University of Connecticut, Storrs
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the sediments in the geotextile fabric tubes will maintain saturation similar to anaerobic
wetland soils above groundwater until they are removed by the contractor.

In summary, while there is agreement that oxygenated sediment is a concern relative to
nuirient mobilization, the Applicant believes that the conditions within the geotextile
fabric tubes will not be conducive for significant nutrient release. Similar in nature to
Issue No. 1, the Applicant is of the opinion that the permanent removal of sediment will
result in a long term reduction in downstream nutrient loading.

That stated, the Applicant shares the concern raised by the Commission to some extent
such that monitoring is warranted. On a prior hydraulic dredging project in Bristol, DEP
required Total Phosphorus monitoring, The Applicant proposes monitoring of both Total
Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen in the discharge from the dewatering areas back to Mirror
Lake (an expected condition of the Wastewater Discharge Permit), as well as the
discharge from Mirror Lake to Roberts Brook during active dredging. Please note that

discharge waters from the dewatering operations will be returned to the lake and not
directly discharged to the brook.

4. Alternative options including phytoremediation appear to have been inadequately
explored.

At the March 17, 2010 meeting, the Conservation Commission expanded upon this issue,
noting that they were suggesting in-situ phytoremediation without a lake drawdown as an
option. In essence, they proposed a weed harvesting management scenario as a means to
removing nutrients, and possibly contaminants, from the in lake sediment column, albeit
possibly with particular macrophytes shown to result in favorable phytoextraction of TN
and TP. In both 2008 and 2009, the Applicant conducted “suction harvesting™ over the
lake, removing aquatic vegetation matter and nutrient rich geese droppings from the lake
bottom. While suction harvesting theoretically can reduce nutrient contributions from the

- sediment, the 40 years of nutrient rich sedimentation within Mirror-Lake has the
likelihood of sustaining multiple decades of a eutrophic state in Mirror Lake despite a
well regimented effort to achieve reduced lake fertility through weed harvesting. It is the
Applicant’s position that this is a positive but limited action that is not a viable substitute
for removal of all soft sediments by dredging to the mineral base hard bottom which will
restore the lake’s morphology to its status prior to sedimentation.

5. Studies on small lakes elsewhere have shown that sediment removal alone does not

provide long-term restoration, and that the effects of dredging can have unintended
negative consequences.

University of Connecticut, Storrs
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The Applicant concurs with the statement that “sediment removal alone does not provide
long-term restoration.” This is a well documented opinion shared by one of the
referenced materials (Phillips et al, 1999) that reported this conclusion based upon 23
years of shallow lake documentation. The Applicant recognizes that comprehensive
watershed management must accompany any in-lake remediation, in particular at Mirror
Lake due to the relatively large impervious surface area tributary to such a small
waterbody. Since most of Mirror Lake’s watershed is on campus, a successful
management approach is aftainable. By the time dredging is complete, five nearby “end
of pipe” sediment/water separators will be installed at the stormwater drainage outlets to
Mirror Lake. In addition, comprehensive non-point source management planning is
underway. Maintenance practices are being updated, including reducing the amount of
sand used for deicing roads and wallcoways and more frequent catch basin cleanings with

UConn-owned equipment, and low impact designs such as rain gardens, green roofs and
permeable pavement are being evaluated.

6. Additional sustainable remediation efforts should be further explored.

Sustainable remediation is a laudable goal for all projects in today’s society. We
respectfully submit that removal of the sediment from Mirror Lake coupled with control
of future inputs from the watershed, as is being actively pursued, is consistent with the
goals and objectives of sustainable projects as they pertain to the management of small
lakes and ponds. Furthermore, Professor Cristian Schulthess is exploring Ex-Sifu
Phytoremediation opportunities with possibly up to 2,000 cubic yards of Mirror lake
sediment utilized to advance his research. At the present time, the Applicant has not
identified a suitable location in which to perform Prof. Schultess’ research and has not
included this concept into the current permit application. If such a location is identified,
and if the project can be perfo;ﬁled in such a manner to assure that the test site and
swrrounding environment will not be impacted by contaminated runoff or leachate, the

Applicant will collaborate with all parhes 1nclud1ng Town representatwes and DEP to
 help facilitate such research.

University of Connecticut, Storrs






TOWN OF WINDHAM
WATER WORKS

174 Storrs Road
Mansfield Center, CT 06250
Tel. 860-465-3075 » FAX B60-465-3085

April 13, 2010

Nathaniel Y. Arai, P.E.

Project Engineer

Baystate Environmental Consultants, Inc.
296 North Main Street

East Longmeadow, MA 01028

RE: Mirror Lake Dredging
University of Connecticut
Storrs, CT
Response to Notice of Insufficiency

Dear Mr. Arai,

I would like to thank you for sending me a copy of your “Response to Notice of
Insufficiency” sent to Ms. Denise Ruzicka of The State of Connecticut — Department of
Environmental Protection (CT DEP). The Windham Water Department first received a
notice concerning the Mirror Lake Dredging Process in December of 2009. Since
receiving this notice our office has had several conversations and/ or communications
with the parties involved. After a conversation with Jason Coite from the University of
Connecticut, we were waiting to receive a copy of the response from the CT DEP to this
application. We have not received a copy to date, but we have received your response o
the CT DEP as noted above, and your response to a Mansfield Conservation Commission
letter dated January 25, 2010.

After reviewing both responses the Windham Water Department has the following
comments:

1) Windham Water Works strongly recommends both pre-dredge bench testing as
~ well as testing during actual dredge activities that would address toxicity and
nutrient levels. As stated in your response to the Mansfield Conservation
Commission that the applicant “anticipates” this would be done.




2) The applicant proposes to monitor both Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen in
the Dewatering Discharge as well as the discharge from Mirror Lake to Roberts
Brook during active dredging. The Windham Water Department recommends
both.

3) Windham Water Works should be notified before any construction activity
begins.

Again, I would like to thank you for the documentation sent to us concerning this project,
pursuant to the requirements of Public Act 89-301.

Sincerely,

P Dexserns -

Paul Deveny, Assistant Superintendent
Windham Water Works

Cc: Jason M, Coite, UCONN
Quentin Kessel, Mansfield Conservation Commission
Gregory Padick, Mansfield Director of Planning
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL
Ten Frankiin Squere, New Britain, CT 06051
Phone: (860} 827-2935 Fux: (860) 827-2050
E-Mail: siting,council@ct,pov
Internet: ct.gov/csc

Daniel F, Caruso

Chairman REC!D MAR 2 3

Mareh 15, 2010

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager
Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Mansfield, CT 06268

RE:  Hearing Date — May 25, 2010 in connection with DOCKET NO. 400 - Cellco
Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless application for a Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public need for the construction, maintenance and management of a
telecommunications facility located at 343 Daleville Road, Willington, Connecticut.

Dear Mr. Hart;

The Connecticut Siting Council (Counctil) has received an application for the above referenced
project that entails the construction of an 100-foot telecommunications tower in the Town of
Willington. Connecticut General Statute § 16-501(p) provides for municipalities within 2,500 feet-
of a proposed facility to receive adequate notice of the project. The Town of Mansfield is within
2,500 feet of the proposed facility.

The Council fully understands that municipal input and guidance is absolutely necessary to
achieve a thoughtful and balanced decision in matters such as this. Accordingly, I am extending
to you my personal invitation to participate in the hearing for this proceeding that is scheduled in
the Town of Willington on May 25, 2010.

Please be advised that the Council’s processes enable the affected municipal governments to
engage in meaningful discourse and, if they choose, to even assert a legal role in the proceedings
of applications that come before the Council. Municipalities are afforded a right of pre-filed :
technical information and consultation with applicants 60 days before an application is filed with
the Council. During this period the municipality may conduct public hearings and meetings, as it
deems necessary. Both the municipal and applicant filings become part of the Council’s record.

Once an application is filed with the Council at least one public hearing is held in the affected
community as well as a public inspection of the proposed site. Your participation at such hearing
may take many forms; municipal officials may make opening staternents to the Council, present
written documents, or may seek Party or Intervenor Status and put on a case with witnesses.

QOuwr staff is available to assist you in understanding our process and your options. In the event
you have specific legal questions, please contact our Staff Attorney Melanie Bachman (860 827-
2951). Otherwise, you may contact Executive Director S. Derek Phelps (860 827-2935).

The Council weighs many issues before rendering its decisions. It is important that we know the
Town’s views as part of that decision maling process. We hope you will take part in our hearing
process.

iel F.
Chairman _/

DFC/SDPilaf
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL
Ten Franklin Square, Wew Britaia, CT 06051
Phane: (860) 827-2935 Fax: (860) 827-2950
E-Mail: siting.council@ct.gov
Internet: ct.gov/cse

Daniel F. Caruso
Chairman

March 15,2010

TO: Council Members
FROM: S. Derek Phelps, Executive Direcfor
RE: DOCEKET NO. 400 - Cellco P /a Verizon Wireless application for a

Certificate of Environmental Compa#ifility and Public need for the constiiction,
maintenance and management of a telecommunications facility located at 343
Daleville Road, Willington, Connecticut,

Enclosed please find a copy of the Council’s notice of public hearing.

SDP/RDM/laf
Enclosure (1)

c: Secretary of the State (via e-mail service)
Robert L. Marconi, Assistant Attorney General
Melanie A. Bachian, Staff Attorney
Parties and Intervenors
Application Service Recipients
Ginger Teubner, DPUC
Jeff Nelson, Director, Governor’s Eastern Connecticut Office
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Date:  02/05/2010 Docket No. 400
Page 1 of 1
LIST OF PARTIES AND INTERVENORS
SERVICE LIST

Document Statns Holder Representative
Status Granted Service (name, address & phone number) {name, address & phone number)

Applicant E-mail Cellco Partnership Kenneth C. Baldwin, Esq.

d/b/a Verizon Wireless Robinson & Cole LLP

280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, CT 06103-3597
(860} 275-8200

(860} 275-8299 fax
kbaldwinf@re.com

Sandy Carter

Regulatory Manager
Verizon Wireless

99 East River Drive

East Hartford, CT 06108

GADOCKETSHIM00SLDOC




STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL
Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, CT 06051
Phone: (860) B27-2933 Fax: {B60) 827-2950
E-Mail; siting.counecil@ct.gov
Internet: ct.gov/ese

Daniel F. Caruso
Chairman

HEARING NOTICE

Pursuant to provisions of General Statutes § 16-30m and Section 16-50j-21 of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, notice is hereby given that the Connecticut Siting
Council (Council) will conduct a public hearing on May 25, 2010, beginning at 3:00 p.m., and
continued at 7:00 p.m., at the Old Town Hall, 11 Cnmlmon Road, Willington, Counecticut, and
thereafter as necessary. The hearing will be on an application from Cellco Partnership d/b/a
Verizon Wireless for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public need for the
construction, maintenance and management of a telecommunications facility located at 343
Daleville Road, Willington, Connecticut,

The purpose of the hearing is to hear evidence on the applicant’s contentions that the
pﬁblic need for the facility outweighs any adverse environmental effects that would result from the
construction, operation, or matntenance of a tower, ground equipment, and access road, The 3:00
p.m. hearing session will provide the applicant, parties, and intervenors an opportunity to cross-
examine positions. The applicant will be allowed a final rebuttal. Briefs will be entertained after
the close of the last hearing session. The 7:00 p.m. hearing session will be reserved for the public
to make brief statements into the record. Cross-examination of parties and intervenors will
resume, if necessary, after all statements have been heard.

The Council will conduct a public field -review of the proposed site on May 25, 2010,
beginning at 2:00 p.m. The applicant will fly a balloon during the field review to simulate the
height of the proposed facility.

Applicable law for this proceeding includes the Public Utility Environmental Standards
Act, General Statutes § 16-50g, et seq., and Sections 16-50j-1 through 16-350v-la of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies.

The Council will hold a pre-hearing conference on procedural matters on April 1, 2010
beginning at 10:00 a.m. at the Council’s office, 10 Franklin Squars, New Britain, Connecticut.

The Council directs that all testimony and exhibits be pre-filed with the Council and all
parties and intervenors by May 18, 2010. In accordance with the State Solid Waste Management
Plan, the Council requests that all filings be submitted on recyclable paper, primarily regular
weight white office paper. Please avoid using heavy stock paper, colored paper, and metal or
plastic binders and separators.

Idividuals are encouraged io participate through their elected officials, and other

party/intervenor groupings.

CONNELTICUT SITING COUNCIL



Any person seeking to be named or admitted as a party or intervenor to the proceeding
may file a written request to be so designated at the office of the Connecticut Siting Council, 10
Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051, on or before May 18, 2010,

Parties and intervenors will be allowed to submit briefs and proposed findings of fact
within 30 days after the close of the hearing.

Any person who is not a party or intervenor to this proceeding may file a written
statement with the Council at the hearing or any time up to 30 days thereafter. Such statements
will become part of the record. No written statement or any ather material, evidence, or oiher
information will be accepted from any person not a party or intervenor to the proceeding after 30
days following the close of the hearing, except as otherwise prescribed by law or the Council.

A verbatim transeript of the hearing session(s) will be made and deposited with the Town
Clerk’s Offices of the Willington and Mansfield Town Hall for the convenience of the public.

Requests for information in alternative formats or for sign-language inferpreter services
must be submitted in writing by May 18, 2010. -

The applicant of this facility is represented by the following:

Applicant : Its Representative
Cellco Partnership d/bfa Verizon Wireless Kenneth C. Baldwin, Esq.
Robinson & Cole LLP

280 Trumbull Street
Hariford, CT 06103-3597

A copy of the application is available for review at the Council’s office during office
hours at 10 Frankkin Square, New Britain, Coanecticut, (860) 827-2935. The Council has
assigned this application docket no. 400.

March 15, 2010 Connecticut Siting Council



Mansfield Open Space Preservation Committee
Minutes for March 16, 2010

Members present:
Vicky Wetherell, Jim Morrow, Michael Allison Quentin Kessel, Steve Lowrey, Ken Feathers

1.

2.

Chairman Jim Morrow called the meeting to order at 7:37 PM

Wetherell/Kessel; Motion to approve the minutes of February 22, 2010, Wetherell mentioned

that Kaufman was listed under Members Present, she is staff. Motion carried with amendment.

3.

4,

7.
8.
9.

Public Comment: No public present.

Old Business:

« Subdivision Regulations: Greg Padick had sent an e-mail saying that the PZC wouldn't be
talking about changes to the subdivision regulations until fall. The Committee is stili not in
favor of allowing frontage on common driveways to be considered.

s Dorwart Property: The Commitiee will rough out a frail on Sunday, March 21, 2010.

New Business:

*  The Committee resolved o formally thank Jennifer Kaufman for all your work for the
Committee. This was unanimously approved.

e The Last Green Valley Grant Application. This grant would be used for improvements to
the Moss Sanctuary.

Motion to endorse the grant application: Lowrey/Kessel, all in favor.

s Qut-reach & Education:
1. Another summit meeting with the Council was suggested,
2. Education of landowners on the importance of open space, we should partner with other
~ organization that have done more of this work, such as the Eastern Connecticut Forest

Landowners;

3. The Committee might sponsor a walk in Moss Sanctuary during the Know Your Town
Fair;

« Open space Bonding: The last two referendums have shown that off year (Town) elections
are not the time to vote on important referendum issues; Because of the number of UCONN
students registered as voters in Mansfield, it is very difficult to get the required percentage
of voters at the polls to pass a referendum on any subject. Referendums should be held
with State or Federal elections. The Commiitee should talk with the Finance Commission
about the timing of any referendums regarding Open Space funding.

+ Kessel/Wetherell: to go into Executive Session, motion carried at 8:35 PM
Feathers/Kessel: to come out of Executive Session and send recommendation to Councll,
motion carried at 8:50 PM

No reports from staff
No Communications
Future agendas: Next month there will be some referrals to Council to discuss

10. Lowrey/Feathers: to adjourn, motion carried. Meeting adjourned at 8:55 PM

Respectfully submitted
Stephen Lowrey






MINUTES

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting, Monday, March 15, 2010
Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

Members present: R. Favretti (Chairman), M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall, K. Holt, G. Lewis, B. Pociask,
B. Ryan

Members absent: P. Plante

Alternates present:  F. Loxsom, K. Rawn

Alternates absent: V. Stearns

Staff Present: Gregory Padick (Director of Planning)

Chairman Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. Alternate Rawn was appointed to act in the absence
of P. Plante.

Minutes:

3/1/10 - R. Hall MOVED, B. Ryan seconded, to approve the 3/1/10 minutes as written. MOTION PASSED
with all in favor except Pociask who disqualified himself.

Zoning Agent’s Report:

The Zoning Agent’s Monthly Enforcement Report was noted. Padick related that Hirsch had contacted the
Crane Hill Road property owner where a van has been located for weeks and the owner of the van is expected to
remove it within a few weeks. There is no Zoning Violation. Members noted the significant increase in
citations in the last year.

New Business:

1. New Special Permit Application, Permanent Agricultural Retail Sales, 483 Browns Road, o/a B. Kielbania,
File #1292
The PZC agreed to move this item up due to the presence of the applicants. Wes Wentworth, representing B,
Kielbania, who also was present, submitted revised application materials, and asked that the PZC members
discard the “old” information contained in the PZC packet. He related that his firm is in the process of preparing
a new site plan which is expected to be available by 3/26/10. After a brief discussion, HOLT MOVED, Pociask
seconded, to receive the Special Permit application (File #1292) submitted by Bryan Kielbania, for a permanent
agricultural retail sales outlet, on property located at 483 Browns Road, owned by Enviro Enterprises, LLC, as
shown on plans dated March 2010, and as described in other application submissions, and to refer said
application to the staff and the Agriculture Committee for review and comments, and to set a public hearing for
April 19, 2010. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Old Business:

1. Proposed Revision to Article X, Section C regarding Political Signs
Favretti noted the Director of Planning’s memo and new draft for a potential revision to the political sign
regulations. It was agreed that the new draft reflected the direction provided to staff at the last meeting.

2. Verbal feedback from Town Planner Re: Draft Revision on Definition of Family: Proposed Parking
Ordinance for Residential Rental Properties; and Student/Tenant Registry Ordinance
Padick briefly reviewed the status of a proposed revision to the definition of family which is being prepared by
staff. It was noted that one element of the proposed revision, which would lower the number of unrelated
persons who would automatically qualify as a family from 4 to 3 persons, has been endorsed by the Community

Quality of Life Committee. Padick related that he expected to have a revised draft definition for PZC review at
the April 5" meeting.

Padick updated the PZC on a draft off-street parking ordinance that is under consideration by the Town Council.
It is expected that a revision to a previous draft ordinance will be presented at a new Town Council hearing in



April. Padick expected to include a revised draft in the next PZC packet. There was no new information
regarding a potential student registry ordinance that is being reviewed by the Community Quality of Life
Committee,

Potential Re-Zoning of the “Industrial Park® zone on Pleasant Valley Road and Mansfield Ave

Tabled without discussion. Draft revisions are currently being reviewed by the Regulatory Review Committee.

New Business, continned:

2.

Verbal Update on Four Corners Sewer and Water Advisory Committee

Four Comers Advisory Committee member Rawn updated the PZC on the Committees efforts to identify
potential sources of public water for the Four Corners Area. He noted that at the last Committee meeting, a
report from Charter Oak Environmental Services, a Town hired consultant, indicated that it appears possible that
the water needs of this area could be provided by a community well(s) within the Cedar Swamp stratified drift
aquifer. On-site testing will be the next step to pursuing this option for public water.

Reports of Officers and Committees:

Chairman Favretti noted a Regulatory Review Committee meeting is scheduled for 3/16/10 at 2pm in Council
Chambers.

Padick briefly reviewed with the Commission, the DEP response to a Conservation Commission letter that

raised issues and concerns regarding a recent DEP/UConn Memorandum of Understanding regarding Storm
Water Management and Drainage.

Communications and Bills:

Noted.

Adjournment:

Chairman Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 7:56 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Katherine Holt, Secretary



DRAFT MINUTES

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting, Monday, April 5, 2010
Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

Members present: R. Favretti (Chairman), M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall, K. Holt, G. Lewis, P. Plante
B. Paciask, B. Ryan :

Alternates present: K. Rawn

Alternates absent: F. Loxsom, V. Steamns

Staff Present: Gregory Padick (Director of Planning)

Chairman Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:14 p.m.

Minutes:

Hall MOVED, Ryan seconded, to approve the 3/15/10 minutes as written. MOTION PASSED with all in favor
except Plante who disqualified himself.

Zoning Agent’s Report:
The Zoning Agent’s Monthly Enforcement Report was noted.

Old Business:

1. Review of Drafi Revision on Zoning Definition of Family
Padick summarized the latest revisions to the Draft Zoning Definition of Family and Boarding House. After
extensive discussion regarding item 2, (Article IV, Section B, 25.2 and 25.3), the consensus of the
Commission was to re-word 25.3 to refer to “adult” persons; to delete “either related or unrelated” and to
add a reference that more than 3 adult persons could qualify as a family pursuant to other categories of the
definition.

4. Review of potential schedule for Public Hearings on draft Zoning and Regulation Revisions
Padick referenced his 3/31/10 memo. The consensus of the Commission was to hold two separate Public
Hearings, the first one on 5-3-10 on the draft definition of family and boarding house and the proposed
political sign revisions; the second on 6-7-10 on the remaining pending revisions currently before the
Regulatory Review Committee. Hall MOVED, Holt seconded, to schedule a public hearing on 5-3-10 to
hear comments on the draft definition of family and boarding house and proposed political sign revisions.
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

2. Draft Off-Street Rental Parking Ordinance
After discussion, the Commission voted that the PZC Chairman, with staff assistance, should write a letter
to the Town Council in support of the Off-Street Rental Parking Ordinance. (The vote was 6 in favor, 2
opposed, and 1 abstention.)

3. Potential Re-Zoning of the “Industrial Park™ zone on Pleasant Valley Road and Mansfield Ave
Item was tabled, under review by PZC Regulatory Review Committee.

5. Special Permit Application, Permanent Agricultural Retail Sales. 483 Browns Road, o/a
B. Kielbania, File #1292
Tabled-awaiting 4/19/10 Public Hearing.

New Business:

Re-Approval Request: Popeleski Estates Subdivision, Bassetts Bridge and S. Bedlam Rds, PZC File
#1278

Holt MOVED, Ryan seconded, that the Planning and Zoning Commission receive and re-approve the Popeleski
Estates subdivision of the Estate of Shirley Popeleski with the same approval conditions cited in a February 2,
2009 action. The minutes of this meeting shall incorporate the 2/2/09 approval conditions and map references.
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.




At a meeting held on 2/2/09, the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission adopted the following motion:

“to approve with conditions the subdivision application (File #1278), of the Estate of Shirley Popeleski, for
three lots, on property owned by the applicant, located on Bassetts Bridge and South Bedlam Roads, in an

RAR-90 zone, as submitted to the Commission and shown on plans dated July 1, 2008 as revised to January 5,
2009.

This approval is granted because the application, as hereby approved, is considered to be in compliance with the
Mansfield Subdivision Regulations. Approval is granted with the following conditions:

1. Final plans shall be signed and sealed by the responsible surveyor, engineer, and soil scientist.

2. Pursuant to subdivision regulations, particularly Sections 7.5 and 7.6, this action specifically approves the
depicted Building Area and Development Area Envelopes and sideline setback waivers for Lots 1 and 2.
Unless the Commission specifically authorizes revisions, the approved envelopes shall serve as the setback
lines for all future structures and site improvements, pursuant to Article VIII of the Zoning Regulations.
This condition shall be specifically Noticed on the Land Records and the deeds for the subject lots.

3. The final plans shall be revised to incorporate the following revisions:

a. Note 3 on Sheet 1 shall be revised to delete the clauge “except where noted”.

b. On Sheet 2 the erosion and sediment control notes shall be revised to update the estimated start of
construction and to change the frequency of inspections to daily.

c. The Development Area Envelope on Lot 2 shall be revised near the southwestern corner to exclude a
low lying area defined by a stone wall. The stone wall shall be used as the DAE.

d. On all three lots, the Development Area Envelopes along the Bassetts Bridge Road street line shall be
moved at least 25 feet from the street line except for the driveway areas for Lots 2 and 3.

e. On Sheet 1, a note shall be added to specify that no structures shall be located on septic system and
Teserve areas. _

4. The approved plans include notes regarding stone wall and tree preservation. Pursuant to Section 7.7, no
existing stone walls shall be altered except for site work depicted on the approved plans. No stones from
existing walls shall be removed from the site. Furthermore, a number of specimen trees have been
identified to be saved. No Zoning Permits shall be issued on individual lots until a protective barrier has
been placed around the specimen trees identified to be saved and has been found acceptable to the Zoning
Agent, In conjunction with the filing of final maps, notice of this condition shall be filed on the Land
Records and referenced in the deeds of the subject lots.

5. Due to the size of the subject subdivision and distance from existing survey control points, this approval
waives (pursuant to Section 6.5.4.b) the requirement that the survey be tied to the Connecticut Plane
Coordinate System.

6. The Commission, for good cause, shall have the right to declare this approval null and void if the following
deadlines are not met (unless a ninety (90) or one hundred and eighty (180) day filing extension has been
granted):

a. All final maps, including submittal in digital format, a right-of-way deed for land along Bassetts Bridge
and South Bedlam Roads, the depicted drainage easement on Lot 3 and a Notice on the Land Records to
address conditions 2 and 4 (with any associated mortgage releases) shall be submitted to the Planning
Office no later than fifteen days after the appeal period provided for in Section 8-8 of the State Statutes,
or, in the case of an appeal, no later than fifteen days of any judgment in favor of the applicant;

b. All monumentation with Surveyor’s Certificate, shall be completed or bonded pursuant to the
Commission’s approval action and Section 14 of the Subdivision Regulations no later than fifteen days
after the appeal period provided for in Section 8-8 of the State Statutes, or, in the case of an appeal, no
later than fifteen days, of any judgment in favor of the applicant.”



Reports of Officers and Committees:
Chairman Favretti congratulated Kay Holt, Betty Gardner, Gregory Padick and Curt Hirsch for receiving

CFPZA Achievement Awards. He noted a Regulatory Review Committee meeting is scheduled for 4/13/10 at 2
p.m. in Room B.

Communications and Bills:

Padick recommended that item #5 be referred to the Regulatory Review Committee: the 3/1/10 Declaratory
Ruling from the State Board of Examiners for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors Re: GIS Data.

. Adjournment: :
Chairman Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Katherine Holt, Secratary






DRAFT MINUTES
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY
Regular Meeting
Monday, April 5, 2010
Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

Members present: R. Favretti (Chairman), M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall (7:04 p.m.), K. Holt, G. Lewis,
B. Pociask, P. Plante, B. Ryan

Alternates present:  Kenneth Rawn

Alternates absent: F. Loxsom, Vera Stearns

Staff present: G. Meitzler (Wetlands Agent)

Chairman Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.

Minutes:
3-1-10 — Ryan MOVED, Beal seconded, to approve the 3-1-10 minutes as written, MOTION PASSED with all
in favor except Pociask who disqualified himself.

Communications:
3-31-10 Wetlands Agent’s Monthly Business report was noted.

Old Business:

W1447 - TWA Regulation Revisions 1-21-2010 Draft

Holt MOVED, Ryan seconded, that the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency adopt the attached Mansfield Inland
Wetlands Regulation revisions, pursuant to the Connecticut General Statutes and State Regulations. The

adopted regulation revisions were presented as a January 21, 2010 Draft at the Agency’s March 1, 2010 Public
Hearing, and are to become effective May 1, 2010.

The adopted regulation revisions have been referred to the Commissioner of the Department of Environmental
Protection, the Mansfield Town Council, the Mansfield Conservation Commission, and Dennis O’Brien, Town
Attorney.

These revised regulations have been drafted in the format of the Department of Environmental Protection

Model Regulations, where are widely used by towns throughout the state and maintain statutory requirements
very closely.

Staffis further instructed to forward a copy of the adopted regulations to the Commissioner of Environmental
Protection.

MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Pociask who disqualified himself.

New Business:

W1450-Town of Mansfield-Healey Easement Path in Buffer

Goodwin MOVED, Holt seconded, to receive the application submitted by the Town of Manstield (IWA File
#1450) under Section 5 of the Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield for
construction of a 12-foot wide by 250-foot long gravel surface access-way, at the rear of 476 Storrs Road, on
property owned by Michael and Mary Healey, as shown on a map dated 4/15/09, and as described in other

application submissions, and to refer said application to the staff and Conservation Commission for review and
comment. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

W1451-Town of Mansfield-TWA Regulation Revisions per New State Statute

Goodwin MOVED, Hall seconded, to refer the regulation revisions that incorporate new State Statutes to the
Commissioner of the DEP and the Town Attorney, and to set a Public Hearing on June 7, 2010. MOTION
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.



Reportis of Officers and Committees:
Chairman Favretti set a Field Trip for 4/14/10 at 1pm.

Other Communications and Bills:
Noted.

Adjournment:
Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 7:13 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Katherine Holt, Secretary



Memorandum: March 31, 2009
To: Inland Wetland Agency

From: Grant Meitzler, Inland Wetland Agent

Re: Monthly Business

Wl419 - Chernushek - hearing on Order

3.10.09: The hearing on the Order remains open and should continue
until the permit application under consideration is acted
upon.

{The Order was dropped on approval of the application
required in the Crder.)

4.30.09: Former rye grass seeding is beginning to show green. I spoke
with Mr. Chernushek this afternoon who indicated health
problems that delayed his starting but indicated he will be
working this weekend. T will update on this Monday evening.

5.26.09: A light cover of grass growth has come in. Mr. Chernushek
indicates health problems and twa related deaths have
delayed his start of work since the permit approval was
granted. It appears that some light work has started. He
has further indicated that he will start a vacation on
June 22, 2009 to finish the work.

6.13.09: wWork is undexway.

6.21.09: Bulldozer work has been completed - finish work remains.

The additional silt fencing has been placed along the
northerly wetlands crossing, and the additional pipe under
the southerly crossing has been installed. Remaining work
includes finish grading zlong edges, spreading stockpiled
topsoil, and establishing grass growth.

7.01.09: I spoke with Mr. Chernushek who indicated he expects work to
be completed by September 1, 2009. (Site photo attached).

9.03.09: Mr. Chernushek has been working on levelling and grading.
The formerly seeded areas have become fairly thick growth
surrounding the central wet areas. He has further indicated
that with the combination of weather and the slower moving
of earth with the payloader compared to the earlier rented
bulldozer has led him to contact contractors for earth
moving estimates which have not yet been received. The site
is not yet finished but has remained quite stable.

9.12.09: T met with Mr. Chernushek today and discussed again what his
plans are for stabilizing this work site.

10.01.09:; Mr. Chernushek indicated he has not heard back from the
contractor he had spolken with about removing material, and
is in progress of contacting others. In discussion is
removal of material from the site either within the 100
cubic yard limit or obtaining a permit for such removal.

10.28.09: Mr. Chernushek has indicated he has made arrangements with
DeSiato Sand & Gravel to remove 750 cubic yards of material.
Staff is in the process of clarifying permit requirements.

W1445 ~ Chernushek - application for gravel removail from site

11.30.09: Packet of informastion representing submissions by Mr.
Chernushek, Mr. PeSiato and mydelf is in this agenda packet
as Mr. Chernusheks's request for modification.

12.28.09: Preparation of reguired information for PZC special permit
application is in progress. Tabling any action until the
February 1, 2010 meeting is recommended.

1.12.10: 65 day extension of time received.



2.18.10: No new information has been received.
2.25.10: This application has been withdrawn.

Mansfield Auto Parts - Route 32
12.08.08: .Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
1.16.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
2.24.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
3.06.09; Inspection — no wvehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
4,14.09; Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
5.11.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
6.10.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
7.16.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
8.12.09: Inspection — no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
6.14.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
10.27.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
11.30.09: Inspection - no vehicles are within 25' of wetlands.
12.28.09: There are two cars that need to be moved. Mr. Bednarczyk
indicates their payloader is down for repairs and the cars
will be moved as scon as it is repaired.
1.27.10: No change - the payloader is apart with parts on order
to complete repairs. It is of 189B6 vontage and finding
parts is a major proposition. '
2.1B.10: Same - they are in the process of rebuilding the engine
ot the payloader,
3.30.10: Same - Mr. Bednarczyk indicates a contuing problem finding
engine parts.



A newsletter of the Connecticut Association of Conservation
and Inland Wetlands Commissions, Inc.

This article, which is a summary of existing research on riparian buffers, has been modified from its original
Jormat for The Habitat. The full set of citations for ihe supporting research can be found at caciwe.org.

INTRODUCTION

pponents of environmental protections on
private residential and commercial proper-
ty, such as the requirement of riparian buf-
fer zones, are often concerned that restrictions will
lower property values. In fact, there is grow-
ing evidence to suggest that modest and evenly
enforced environmental protections within an
entire wetlands area can substantially enhance
property values. Studies also suggest that envi-
ronmental protections can boost state revenues
by enhancing the desirability of communities and
recreational areas, while limiting the unforeseen
- growth in state expenses that often accompanies
expanded residential and commercial develop-
ment in watershed areas.

The economic benefits of the ecological services
provided by Connecticut’s rivers and wetlands run
in the tens of billions of dollars annually. Maintain-
ing a minimum level of protection for these as-

sets can help to ensure that the rapid expansion of
residential and commercial development does not
negate the benefits of economic growth.

POTENTIAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS

Studies have demonstrated that riparian buffers are
a relatively low cost, easily enforceable and effec-
tive means of delivering valuable ecological servic-
es - such as the prevention of diffuse source pollu-
tion, protection of water supplies, flood mitigation,
and aesthetic enhancement of communities and
recreation areas. The spread of residential and com-

mercial land development is frequently accompa- -

nied by an increase in water pollution when fertil-
izers, sediment, chemicals and other contaminants

are carried from lawns and pavement into neighboring

wetlands by storm water runoff. Numerous studies
document the important role that riparian buffers can
play in reducing diffuse source pollntion that may oth-
erwise result in eutrophication, increased toxicity, and
loss of water clarity. Studies have also demonstrated
that protection is far more efficient than clean-up.

The ecological services provided by Connecticut’s riv-
ers and wetlands are worth many billions of dollars an-
nually. The natural protection that riparian buffers offer
to the quality of these assets can safeguard and enhance
the desirability of communities and recreational areas,
protecting property values and promoting tourism.

Recreational
Clean water, abundant and diverse wildlife, healthy
fish stocks, and scenic views are a few of the assets
that riparian buffers protect. This natural capital leads
to a steady stream of returns in the form of tourism
and recreational income and related tax revenue. Both
the volume and range of outdoor recreational activi-
ties has increased dramatically in the United States
over the last few decades. For example, expenditures
assoclated with wildlife-watching increased by over
20% in the U.S. between 1995 and 2006, from $37.7
billion to $45.7 billion (in 2006 dollars). In 2006,
fishing, hunting and wildlife watching activities by
Connecticut residents alone generated $755 million in
Buffers, continued on page 3




Working Together to Preserve

Connecticut’s Farmland
by the Connecticut Farmland Trust

Mitchell Farm overlook, Salem, CT

onnecticut’s farmland is disappearing at the alarming

rate of 8,000 acres a year. Fertile, highly productive

land is being converted to residential and commercial
uses at one of the fastest rates in the country -- in less than
20 years, we have lost 21% of our state’s farmland. If this
rate of conversion continues, all of our remaining farmland
will be gone in less than two generations. This is why it is
so important for organizations to work together to protect our
state’s working lands.

“Towns and local land trusts are becoming more and more
active in farmland preservation within their communities.
As a result, stronger partnerships are being formed with the
combined resources of local, state and federal programs,”
says Henry Talmage, Executive Director of Connecticut
Farmland Trust. “CFT has always been about collaboration
and we take great pride in our ability to complete projects
through teamworlk and leveraging of funds.”

The Connecticut Farmland Trust (CFT) is the only private,
statewide nonprofit conservation organization dedicated
exclusively to protecting Connecticut’s farmland. CFT holds
agricultural conservation easements that protect 1,766 acres
of farmland around the state, has assisted partners in the
preservation of 157 additional acres, and serves as a leading
resource on conserving Connecticut’s working farmland. By
working with like-minded groups and pooling our resources,
CFT is able to preserve more land than we would be able to
do alone. These collaborations benefit all of us.

Everyone in Connecticut reaps the benefits of farmland.
From producing fresh, local food to providing pastoral vistas,
farms are a vital part of our history, culture, and economy. -
Connecticut farms contribute $2 billion annually to our local
economy, provide a myriad of environmental benefits, and-.
help balance town budgets. Studies have documented that
farms require less than 50 cents in town services for every

' Farmland, continued on page 13
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Buffers, continued Jrom page 1

recreation related revenues in Connecticut. Another $9
billion was spent by tourists visiting the state, generat-

ing over 1 billion in state and local tax revenue, and
employing 1 in 15 workers in the state.

But Connecticut’s recreational and tourism dollars are

heavily reliant upon the maintenance of healthy eco-
systems. For example, numerous studies emphasize

the importance of preserving the natural habitat of fish

- including shade trees, submerged grasses and other
food sources - to maintaining healthy fish populations
in spots popular among anglers. Numerous studies

have found that individuals express willingness to pay

substantial sums to protect the regional environment.

One study in the 1990s found particularly high dollar
values placed on improving water quality to a “swim-
mable” level.

Loss of natural riparian buffers can lead to pollution
of streams by sediment, nutrients, and other con-
taminants, destroying fish habitat and closing swim-
ming areas. The 1994 EPA National Water Quality
Inventory Report to Congress identified 374 sites in
22 states where recreation was restricted due to poor
water quality.” In a 2009 survey of recreational boat-
ers on Candlewood Lake in Connecticut, over half
of respondents stated that poor water quality due to
mvasive species was “a major problem™. And almost

three quarters of boaters who owned lakefront proper-

ty found it to be a major problem, indicating that they
were the group most likely to benefit from riparian
buffer zones designed to prevent such eutrophication.

Over the last two decades, an 18.2% increase in the
land area covered by construction in Connecticut has
been accompanied by a 14.5% decline in farmland,
6.5% decline in deciduous forest, 6.9% decline in
area covered by water, and a 5.5% decline in forested
wetland; trends that highlight the importance of safe-
guarding the remaining wetlands from environmental
degradation. In Connecticut, an extensive study of
coastal areas suggests that landuse restrictions within
a 100 ft wetland buffer zone has helped to reduce the
loss of natural vegetation during residential and com-
mercial land development.

Aesthetic Value
Historically, Connecticut’s great natural beauty and

well-preserved historical villages have ensured it some

of the most prized real estate in the world. Its very

desirable communities Have attracted a relatively high-

skilled, high-income population that, in turn, has
attracted a dynamic commercial sector. The desir-
ability of communities is strongly influenced by the
surrounding environment, and the health of neighbor-
ing wetland ecosystems plays a particularly impor-
tant role. Reduced water clarity, algae blooms, and
eutrophication have been shown to greatly diminish
adjacent property values. And in regions where water
quality has been allowed to deteriorate substantially
as a result of over-development, studies have docu- -
mented dramatic declines in regional property values.

Environmental restrictions on privaiely held land are
often fought by those with short-term interests in the
sale of local residential and commercial development,
who fear that new restrictions will diminish market
profitability. Though there is little evidence of dimin-
ished individual property values when all properties
are similarly restricted, or regional economic loss,
studies do show that land use restrictions that improve
water quality often lead to substantial increases in
property values both on and near wetland areas.

By maintaining a minimum level of protection for
rivers and wetlands, riparian buffers can also help
to mitigate a number of unintended consequences of -

- rapid residential and commercial development that

can drain state budgets, such as increased flooding,
declining water tables and increasing strain on public
water systems, as well as the spread of invasive plant
species. Failure to address these issues can negate
many of the benefits of economic growth.

Drinking Water

- Safe, dependable supplies of groundwater for

residential, agricultural, commercial and public uses
- are crucial to a healthy economy. Among the many
ecological services offered by riparian buffers is
their ability to help protect and restore groundwater
reserves. Public agencies spend large sums each
year to obtain, treat and maintain water supplies: The
loss of ecological services provided by riparian buf-
fers can increase these costs. Increased sedimentation
leads to the need for dredging and more frequent
repair and replacement of equipment. Increased run-
off of nutrients and other contaminants from lawns,
fields, and pavement into wetlands increases the need
to treat drinking water with chemical coagulants and
disinfectants. And contaminants can also cause costly
depreciation of commercial equipment. Expanding
riparian buffers has the potential to limit these costs.
Biiffers, continued on page 12




What to Do While Applications are Hibernating

- Tom ODell asked me to write a column on what wel-
lands agencies could be doing while awaiting the
return of “business as usual.” In this column I share
two thoughits: one task for the present and planning
for the future.

Part i

If your wetlands agency has not amended its regu-
lations for a while or if you’re just not sure if your
agency has kept its regulations current with state law,
start with this task. There are a few tools that will
really streamline this job. Depending on the size of
your agency, you could consider setting up a smaller
group to meet on these issues. Of course, the meetings
would need to be noticed according to the Freedom of
Information Act, be held in a public place (i.e., notin
someone’s home), be open to the public, have minutes
created, etc, - The major tool to rely on is the 2006
version of the DEP Model Regulations. The model
regulations are available on the DEP website at: htip:/
www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/water_inland/wetlands/mod-
elregsfinalofdthedition.pdf. The regulations begin
with a list of revisions on pages 2 through 6. The list
also includes the reason for the change in very suc-
cinct language. This will come in handy when you
need to state on the record during the public hear-

ing the reason for the proposed changes. The revi-
sions clarify prior regulations, or are mandated by an
amendment to the state law. Within the 2006 model
regulations themselves it is very easy to distinguish
the changes, as new or revised language 1s underlined.
1 have been before too many agencies in the past six
months with outdated regulations. Here are some

of the procedural and substantive problems in some
towns’ existing regulations. '

Date of receipt: The law no longer allows you to
require submission three business days prior to the
next regularly scheduled meeting. The date of receipt
is now the day of the next regularly scheduled meeting
immediately following the day of submission.

Regulated activity: The Appellate Court in 2003 ruled
that in order to have authority regulate activities that
take place outside of wetlands or watercourses for
their effect on those resources the agency must first
have adopted a regulation establishing the authority to
regulate conduct in the upland. The DEP has pro-
posed language to establish that authority. Check the
definition section of the model regulations, § 2.1. If
you're fuzzy on the legal reasoning of that case, you
can read my blog entry of December 28, 2009 ad-
dressing the case, at www.ctwetlandslaw.com.

Aquatic, plant or animal life and habitais in wetlands
or watercourses: Maybe some agencies have had a lot
of turnover since 2003 and don’t remember the outcry
when the Supreme Court held that wildlife did not

fall within the protection of the wetlands act. Then

the legislature amended the statute in 2004, upholding
the Supreme Court decision in part and reversing it in
part. You will not be able to-properly figure out what
to do with wildlife considerations without the statutory
language in your regulations. It is not intuitive; it was

. apolitical compromise. You will need to have the

language as you review applications and decide how
to consider wildlife impacts. Want to brush up on the
wildlife controversy? You can read my blog entries
of December 30, 2009 and December 31, 2009 at
www.ctwetlandslaw.com.

Right of agency to enter onto private property. In
prior versions of the DEP model regulations, there
seems to have been language that suggested that
agencies or their agent had the authority to enter onto
private property without the consent of the property
owner. The 2006 version clears up that misnomer.

To compiete the tasks, the DEP has made available
online all of the legislative advisories. From the DEP
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses main page, click
on “Legislation, Regulation and Case Law.” You
would only need to review the advisories from 2006 to
the present, as the earlier advisories are already incor-
porated into the 2006 model regulations. o
' ' Legal, continued on page 6
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Legal, continued from page 4

I note that DEP has not posted an advisory for the
legislative change in the 2009 session. Last year the
legislature amended the act to state that wetlands permits
issued from July 1, 2006 to July 1, 2009 “shall expire
not less than six years after the date of such approval™
and that the total period of time such permit may be in
existence, including renewal timne, cannot exceed 11
years. To read more about the change, go fo the January
26, 2010 entry on my blog at www.ctwetlandslaw.com.

One more task derived from your regulations: Almost
all agencies have a section eguivalent to § 4.4 in the
model regulations which requires any person wishing

| FUSS&O’NEILL

Disciplines to Deliver

to engage in an exempt activity to notify the agency Water / Wastewater

“on a form provided by it.” Itis the rare agency that Stormwater

has developed that form. Some agencies invite let- Watershed Studies

ters with supporting documentation, Some use the Ecalogical Risk Assessments
application fot regulated activities -- which makes me Ecological Restaration

shriek, because it prompts the agency to begin an inap- Third-Party Review of Plans and Permit Applications
propriate inquiry. The application form for regulated Wellands Delineations

activities delves into areas that are irrelevant to an Water Quality and Biological Monitoring
agency’s consideration of whether it has jurisdiction. . :

Once an agency has established its jurisdiction, it is S tmnegtient” - Massachisens  Rlund D!

SNew Yok o Sl Carofina

- appropriate to look into alternatives and other factors ~ FINRITEYELEEE
for consideration. Why not craft a form which asks
for facts that establish whether or not the person’s ac-

tivities fall within the exemption? '

www.FandO.com

Part I

Training of individual agency members, on the one
hand, is a personal matter. A member is asked to give
up time from other personal ar family responsibilities
or pleasures to become and to stay an informed mem-
ber. But it is also an agency concern, as well as a pub-
lic one. The wetlands act requires at least one member
of the agency or staff to have completed the DEP com-
prehensive training program. DEP is required to allow
one person from each town to attend the entire training
program at no cost. Of course, the notion that only
one person be trained is an inadequate benchmark. It
is merely a point of departure.

Training should not be a matter that occurs only when
- and if - agency members happen to sign up and attend.

Priority #1: The training of members within a calen-

dar year should be a matter of business 1o be discussed
early in the vear.

Legal, continued on page 7



Legal, continued from page 6

I believe it should be placed on the agenda once a

year to discuss the year’s goals for training agency
members. The discussion can establish who has com-
pleted what aspects of existing training. Are members
feeling overcommitted time-wise between training

and agency duties? An idea that was discussed at

the January, 2010 Council on Environmental Quality
meeting was to excuse members from attending an
apency meeting, as long as the agency would still have
a quorum to proceed with pending business, so that the
member could spend the equivalent time in training.

Priority #2: Any member who has not attended Seg-
ment [ and the basic legal training should strive to do
s0. When I routinely offered Segment I legal training
while at the Attorney General’s Office, I often had
agency staff people with many years of experience
state that they learned something new at Segment I.

Priority #3: A mgjority of agency members should
strive to attend the DEP Segment IT Legal Update

or the CACIWC annual meeting workshop on Legal
Update. In fact, your agency should try to be in at-
tendance at both. (Different members could go.) The
DEP’s Segment 11 is generally in May and June, while

the CACIWC meeting is in November. This year
almost all of the Appellate and Supreme Court cases

covered in the CACIWC annual meeting workshop

had been issued in the late summer and fall, too late to
be covered in the DEP Segment II training,

And, yes, I agree that folks should go get the technical
training as well. I just want to stress the need for the
agency to stay up to date on the changes in the law.
That will not happen merely by serving on a commis-
sion for twenty years. It is not a matter of experiénce;
it is a matter of knowledge.

Priority #4: The statute requires the follow-up step

that the newly trained member summarize the content

of the training program at an agency meeting. Ata
minimum that should include distribution of any writ-

ten materials provided at training.

Up to date regulations and forms, and current knowl-
edge of the law, are the best bases for being prepared
for the return to “business as usual.”

Attorney Janet P. Brooks is in solo prdctice in East Berlin
and has started a blog on wetlands law, which you can
read at www.ctwetlandslaw.com. g
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Editor’s Note: Conservation Commissions take note - stewardship of municipal and private protected open space
is a challenging responsibility. The following article discusses the consequences of ignoring that responsibility and
encourages action lo protect against unintended consequences.

“n Connecticut we are fortunate to have a signifi-

lca.nt forested landscape which forms an aestheti-
cally pleasing backdrop to our daily lives and pro-

vides important ecological functions which contribute
to our quality of life. Unfortunately, numerous issues
have developed that threaten the forest’s ability to
sustain these valuable environmental services. This
article summarizes the main impediments to sustain-
able upland forest ecosystems.

Forest Fragmentation

As development starts to devour a continuous forest,
it fragments the remainder. Edge habitat occurring

at the forest /development interface is inhospitable

to many $pecies of wildlife. The edge habitat is well .
suited for skunks, raccoons, dogs, cats and other ani-
mals that prey upon the eggs of ground nesting birds.
Also, brown-headed cow birds, 2 brood parasite that
lay their eggs in other birds’ nests, are more prevalent
the closer to the edge. The host bird raises aggressive
cowbird fledglings which crowds out its own fledg-
lings. Brood parasitism and nest predation lead to
the inability of smaller fragmented forests to sustain
many interior bird species. Additionally, non-native
invasive plants are usually more abundant in frag-
mented forests. Generally, habitat quality declines
with the size of the forest. Mote information about
forest fragmentation can be found on the University
of Connecticut’s Center for Land Use Education and
Research (CLEAR) web site, (hitp://clear.uconn.edw/
projects/landscape/forest frag.htm).

The aggregation of a large continuous protected forest
- 18 often a more valuable conservation strategy than
preserving smaller isolated forests. Planning tools

. such as cluster housing and transferable development
rights have the potential to retain a modest to signifi-
cant amount of continuons forest while allowing for
limited residential and commercial growth.

Invasive Plants
~ “Non-native invasive species pose a serious risk to
" North American forest ecosystems, threatening to
change existirig ecological trajectories SUppTess rare
and endangered native species, reduce productivity
_ and blodlver51ty and damage wildlife habitat.”"

Numerous non-native (exotic) invasive plants have
gained a well established foothold and threaten to
become pervasive in Connecticut forests. Many are
characterized by “hypercompetitive behavior” that
includes earlier leaf out than native competitors, the
ability to re-sprout vigorously and produce large
amount of seeds that are spread by birds and deer.

Non-native invasive plants that can be ecologically
disruptive in Connecticut’s forest include Tree-of-
Heaven, Japanese barberry, and Oriental bittersweet.
The former has been documented to cause heart at-
tack-like symptoms if a person’s skin is exposed to an
excessive amount of the plant’s sap. The incidence of

‘black-legged ticks, a major vector for Lyme disease,

is greater in dense thickets of Japanese barberry. The
thickets provide an ideal refuge for the tick carrying
white footed mouse. Bittersweet vines aggressively
climb trees and monopolize forest understories. The
vines aid in bringing down supple trees while exten-
sive mats in the understory smother tree seed]mgs and
other native understory vegetation.

The foothold these invasive plants have gained may
turn into a stranglehold without considerable interven-
tion. The next hurricane may greatly speed up the hostile
takeover as significant disturbance in the upper forest
canopy will provide sunny new ground for the germina-
tion of invasive plant seeds. Forest harvesting is thought
to promote the invasion of non-native.nvasive plants
where there is a nearby seed source. But one study found
no increase in abundance of barberry after low- to moder-
ate intensity selective harvestmg

Compiete control of exotic invasive plants is unlikely.
Herbicides provide the most definitive conirol but
often meet public opposition. Uprooting smaller inva-
sive plants is possible but unlikely to cover extensive
areas; repeated cutting or burning immediately after .
leaf out kills a significant proportion if done in the
same growing season.

For more information on invasive plants go to the
Connecticut Invasive Plant Working Group (CIPWG)
web site, hitp://www.hort.uconn.edu/CIPWG/.

. Forest, continued on following page



Deer

In addition to aiding the spread of invasive plauts by
depositing their seeds throughout forest, an abun-
dance of deer may aid in changing the composition of
the forest. Deer often browse heavily on oak seedlings
but avoid species such as black birch, which contains
the same chemical component as the muscle rub Ben

- Gay. Nearly 100 threatened or endangered species are
browsed by white tailed deer. They have been known
to browse the native understory plants so much that

it allows an opening for invasive plants to germinate.
Conversely, where deer had been fenced out, the under-
story was lush with native plants. '

Deer populations were almost
extirpated with the loss of
mature forests and unrestrict-
ed hunting in the late 1800s.
Citizens reported only 12 deer
in Connecticut in 1893. With
increased suburbanization,
maturing oak forests, and a
decline in hunting, the deer
population has grown expo-

Today’s maturing oak forest originated after extensive
clearcuts, fires, chestnut blight and farm abandonment
from about a century ago. The prolonged absence

of similar events and excessive deer browse has
started to facilitate the slow transformation of much
of Connecticut’s oak forest into shade tolerant birch,
beech and maple forests. Oak seedlings are found in
the understory of an intact forest after an acorn crop

" but most die out within a few years because of lack

of adequate sunlight. Survivors are severely hindered
by overtopping competitors. Oak seedling survival on
ridge-tops and droughty soils where competition is
limited is an exception. The ability of a new genera-
tion of oak to graduate to the
forest canopy is severely lim-
ited under current conditions.

The potential future displace-
ment of oaks has enormous
ecological consequences as
around 50 animal species
depend upon acorns for their
primary source of protein.
Qak forests host more spe-

nentially. Their population is cies and a higher abundance
currently estimated at 65,000. of birds than maple forests.

: : Oaks cumulatively host over
Significantly expanding Nehantic State Forest, Salem — This oak forest received 500 species of butterflies
responsible hunting, reducing zb1 regenerattig?_ I;ar;e;; and czn#ulletd L?Z’mn Ci;’asses Their and moths (Lepidoptera).
forest fragmentation by mini- U8COME ESUENSHEA QJIEr SUCT Fepealed aisiuroanoes. Larvae, the immature form of

mizing conversion of forests
to conventional subdivi-

sions could help stabilize an
excessive deer population and
revitalize the plants favored
by deer,

Lack of Appropriate Disturbance
Some upland forest ecosystems have evolved to
sustain themselves after disturbances such as fire,
hurricanes and tornadoes. These disturbances create a
temporary open environment where sun-loving plants
could perpetuate themselves and their offspring could
outgrow competing shade tolerant species. Native
Americans used to frequently burn extensive areas
of the forest to create an environment that attracted -
their game animals, increased berry production, and
provided numerous other benefits necessary for their
survival. Pre-settlement forests experienced fires
exponentially more frequently than today’s forests.-
Fire that sustained oak ecosystems for thousands of
years has been extinguished as fire preventive systems
- evolved to protéct people and houses that now fill the
mcreasmg fragmented forest. :

seeds provide an important food source for the fall bird mi-
gration. Farests niear Native American villages were prob-
ably burned frequently creating an open parik-like forest.
The fires killed thinned barked trees and shrubs. The older
oalk and chestnut trees were protected from low intensity
fires by their thick bark. Younger oaks re-sprouted more
vigorously than other hardwoods killed by the fires.

Lepidoptera, are an important
food source for birds.

Severe fire and other distur-
bances historically sustained
a small part of the landscape
in young forest habitat. The majority of the forest
landscape should be made up of sawtimber-dominated

-forests in order to provide habitat for the bulk of the

wildlife species. (Sawtimber are trees greater than 117
in diameter measured 4.5° above ground level). At the
same time, very young forests provide requisite dense
shrubby habitat for 22 bird species and four mammal
species in New England, including numerous declin-
ing species such as blue-winged warbler, chestnut-sid-
ed warbler, New England cottontail and bobcat. The
unique assemblage of dense cover, herbaceous vegeta-
tion, and associated insects is short-lived as the habitat
structure changes as the forest ages. Forests as young as
eight years old have already lost their habitat value for
some species. A frequent infusion of relatively small
but severe disturbances is necessary to sustain popula-
tions of those ammals that depend upon this habitat.
Forest, continued on page 13



Applied EcoluResearch Institute

Providing Solutions for Connecticut’s
Inland Wetlands & Conservation Commissions

Michael Aurelia
Certified Professional Wetlands Scientist
72 Oak Ridge Street  Greenwich, CT 06330
203-622.9287
maaurelia@optonline.net

STEVEN DANZER, PHD & ASSOCIATES LLC
wetlands & Envirommental Cmm{lting

STEVEN DANZER, PHD
Professional wetland Scientist (Pws)
Soil Scientist
203 451-8319
8~  WwwWW.CTWETLANDSCONSULTING.COM
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Law OFFICES OF
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Woetlands
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The Source for Compodt and Soil
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800-313-3320 WWW.AGRESOURCEINC.COM

Caeronlizie Seerde

9006 Mereer Pilke
Meadville, PA

800-873-3321
Fax: 814-336-5191
=. sales(@ermmstseed.com
- www.ernstseed.com
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As of our Jan. 30, 2010 records, the following Town commissions have supported CACIWC through membership dues for the 2009-2010 fiscal
year (July 1, 2009 — June 30, 2010). If your Commission is not on the list, please encourage your commission to join. For a membership dues

form go to cactwe.org, About CACIWC, serofl to Membership and download form; or email todell@snet.net. If we are in error we apologize and
would apprecinte knowing. Member Commissions receive & copy of The Hebitar for each commissioner if dues have been paid. Please consider
joining as & sustaining member (SUS).
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Buffers, continued from page 3

Flood Control

By impeding and absorbing flood waters, riparian for-
est buffers reduce the damage caused by floads. And
by reducing the sedimentation of rivers and streams,
which fills streambeds and makes them more prone to
overflowing, riparian buffers also reduce the frequency
of flooding. According to one study, reducing runoff
by 10% within a watershed could reduce flood peaks
with a 2 to 5 year return period by 25% to 50%.

According to the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP), the value of flood losses in the U.S. between
1996 and 2005 totaled over $2.4 billion. Rapid land
development and the loss of riparian buffers have the
potential to increase these costs. Ironically, where new
land development leads to increased flooding, it has the
potential to drive down the value of existing housing -
stocks in flood prone areas.

POLITICAL FEASIBILITY
AND “WILLINGNESS TO PAY™

Numerous studies find that Americans express a
willingness to pay substantial sums for programs
that will improve water quality. While such stud-
ies might overstate the true willingness to pay for
ecological services, the notable consistency of such
results indicate a very real concern over the avail-
ability and security of safe drinking water. One study
that explored the difference between the hypetheti-
cal willingness to pay among survey participants
and taxpayers’ actual willingness to pay for a river-
front improvement project, found that there was no
statistically significant difference between the two.
_Since the benefit/cost ratio to households of wetland
restoration projects is often very high, it is perfectly
rational for residents to be willing, if not eager, to
. pay for such projects.

Advertisement

By Wayne H. Bugden, LEP

Director of Environmental Services, CME

When remediacing contaminants in sedi-
ment, how “eclean” is clean enough? Wetlands
are very sensitive to pollution, but Connect-
ient remains without a standardized regu-
latory approach to this problem. There are
many reasons for chis, incuding:

Unigue Physical and Chermical Properties:

off from multiple

Chemical Remediation in Wetlands: Not Your Average Cleanup

mistake for perroleum. Such variabilicy problems muse be carefully evaluared so
makes it impossible to develop “one-size-
bies-all” cleanup srandards.

Uncertain Source(s): Finding
the "responsible party” can be
ericky if a wedand receives run-

Investigators can use forensic
cechniques to “fngerprint” con-

determine if remediation is needed. When
= it is, the cleanup
professionals ~ must
consider the wetland's

many unigue proper-
properties, ties to avoid damaging
irs essential funcrions

and values.

Sediments range from dense sands and silts,
to loose organic peacs. Some bind tightly to
heavy metals while others contain natural
organic compounds that Jaboratories may

tamination, but success depends on carefu]
planning and experience.
Need to Balance Risks: Sometimes, remov-
ing concamination may cause more damage
than leaving it in place. Knowing how, and
when, to remediate wetlands cannot be de-
rermined using a State-wide policy. Instead,
ecological risk assessments must weigh the
pros and cons of all alternatives.
Connecticur DEP is working to develop
sedimnent cleanup eriteria, bur it is unknown

when, or if, chese standards will go into -

effect. Meanwhile, wetland contamination

CME Associates, Inc. Is a Connecticut-based
carporation providing architectural; civil, struc-
turat and transportation engineering; planning;
environmental and land surveying services,
They have offices Jocated in East Hartford and
Woodstock CT, Southbridge MA and Salt Lake
City UT.

CME ASSOCIATES, INC.

Comprehensive Services for the Betterment of
Built and Natural Environments




Farmland, continued from page 2

dollar they generate in local taxes -- while residential
development costs towns more than one dollar for
every dollar of revenue generated.

Connecticut Farmland Trust assists towns and land
trusts by offering technical assistance and guidance
in the specific area of agricultural conservation
easements. These easements give landowners the
flexibility to change their operation and practices

to meet future agricultural needs. CFT’s criteria

for easements focus on viable, active farms with
prime and important agricultural soils. There is no
restriction on property size. CFT may also contribute
funds toward the acquisition of an easement and may
sometimes hold the easement. -

“There is a big difference between open space and
agricultural easements, and we are happy to provide

towns and land trusts with guidance on conservation
language that includes specific terms to help

protect farmland,” says Elisabeth Moore, CFT"s
Conservation Director. “Who gets the credit for
preservation or holds the easement on the property
isn’t important, The most important thing is
protecting Connecticut’s remaining farmland.”

Organizations contact CFT for assistance and
partnerships, but CFT also seeks out groups to
collaborate with when their preservation projects

fit with our mission of protecting farmland. We

are currently working with the Town of Branford

to preserve a farm and are collaborating with the
Town of Lebanon to preserve three farms. Below
is a listing of farms Connecticut Farmland Trust has
preserved with help from towns and land trusts:

Photos courtesy of Connecticut Farmland Trust

Vanishing Geese Farm, Durham

Vanishing Geese Farm, Durham

Preserved in 2009

43 acres of hay & pasture, Scottish Highland cattle
chicken, and honey bees

Collaboration with Durham Conservation Commission

Philiips Farm, Southbury
Preserved in 2004

. 20 acres of support land for local dairy
Collaboration with Southbury Land Trust

Lovdal Farm, Southbury

Preserved in 2005

36 acres of support land for local dairy
Collaboration with Southbury Land Trust

On the Hill Farm, Salem

Preserved in 2005 & 2006

76-acre beef and hay farm

Small seasonal farm stand  open to the pubhc

| Collaboration with Salem Land. Trust and the USDA-
" Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Farm and

\Ranch Lands Protection Program.

Collaboration with The Nature Conservancy

06 acres of corn & hay

Hunt Hill Farm, New Milford

Preserved in 2008

40-gere Chrisimas tree farm = -

Seasonal farm stand - open to the public

Collaboration with Weantinoge Heritage Land Trust and
the Town of New Milford

w

Marvel & Mitchell Farms, Salem
Preserved in 2000 .
206 acres of hay & pasture

Osuch F arm, Watertown and Bethlehem

Osuch Farm, Watertown and Bethlehem
Preserved in 2007 |

40 acres of support land for local dairy
Collaboration with Watertown Iand trust

Little Pond Farm, Stonington
Preserved in 2010 '

Collaboration with Town of Stonington

For more information about Connecticut Farmland Trust and
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Forest, continued from page 9

The maintenance of disturbance-dependent ecosystems
is a difficult task in a mostly suburban state. Controlled
burns can be an effective tool, but there is very limited
opportunity to implement and they pose an element

of risk. Mechanical grinders or masticators can create
young forest habitat by grinding up a forest whose trees
that are approaching 7” in diameter. Though mechani-
cal treatments can mimic historic disturbances such as
fire to a certain extent, they are unlikely to capture the
full ecological value of a natural disturbance. These
treatments are usually expensive. The Wildlife Habitat
Incentive Program (WHIP) may provide federal cost
sharing for controlled burns and creating young forest
habitat. More information about creating young forest
habitat can be found through the “Coverts Program”
from the UConn Cooperative Extension’s web site,
hitp://www.canr.uconn.edu/ces/forest/coverts.htm.

The most cost efficient method for maintaining a
disturbance dependent ecosystem often involves forest
management. Forest management also often entails
cutting trees too small to market but necessary for
freeing up overtopped oak seedlings and saplings, It
should be noted that some harvests can be ecologi-
cally regressive, Harvests in oak forests can accelerate
succession towards other species if only the valuable

Ferrucci & Walicki, LLC

- Land Management Consultants

Environmental Stewardship
anq Land Management since 1982

« Forest & Open Space Management Services
» Property Tax Reduction

¢ GIS & GPS-based Mapping

« Forest & Wildlife Habitat Improvement

¢ Timber Inventories & Appraisals

» Professionally Managed Timber Harvests

» Environmental Oversight

» Municipal Watershed Management

VIBIT OUR WEBSITE FOR EXAMPLES OF WHAT WE CAN DG FOR you!
FREE DOWNLOADS AT WWW.FWFORESTERS.COM - UNDER "RESOURCES”

6 Way Roap
MIDDLEFIELD, CT 06455
860-349-7007 Fax: 860-349-7032
EMAIL: FW@FWFORESTERS.COM

WWW.FWFORESTERS.COM

Satellite Offices in Connecticut:
COVENTRY, CHESHIRE, POMFRET, MADISON

Senior Siaff: -
Dan PERACCHIO, PHIL TASPAR, MARK KASINSKAS
THOMAS WALICKI AND MICHAEL FERRUCCI

trees are harvested and most of the small nonuoak trees
are left. Appropriate forest management can sustain an
ecologically viable forest and, in addition, yield wood

- products to offset management costs.

Forest Management Assistance

DEP Division of Forestry conducts a detailed assess-
ment and extensive planning before implementing
forestry operations on state forests. Likewise, it is
recommended that landowners and land trusts have

a stewardship plan prepared by a certified forester to
provide a detailed evaluation of the forest resources
and management options before any harvest. The
Connecticut Division of Forestry offers a service
where their foresters can provide a limited initial as-
sessment at no charge to the landowners.

The complex social and biclogical issues confronting
Connecticut’s forest are in the process of being col-
laboratively addressed by stakeholders in the 5-year
revision of the Connecticut Statewide Forest Resource
Plan. More information on forest management can be
found at the DEP Division of Forestry Website: http:/
www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=26978&q=322792&d
epNav_GID=1631&depNav=] ‘

For the most part, the forest is not sustaining viable
populations of the full array of fauna and flora native
to the area. The forest is being compromised because
the cumulative effect of our collective actions and
inactions brought unintended and often unnoticed
consequences. It will take a mindful concerted effort
to substantially change this course.

End Notes

1Ch_orneslcy et al 2005. Science priorities for reducing the
threat of invasive species to sustainable forestry. Bio Sci-

ence 553(4): 335-348.

This article and the full set of supporting citations can
be found at caciwe.org. }

Assessment of Pollutant Loads and
Evaluation of Treatment Systems
(APLETS)

Water Quality Software for Land Development Projects
Developed by Steve Trinkaus, PE, CPESC, CPSWQ

Calculate pellutant loads for
TSS, TP, TN, DIN, ZN, Cu & TPH
for 23 land use.conditions,
evaluate effective of 34
treatment systems to )
remeve pollutants from runoff

Trinkaus Engineering, LLC

114 Hunters Ridge Road
Southbury, CT 06488
www.trinkousengineering.com
aplets@earthiink.net
203-264-4558
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| STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

February 22, 2010

University of Connecticut
31 LeDoyt Road -Unit 3055
Storrs, CT 06269-3055

Attn: Richard Miller

RE: FM-200903092
Swan Lake Qutlet
University of Connecticut
Mansfield

Dear Mr, Miller;

The Inland Water Resources Division of the Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed the
flood management certification prepared by James Ericson of Lenard Engineering and signed by
Richard Miller of the University of Connecticut. The certification document dated October 1, 2009,
states that the proposed activity has been designed in compliance with the requirements of Section 25-
68d(b) of the Connecticut General Statutes (CGS) and Section 25-68h-1 through 25-68h-3 of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA).

The project consists of improvements to the existing Swan Lake Drainage outfall as shown on plans
entitied “University of Connecticut Gurleyville Road Storrs, Connecticut Job # 07-444”, dated May 7,
2008 revised May 28, 2009.

The above referenced certification is hereby approved with the following condition.

1. There shall be no modifications to the existing contributing stormwater drainage system
discharging into the Swan Lake drainage outlet prior to receipt of all required state permits,
specifically, the Inland Water Recourses Flood Management Certification and Diversion
Permit. The outlet protection design must be verified upon final design of the future diversion.

No revisions or alterations to the approved plans are allowed without first obtaining written approval
from this Division of such alterations. If there ate any questions, contact Sharon Yurasevecz of the
Inland Water Resources Division at 860-424-3019.

rely, /

JA ‘ ol E, (?/;
Denise Rwficla i
Director

Inland Water Resources Division

{Printed on Recycled Paper} -
79 Elm Street » Hartford, CT 06106-5127
www.cl.govidep
An Equal Gppornnity Employer
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Aswe wrap up this issue of Counef:uC_'ut W{ldllff:: it is still cold and Department of Environmental Pr otecﬂ on
snowy outside and we are wondering if spring will ever come. Whenever mgw ot gnv.’deg '
it is time to work an the March/April issue, I start looking forward to : ¥ ' '

. . . . : - C'ammui:wner
spring and one of my favorite events of the season — the migration of L cAmey Marrella
Jrogs and salamanders from their forest homes to nearby vernal pools ~ Depuy Commissigner .
where they breed and lny eggs. Being a transplant to Connecticut from "ot Susnn Frechetts

first the Midwest and then the Rocky Mountains, my initial experience , Cﬁwf Bureau of Nﬂfﬂmf Resurces
with this amphilbian migration was a moment to remember, Dyuring ' o '
the first spring at our house in Meriden more than twe decades ago, [
opened the back door on a warm, rainy night to find a slew of spotted
salamanders waiting to come in. Walking outside, I found salamanders
maving through the grass, across the patio, down the wallway, and
into the road, headed for the large “swamp" across the street. Spotted
salamanders were not the only ones making the migration; they also
were joined by Jefferson salamanders (a Connecticut species af special
concern), wood frogs, and spring peepers. Although I did not see as
many frogs as salamanders, I could definitely hear them. On some
warm, rainy nights the sound of wood frogs croaking and peepers
peeping can be deafening.

I had never seen Jefferson salamanders before and when I mentioned
Jinding them to fellow biologist Julie Victoria, she told herpetologist Dr:
Michael Klemens (author of Amphibians and Reptiles of Connectient
and Adjacent Regions). He visited our "swamp” to verify that I

had found a previously unkmown population of this rare species. He
explained that the steep, rocky area behind my house was a favored
habitat of the Jefferson salamander. Knowing that, I've taken it upon
myself to watch over these creatures every year during their migration.
My biggest concern in the beginning was the journey these animals
had to take as they left the woods behind the houses, traveled through
the yards, and then navigated the road that separated them from their
breeding pool. Fortunately, the road is a dead end with o handful of
houses and is not heavily traveled. However, a good number af frogs
and salamanders are still run aver as they cross the road. Sa, there I
am, out in the rain on those spring nights, with my flashlight, picking up
Jfrogs and salamanders and carrying them across the road during their
trips to the breeding pool and then back to the forest. My neighbors
thought I was a bit eccentric at first. But, as the years went by, they
started watching out for the amphibians, too. When my kids were old
enough, they also pitched in, along with their friends. It has become

an anpual event for all and, in the process, the kids (and even the
adults) have learned about these fascinating animals and have come to
appreciate them. This experience s not unique — each one af us should
take the time to learn more about the natural world around us ard do
our part to conserve it for future generations.

Kathy Herz, Editor

Cover:

. o e
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The Spring Tua'key Hunting Season Approaches

By Michael Gregonls

The spring wild turkey hunting
season is an event that many hunters
ook forward to on an annuat basis.
The 2010 spring gobbler season is
no exception. This year's season has
several changes that provide addiional
hunting opportunities. The season will
start on April 28 and end on May 29.
Private land hunters will be able to
harvest 3 birds, while state lJand hunt-
ers can harvest 2 birds. New regulation
changes have increased the spring
season by one week and allow hunters
to purchase both private and state land
permits. Hunting licenses and turkey
permits can be purchased on the DEP’s
‘Web site (www.ct.gov/dep/sportsmen-
licensing) and at most town clerks,
some sporting goods stores, and DEP
offices. Hunters are required to have
a 2010 firearms hunting license or a
small game and deer archery permit to
apply for a spring turkey permit.

Season Outlook

Hunters should expect to see fewer
Jjakes {males less than one year old)
during the 2010 season because last
summer’s turkey brood survey indicated
productivity on the lower end of the
spectrum. Connecticut also has exper-
enced several years of lower productivity,
which have caused some declines in the
overall statewide wild turkey population.
Despite these factars, with preparation
and persistence hunters should be able to
find conperative gobblers thronghoit the
state.

Preparation is a Must

As 18 consistent with hunting for most
species of wildlife, preseason scout-
ing may make the difference between
harvesting a bird and just enjoying a day
afield. Hunters should head into the Seld
before the season to locate signs of tur-
keys and listen for gobbling activity. This
extra effort helps increase your chances
of success.

Some signs that hunters should be
looking for include tracks, feathers, and
droppings; each of these sipns can indi-
cate sex and abundance of birds. For ex-
ample, the track of an adult male turkey
averages about 6 or 7 inches in length,
whereas a hen track is smaller at about
4.5 to 5 inches. Breast feathers from
turkeys that have recently been in the area

dlse can help identify the sex c of the bird.
Male breast feathers have blaclk tips while
the female’s are buffed-colored. Drop-
pings from male turkeys are j-shaped and
about 1.5 to 2 inches long versus drop-
pings from fermales which are ymaller
and more compact than eongated. These
signs are useful for determining number
of birds, frequency of use, and travel cor-
ridors. It is as simiple ag knowing that the
more signs that are observed in an area,
the larger the turkey population.

Another important preseason scout-
ing technique is locating and menitoring
gobbling activity. Male turkeys announce
their presence to hens by gobbling from
a roost tree. Hunters can use gobbling ac-
tivity to their advantage because gobblers
will often roost in the same vicinity, if not

Preseason scouting may make the difference between harvesflng a turkey and just enjoying a
day afield. Hunters shouid head Into the fleld before the season to locate signs of iurkeys and
fisten for gobhling activity. This extra effort helps increase your ehances of success.

the same tree, during spring. To locate
turkey roosts, hunters should arrive at
their hunting area an hour before sunrise,
find & high vantage point op the property,
and listen for gobbling activity. This

type of scouting should be conducted

on days with light winds and increasing
barometric pressure. By locating roosting
of whera the gobblers are at first light,
which will be advantageous for setting up
a strategy for harvesting a bird when the
season starts. Spending time in the field
before the season starts can pay off with
additional birds in the bag,

Mike Gregonis is a biologist with the
Wildlife Division’s Deer/Turkey Program

Spring Turkey Junior Hunter Days, April 17 & 24

Spring turkey Junior hunter training days provide junior hunters with an opportunity to
learn safe and effective hunting practices from experlenced hunters. Licensed junior
hunters may hunt for turkeys when accompanied by a licensed adult hunter 18 years of
age and older. The adult mentor may not carry a firearm. The junior hunter must have

a valid spring turkey season permit for state or private land. Those hunting on private
land also must have written consent from the landowner. The adult mentor may assist
In ealling turkeys. Hunting hours for Junior Hunter Tralning Days only are one-half hour
before. sunrise {o 5:00 PM. Harvested turkeys must be tagged and reported. Consult
wwuw.ct.gov/dep/hunting to fearn mare about tagging and reporting requirements.
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Fish Habitat Enhanced Along the Shetucket River

By Brian D. Murphy

During the last decade, the DEP’s In-
land Fisheries Division has been actively
adding Large Woody Habitat (LWH) to
river systems as 4 component of individu-
al siream restoration projects, particularly
in rivers that are LWH deficient. Large
Woody Habitat is typically defined by
fisheries biologists as trees or logs with a
minimum diameter of four inches and a
minimum length of six feet that protrude
or.Jay within a stream channel. Research
has shown that LWH is an important
natural component of a river’s biological
diversity and health. Large wood func-
tions to create and enhance new instream
fish habitats and also helps stabilize
stream channels. In addition, wood helps
collect organic materials, such as leaves
and twigs, that provide an important food
soutce for aguatic insects. In essence,
LWH functions as a mini-ecosystem.

Shetucket River Project

The Shetucket River below the Scot-
land Hydroelectric Facility in Windham
has been identified as LWH deficient.

It was determined that this section of
the river would greatly benefit from the
introduction of LWH as part of overall

long-term river management and restora-
tion efforts. Two reasons for the LWH
deficiency are: 1) LWH is collected and
removed at trashracks associated with
the hydroelectric facility, and 2) the
facility, which regulates instream flows,
operates in a pealing mode, thereby
disrupting the transport and settlement of
wood that would naturally be recruited
into the Shetucket River. Currently up
for relicensing with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, the facility is
proposed to be operated in a run-of-river
mode in the future. Future run-of-river
operation mode, which simulates a more
natoral streamflow regime, will be more
conducive to the recruitment and reten-
tion of LWH.

Installing Habitat Structures

The Shetucket River habitat enhance-
ment project entailed the installation of
three constructed log jams and three fioat-
ing log covers placed along the east side
of the river, adjacent to Salt Rock State
Park property. The Wildlife Division’s
Wetlands Habitat and Mosquito Manage-
ment Program was responsible for the
installation of these habitat structures

ThlS cunstructed leg ]am in the Shetucket Fllver in Sprague creates “Large Woody Habitat" that prov[des instream
fish habitats and helps stabilize stream channels.

using low ground pressure excavators. -
Construction management oversight was
provided by Todd Bobowick, fisheries
biologist with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conser-
vation Service.
The construction of log jams in the
river involved the careful group place-
ment of multiple trees (branches inclnd-
ed) to form an interwoven complex of
wood simulating the formation of natural
log jamg. Each structure was comprised
of 8 to 10 hardwood trees. Log jams were
secured in place with soil anchor devices
and wire rope and will remain in place
providing woody habitats for an estimat-
ed 15 to 20-year period. Log jams were
located in water depths between 1 and 4
feet extending away from the banl, but
extending no greater than 25% of the low
flow channel width. Given these width
parameters, structures will not impact
navigation uses within the river. It is an-
ticipated that the structures may alsp trap
mobile wood naturally recruited into the
Shetucket River during high flow events.
Floating log covers are structures
compriged of individual trees felied into
the river at locations where there is no
access for heavy equip-
ment. These structures
were ingtalled in
the river near larger

. boulders and bedrock
outcrops, significantly
adding to the complex-
ity of instream habitats.
These floating log cov-
ers, designed to float
with changes in stream-
flow, were secured in a
similar fashion as the
log jams. They mainly
provide overhead cover
and velocity refugia
(refuge from strong
currents) for the fish
community.

Fishing the
S hetucket River

The Shetucket
River supports a highly
diverse fish community
(23 species, 15 native)
comprising both inland
and diadromous spe-
cies. Diadromous fish
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Donnle Hargreaves of the DEP's Wetlands Hahitat and Mosquito Management Prugram constructs a log jam In the Shetucket River to
create "Large Wuody Habitat."

are migratory species that exhibit a life
history strategy that includes movement
between fresh and saltwater. The river is

managed as a Trophy Trout Stream with-

a daily creel limit of 2 fish and an open
season from the third Saturday in April
to the last day in Pebruary. It is annually
stocked by the Infand Fisheries Division
with adult brown and rainbow trout and
surplus broedsteck trout ranging from

1 to 10 pounds in size. Many tributary
strearns to the Shetuclket River provide
important thermal refuges for tront; in
particular, downstream of the Scotland
Dam are Merrick Brook (Scotland) and
Beaver Brook (Sprague). Areas within
100 feet of the mouths of these tributar-
ies are closed o all fishing from June 13
to August 31. Occasionelly, wild brown
trout and native book trout that have
moved into the river from these coldwa-
ter tributary streams can be found in the
Shetucket River. In addition to a trout
fishery, the Shetucket River supports an
abundant smallmouth bass population.
The bass are generally small (less than 8
inches in length); however, some indi-

viduals can exceed 12 inches in size. The
Shetncket River also is managed as an At-
lantic salmon broodstock fishery from the
Scotland Dam downstream to the Cccum
Dam (Norwich). A total of 500 Atlantic
salmon broodstock were stocked in this
area of the river during 2009.

More complete fishing regnlation
information can be obtained in the 2010
Connecticut Anglers Guide at www.
ct.oov/dep/fishing. Anglers can access
the Shetucket River at several locations
on state property in the Town of Sprague,
including 2,300 feet of shoreline at Salt
Rock Park Campground and 2,500 feet of
shoreline at Mohegan State Forest.

Funding the Project

The Inland Fisheries Division re-
ceived grant assistance from the Natu-
ral Resources Conservation Service’s
Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program to
fund project implementation. Additional
funding was provided by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service’s Partners for Fish
and Wildlife Program. The Thames Val-
ley Chapter of Trout Unlimited also was

supportive of this habitat enhancement
project as the fver is a popular fishing
location for its members.

The Inland Fisheries Division has
successfully completed many streamn
habitat restoration projects throughout
Connecticut since 1995. More informa-
tion on these projects can be found on the
DEP Web site at www.ct.gzov/dep/fsh-
ing (click on “habitat restoration” under -
Featured Links). A 6-page fact sheet
about Large Woody Habitat manapement
also is available on the habitat restoration
section of the Web site.

With the completion and promo-
tion of more successful riverine habitat
projects, like the one on the Shetucket
River, it is hoped that similar efforts
will be undertaken by municipalities,
non-governmental organizations, and
privaie landowners in other rivers and
streams that ere deficient of Large Woody
Habitat.

Brian Murphy is a Senior Fisheries
Habitai Biologist with the DEP's Infand
Fisfieries Division
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2010 Midwinter Waterfowl Survey Shows Hngh Numbers of

Canada Geese

By Min Huang

Every winier since
1555, the Wildlife
Division has conducted
the annual Midwin-
ter Waterfowl Survey
to obtain an index of
long-term wintering
waterfowl trends. This
survey is conducted in
early January through-
out the Atlantic Flyway.
The Atlantic Flyway is
a bird migration route
that generally follows
the Atlantic Coast of
North America and the
Appalachian Mountains,
The stafes and Canadian
provinces that make up
the Atlantic Flyway all
participaie in the survey.
The survey is conducted
from a helicopter in
Connecticut and a cen-
sus is obtained from the
coast, the three major
river systems (Con-
necticut, Thames, and Housatonic) and
selected inland lakes and reservoirs.

Conditions for the 2010 survey were
excellent. Many of the inland [akes and

ponds were frozen due to prolonged cold

weather in the weelts prior to the survey.
When inland water areas freeze, water-
fowl concentrate along the coast and on
the major river systems. Clear skies and
mederate winds on the day of the survey
led to unlimited visibility and good flying
conditions.

Counts of all puddle ducks were
above their 5-year averages. The mallard
count (2,500) was the highest in over
15 years, as was the count for American
black ducks (3,200). American wigeon
and gadwall counts also were above their
respective 5-year averages. Following a
recent trend, however, most puddle ducks
were gbserved in urban sanctuaries where
supplemental feeding by the public oc-
curs. The Division discourages citizens
from feeding waterfowl for 4 number
of reasons, including increased risk of
disease transmission and the potential for
poor nutrition, The Division has pub-
tished a brochure, “Do Not Feed Water-
fowl.” that outlines the potential hazards

of feeding waterfowl, It is available on

the DEP Web site (www,ct.pov/dep/wild-

life).

'The scaup count (800) was well

Counts of all puddle ducks during the Mldwlnter Waterfowl Survey were above ih r 5-year average, includlng
counts of the American wigeon.

and slightly above their 5-year averages.
Atlantic brant numbers (1,000) were

lower than in 2009 and below the recent

below that of 2009 and continued to be
lower than historical wintering numbers
for Comnecticut. The decline in the scanp
population throughout North America
continues to be of concern for biolo-
gists nationwide. Habitat changes on the

scaup's breeding

grounds may be a

factor in the long-

term decline of the Resuits for Major Species*
population.

Mergansers were ~ Species 2010
abundant but below Allantic Brant 1,000
levels observed in . Black Duck 3,200
2009 (900} and just Buiflehead 1,100
under the 5-year Canada Goose 4,800
average. The com- Canvashack 0
mon goldeneye Mallard 2,500
count (400) also was Merganser 900
less than last year. Mute Swan 700
Conats for buffle- Lang-tailed Duck 200
heads (1,100) and Common Goldeneys 400
long-tailed ducks Scaup 800

(200) were above
those from last year

* rounded fo nearest fundred

2009
1,700
2,800

700
3,500

100
1,400
1,800

700

100
800
1,800

average. Canada goose counts (4,800)
were high for this survey and the highest
recorded in a decade.

Min Huang is the leader of the Division’s
Migratory Gamebird Program

Connecticut Midwinter Waterfowl Survey

Five-year Avg.
1,400
2,000

200
3,300
100
1,100
1,100
800
100
BOO
2,200
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An Assessment of Deer, Ticks,

By Howard Kilpatrick

Numerous com-
munities in Connecticut
are concerned about the
abundance of ticks and
the risk of contracting
tick-related diseases,
such as Lyme disease,
babesiosis, and ehrlichi-
osis. Many studies have
demonstrated a close
relationship between
deer abundance and
tick abundance, As deer
populations increase,
tick populations and the
risk of contracting Lyme
disease also increase. A
13-year study in Mum-
ford Cove in Groton
demonstrated that by
reducing deer popula-
tions during the hunting
season, the community
saw less ticks and human cases of Lyme
disease.

Recently, a “4-poster device” was de-
veloped to kill ticks on deer. The device
uses cormn to afiract deer and, as the deer
feed, they rub their head and neck against
a paint roller covered with a tickicide. A
cooperative study was initiated in 2008
on Mason Island i Mystic, Connecticut,
to learn more about the effectiveness of
the 4-poster device. Study cooperators
included the Mason Island Community,
Connecticut Agricultural Experiment
Station, and the Wildlife Division. The
goal of the study is to test the effects of
4-poster devices on tick abundance, tick
infection rates, deer herd health, and hu-
man cases of Lyme disease in the small,
isolated community on Mason Island.

Data are being collected on tick and
deer populations at both Mason Island
(treated site) where the 4-poster devices
are being used and Black Point {control
site} where there are no 4-poster devices.
Collecting data before and after treatment

Deer visit a 4-poster device installed on Mason Island in Mystic. The device uses corn to attract deer and, as the
deer feed, they rub thelr head and neck agalnst a paint roller covered with a tickicide,

is initiated and from a treated and control
site will allow researchers to evaluate
the effectiveness of the 4-poster devices.
Acorn production may influence deer
use of 4-poster devices, therefore mast
surveys are being conducted annually to
quantify acorn production. ’
Tick sampling was initiated at Magon
Island and Black Point prior to use of
the 4-poster devices and will continue
throughout the study, Ticks were sampled
by dragging a piece of fleece on the
ground along walldng trails, stone walls,
yard edges and throngh open forest at the
ireated and control sites. The Connecticut
Agricultural Experiment Station exam-
ined all ticks to assess infection rates.
Spotlight surveys were initiated to
assess the nurnber of fawns produced
per doe {deer herd health). Evaluating
changes in the number of fawns produced
per doe will provide insight into how
supplemental feed, used to atiract deer to
the 4-poster device, may affect deer herd
health. Spotlight surveys were conducted

Tick and fawn production at Mason Island and Black Point during
the pre-treatment (2008) and 1-year post-ireaiment period (2009),

. 2008 2009
No, Total % Ticks Fawns Total % Ticks Fawns
Sites Ticks  Tested Per Ticks Tesied Per
Site Sampled Collected Positive Dos  Collected Positive Doe
Masonsisland 37 44 30% 0.36 70 3% 0.86
Black Point do 132 39% Q.71 135 26% 0.38

and 4-poster Devices

at Masgon Island and Black Point before
use of the 4-poster devices and will con-
tinue throughouf the experimental shidy.

The Mason Island Association is an-
nually surveying residents to record the
number of human cases of Lyme.disease
in the community. This survey will be
conducted throughout the study to assess
changes in the number of human cases of
Lyme disease in the community.

Five, 4-poster devices were deployed
on Mason Island in October 2008. Tick
sampling was initiated in June 2008 and
spotlight surveys of deer were initiated
in November 2008, Potential effects of
the 4-poster devices on deer herd heatth
were observable in fall 2009 (after first
year of treatment) and potential effects
on nymphal tick populations should be
observable by June 2010 {after second
year of treatment, due to the life cycle of
ticks).

The 4-poster devices were active for
22 weelks (9 weeks in fall and 13 weeks
in spring) during the first year of the
study. Total corn consumption was 3,960
pounds, or 62,9 pounds of corn per day,
during the 9-week fall period. Spotlight
surveys were conducted at Mason Island
and Black Point in November 2008
(pre-treatrnent) and November 2009
{post-treatment). The number of fawns
produced per doe increased at Mason
Island, but decreased at Black Point,

- continued on page 13
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2009 a Better Year for Mast Production in CT’s Forests

Written by Michael Gregonis

Research on mast is important
because the availability of mast can
inflnence annual productivity of squirrels,
deer, bears, wild turkeys, ruffed grouse,
and many other wildlife species. Mast is

~a word that biologists often use; however,
many may oot know what constitutes
mast. In general, mast is the nuts and
berries produced by trees and shrubs. All
mast falls into two categories, hard mast
such as acorns and hickory nuts and soft
mast such as blueberries, wild cherries,
and blackberries. -

States from Maine to West Virginia
are participating in a cooperative research
project that tracks annual hard mast
productivity, resulting in a single online
database that is available to wildlife
biologists and the public. The goal of this
survey is to gather regional information
regarding hard mast production, which
will aid in the management of wildlife
species in the northeastern United States.

The Wildlife Division initiated a field
study in 2007 io assess hard mast produc-
tion in each of Connecticut’s 12 deer and
turkey management zones (see map on
page 17). This information, in conjunc-
tion with an ongoing acorn abundance
assessment from the deer hunter survey,
will provide more insight into annual
acorn produetivity thronghout Connecii-
cut's oak forests.

The 2009 survey was conducted from
August 15 to September 1. Tweny-five
trees from the white oal group (e.g.,
white, chestnut, swamp oak species)
and red oak group {e.g., red, black,
pin, scarlei oal species) were selected
for sampling at 11 of 12 survey sites.

Twenty-five trees were selected from
only the red oal group at one site because
an insufficient number of white oaks
were available for sampling, Survey trees
are numbered and marked with white
paint indicating species from the white
oak group and red paint for the red oak
group, Marlking the trees with paint and a
metal numbered tag assists with locating
each tree on an annual basis. The crown
of each tree is scanned for 30 seconds

. with binoculars to detect the presence or

absence of acoms to assess annual hard
nast productivity. All trees are assessed
to determine the proportion of sample
trees that have mast, providing an index
of productivity.

A productivity scale of O (scace) to 6
{abundant} was used to rank mast abun-

Connecticut Hard Mast Survey, 2009

Percent Acorn Abundance

Zone Site Location White
1 Housatonic WMA 24
Saessions WMA 24
3 Scantic River 3P 0
4 Belding WMA 60
5  Yale-Myers FForest 68
6 Aldo Leopald WMA o
7  Sleeping Giant SP 12
8  .Cockaponset SF 1
9 Hurd SP 16
10 Franklin WMA .48
11 Huntington 5P 44
12 Bamn Istand WMA 0
Mean

Research
Red Total Wast Index

36 30 1.8
86 60 3.6
64 64 3.8
95 78 47
100 84 5.0
96 48 2.9
G4 36 2.3
33 17 i.0
64 40 2.4
92 70 4.2
72 58 3.5
88 44 2.6

3.2

dance at both the regional and statewide
level, The statewide index for the 2009
feld mast survey was 3.2, whereas the in-
dex was 2.4 in 2008, The index for 2005
indicates that statewide acorn abundance
was moderate to abundant. On a regional
basis, acorn abundance ranged from a
high of 5.0 in deer and turkey manage-
ment zone 5, to a low of 1.0in zope 8,
The mast index in the remainder of the
management zones fell into thé moderate
to abundant category.

Information provided by the mast
survey also will be used to predict pro-
ductivity in some wildlife populations,
as well as the deer harvest, Past research
has shown that in years with high acorn
abundance, there is more food for some
wildlife species (e.g., iree squirrels), thus
creating conditions that enhance survival
and increase production of young the fol-
lowing year. Information reported on the
annual deer hunter survey demonstrates
that the deer harvest increases in years
of low acorn abundance. This increase in
harvest can be attributed to deer moving
more often from feeding to bedding areas
and {foraging for longer periods as they
search for sparse acorns and other foods.
Acorns are an important food for many
wildlife species and can affect the size
of populations and their volnerability to
hunting pressute.

Michael Gregonis is a biologist with the
Wildlife Division's Deei/Turkey Program
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Weasel Project Completed: Results Shed Light on Distribution of

Short- and Long-tailed Weasels

By Christina Kocer

A two-year status and distribution study of short-tailed and
long-tailed weasels in Connecticut was completed in 2009.

Trapping efforts were conducted throughout the state at federsl,
state, and town-owned properties, as well as at several privately-

owned properties. Three different types of live traps were used,
including-squirrel-sized Havahart® traps, PVC tube-shaped
traps, and wooden hox traps. Two kinds of bait (rabbit or
mouse) also were evalated for effectivensss,

Between July and December 2008, 11 individual weasels
were captured 19 times during 1,549 trap nights (one trap night
was defined as one 24-hour period in which a trap was set).

An additional 40 weasel specimens were collected from for
trappers, designated wildlife rehabilitators, Nuisance Wildlife
Contzel Operators, nature centers, and by collecting weasels
killed by domestic pets and vehicles.

Short-taited and long-tailed weasels are similar in appear-
ance and difficult to distingnish, even when biologists are able
to examine them closely in hand. Therefore, small tissue sam-
ples were collected for genetic analysis from every individual

it was confirmed that 6 individuals were short-tailed weasels
{all females) and 44 were long-tailed weasels (23 males, 17
females, and 4 unknown). Only 1 individual was unconfirmed,
Of the 11 weasels captured in traps, 1 was confirmed as a
short-taited weasel (female) and the remaining 10 were long-
tailed weasels (4 males, 6 females). Initial captures of female
long-tailed weasels were accomplished twice as often with
rabbit bait than with mouse bait. However, once & female chose
a particular bait type, all successive captures of that individual
were inade using the same bait. Male long-tailed weasels did
not appear to exhibit a bait preference. No female weasels of
either species were captured in PVC tube traps initially and
o male weasels were ever captured in Havahart@ traps. No
animals were recaptured in wooden traps; however, PVC tube
traps were more likely to capture a weasel ag a recapiuge than

Results of Weasel Distribution Study
2007-2008

D Long-ailed weasel
|::| Shoni-taited weasel

I::| Long-tsiled and shost-iailed weasels

[T s

Wildlifz Division technician Christina Kocer transfers DNA into small
plastic tubes as part of the specles verification process, Because short-
and leng-tailed weasels are difficuit to distinguish, genetlc analyses
were used {o accurataly differentiate the two species. All 1ab work was

completed at the University of Connecticut.

as an initial capture. The wooden box traps were the only trap
type nsed for this stedy that did not appear to exhibit & sex bias
as they were successful in capturing both male and female long-
tailed weasels equally as often, regardless of bait used, These
data suggest that it may be important to incorporate a variety
of bait and trap types throughout 2 study to reduce sex, species,
and individual preferences and to increase capture success.
Similar to historically described ranges for the 2 weasel
species, long-tailed weasels were found throughout Connecticut
while shori~¢siled weasels tended to be found in the north and
western parts of the state, Limited data for short-tailed weasels
were collected so the species’ range may-be underestimated.
Wildlife Division staff continues to collect weasel sightings
from the public and specimers for future analyses. An addi-
tionat 12 weasel specimens have been collected since the initial

analyses were completed, so genetic analyses will resume in the
futore,

Christina Kocer is a technician with the Division's Wildlife
Diversity Program
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Sentinel of the Marsh - The Red-winged Blackbird

Article and photography by Paul Fusco, Wildlife Outreach Program

In late winter, as the coastal salt marshes of Connectieut
begin to thaw, one of our best known birds begins to return to
the state from its wintering grounds. Flocks of adult male red-
winged blackbirds are among the first to arrive to the partially
frozen wetlands across the state. Some are vanguards that will
be passing through on their way further.north, and some will
claim territories for the upcorhing breeding season. As winter
turns to spring, their loud “konk-la-ree” song emanates from all
corners of the wetlands across Connecticut as male red-winged
blackbirds sing from the tops of reeds and cattails. Resident
adult females and immature males generally appear in increasing
numbers after the beginning of April.

. ' SR Set off against the
otherwise black plum-
age, the red shoulder
patches of the male
red-winged blackbird are
truly stunning. When in
full display, the birds will
puff up their body feath-
ers, spread their tail, and
flare ont their namesale
epaulets to flash blaz-

. ing scarlet patches. The
L o : epaulets are used as a
territorial warning to other males during the breeding season.

Red-winged blackbirds are dimorphic in that the male and
female have different plumages. While the male has all black
plumage with red shoulder patches, the female is brown and
heavily streaked. At first glance, the female actually looks
somewhat Like a large sparrow. The red shoulder patches are only
.. found onthe male, Young males are dusky brown with mottled
streaking and show some red on the shoulders.

Kange

Red-winged black-
birds are considered to be
ong of the most abundant
birds in North America.
They can be found coast
to coast, from Alasks to
eastern Canada, and south
io Florida and down into
Mexico. In Connecticut,
they are found statewide
and in large numbers,
They have adapted well to development, and can be found in wet-
lands of even the most urban areas. In fall, they migrate from the
northern parts of their range for the winter.

Habitat Use

Freshwater wetlands are the primary breeding habitat for the
red-winged blackhird. The birds are most frequently associated
with cattail marshes and marshes with shrubs and small trees.
Cup-shaped nests are built in cattails, shrubs, and small trees,
sometimes over water. Red-winged blackbirds also frequently
nest close to the ground in thick grass fields, especially those that
are close to wetlands. In coastal areas, they usually are not found

The red-winged blackblrd s slightly smaller than a robin, and has
a straight, sharply pointed bll{. Males are black with red and buif
shoulder patches.

in true saltmarsh habitats, but instead in brackish and wetland
edges close to saltmarshes.

- Foraging occurs in open areas where the blackbirds pri-
marily feed on insects, other invertebrates, and weed seeds, In
agricultural areas, the birds feed on insects, grubs, and wormms
that are brought up by plows, Red-winged blackbirds consume
an astounding number of harmful insects and weed seeds. The
list includes, but is not lirnited to, cankerworms, grubs, caterpil-
lars, weevils, grasshoppers, and weed seeds like panic grass

and ragweed. In some farm regions, large blackbird flocks may
become agricultural pests when they damage crops, such as rice -
and corn., The destruction mainly occurs in areas where grains
are grown in great abundance. Gverall, the damage caused by
this species is outweighed by the beneficial service it provides to
farmers and homeowners in the form of pest control.

Behavior
Red-winged blackbirds are aggressive. They will boldly
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Cattai] marshes are a preferred habitat for red-wlnged blackhlrds.

attack larger birds, Iike crows, ravens, herons, and hawks, that
stray into their territory, driving the potentiat predators away.
On occasion, observers have reported red-winged blackbirds
actually riding on the backs of these larger birds, pecking and
jabbing while holding on.

Males have breeding territories that can be close to each
other, Adjacent territories with common borders are good places
to watch inferactions between the birds. The males use various

displays to defend a territory, including song with feather spread,

bill-tilt, and flight song. At times, male red-winged blackbirds
can be brutally agpressive toward each other. Territorial squab-
bles can be intense and may involve wrestling on the ground or
in water.

Red-winged blackbirds typically forage on the ground by
walking and pecking as they go. They may be seen hopping
only on occasion. In flight, red-wings have an irregular flapping
flight pattern. Flocks are loasely grouped and may be vocal.

Conservation

Al blackbirds are native migratory birds that are protected
by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, a formal
treaty with Canada and Mexico. There are exceptions to their
protection in that they may be killed when found “committing or
about to commit depredations upon omamenta] or shade trees,
agricuiturai crops, livestock, or wildlife, or when concentrated
in such numbers and manner as to constittte a health hazard or
other puisance.”

The birds begin to form flocks in late summer, which by fall,
could grow to enormous numbers. Their flocks are frequently
mixed with cowbirds, grackles, starlings, and rusty blackbirds,
They may come into confiict with people in some areas because

the huge flocks
may feed on culti-
vated grain or rice.
Also, large Toosts
may be a nuisance
becanse of the
noise and drop-
pings.

‘While the
overall popula-
tion appears to be
stable, in some
parts of its range
this bird's num-
bers are declining
significantly due
to habitat loss and
the vse of poison
to stem crop dam-
age. Draining and

filling of wet- Females with thelr heavl[y streaked brown
1ands, changes in plumage appear stimllar to a large sparrow.
farming practices,

and suburbanization have all contributed to a reductxcm in the
red-winged blackbird’s habitat. According to information from
National Audubon Society and the U, S. Geological Survey,
red-winged blackbirds have declined in Connecticut by as much
as 70% over the last 40 years. Stronp inland wetland protections
and enforcement of wetland protection laws are important for the
conservation of these birds as well as other wﬂdhfe that depend
on wetland habitat.
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Landowner Incentive Program Projects Continue

By Judy Wilsan

The Wildlife Division's
Landowner Incentive
Program provides téchnical
advice and cost assistance
to landowners for habitat
management that will resuit
in the protection, restora-
tion, reclamation, enhance-
ment, and maintenance of
habitats that support fish,
wildlife, and plant species
considered at-risl, This pro-
gram has been made pos-
sible through grants from
the UL.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, which recognized
the need to help states with
the stewardship of their
at-risk species. Landowners
who have or are currently
participating in the Program
were required to submit an
application to the Division.
Applications were accepted
from 2005 to 2007.

Because funding was
limited, grants were award-
ed through a competitive
process. The Division developed ranking
criteria to gnsure that these limited funds
were distributed with maximum berefit
0 at-risk plants and wildlife. Some of the
most important ranking criteria included
presence of and benefit to at-risk species,
presence and value of priority habitats,
presence and integrity of imperiled
natural communities, and total acreage
of property and project, The Landowner
Incentive Program provides up to 75%
of the project cost, while the landownet,
conservation organization, or other non -
federal grant source must provide the
remaining 25% match. In some cases,
landowners provide the matching funds
through in-lind services, such as brush
hogging, plowing, and harrowing.

Despite no new funding in the past
few years, the Program continues to work
using the original grants, but does face
an uncertain future, Staff continues to exe-
cute contracts and prepare project propos-
als for all previously approved projects.
Several projects were completed in 2009
and more will be implemented in 2010,

Pequot Fish and Game Club

The Pequot Fish and Game Cluh
completed its secopd Landowner Incen-

=

tive Program project to create additional

-garly successional habitat on its 85-acre

game club property in Newtown. Ap-
proximately 2.5 acres of maturing, low
quality hardwoods were cut around

an existing 2-acre field to increase the
armount of early successional habitat. A
was used to cut the trees. As part of its
match requirements, the Club will cut any
remaining hardwoods that were too big
for the brontosaurus. The site will regrow
into seedling/sapling habitat, which will
provide abundant nesting and foraging
sites for species at-tisk, like blue winged
and chestnut-sided warblers, as well as
improved cover for hunting during the
fall season. This is the second Landowner
Incentive Program project the club has
undertalcen as it expands the amount of
early successional habitat it manages {0
approximately 10 acres. Those 10 acres
include a warm and cool season field,
reverting old field, and seedling/sapling
babitat. The Club conducts an informal
bird survey each spring,

Early Successional Habitat
Project in Ledyard

Tom Jannke of Ledyard has been

: HUAR

" Tom and Kathleen Jannke partnered with the Wildlife Division to recialm this old field, This area, along with
the existing pastures and seedling sapling habitat found on thelr land, will provide habitat for at-risk specles,
such as fleld sparrows, indigo buntings, woodcock, and chestnut-sided warblers.

an active conservationist all his Life and

- passionate about managing his land since

he attended the University of Coanecticut
Bxtension Service's COVERTS program
several years ago. This intensive worlke-
shop educates Jandowners, land trust
stewards, and congervation growp leaders
sbout forestry, wildlife ecology, and habi-
tat management principles, and how to
apply them ta their land. The warkshop is
co-spensored by the DEP's Wildlife and
Forestry Divisions. .
Tom started by working with a con-
sulting forester to wiite a forestry plan
for his property and also received some
technical assistance about plantings from
Wildlife Division habitat biologist Aun
Kilpatrick. He planted numerous native
fruit-bearing shrubs in part of a field
that was fenced off from a horse pasture.
Under the Landowner Incentive Program,
funding was uséd to hire the services
of a state approved forestry contractor.
The contractor cleared over-topping,
low quality hardwoods from a 3-acre old
field, leaving behind eastern red cedars
and some white oaks. The red cedars
provide year round cover and their fruits
are a source of food for several species of

birds and smallvmamngals‘ The white caks
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provide acorns, which are sought after by
a variety of wildlife. Tom went well over
the required 25% match by hiring a local
- contractor to clear an additional area of
woods that resulted in another 3 acres
of seedling/sapling habitat. This project
resulted in about 6 acres of newly-created
early successional habjtat that compli-
ments the diversity of pasture, wetlands,
and forest found on the Jannke property.
This new habitat also adds to a much
larger, adjacent area that is protected and’
managed by the Avalonia Land Canser-
vancy, thus increasing fhe value of both
properties to wildlife.

Marsh Restoration in Guilford

Neighbors Carolyn Cooper and Judie
Fine from Guilford had read abouta
Landowner Incentive Program project
to restore tidal marshes in North
and South Cove, Old Saybroolk, by
treating the invasive common reed,
phragmites, through a series of
spraying and mulching treatments.
By controlling the tall, thick stands
of phragmites, native vegetation can
0Ofice again grow and provide critical
habitat to at-risk species like the blue
crab and seaside sparrow. Over 250
landowners are participating in this
multi-year project in Old Saybrook
to control approximately 113 acres
of phragmites located on aver 230
acres of tidal wetlands.

Carolyn and Judie felt that a
similar, but sraller, project could be
conducted to restore a tidal marsh
in Guilford. The Commiitee to Save
Guilford Shoreline applied to the
Landowner Incentive Program for
funding to restore a 20-acre marsh
on Seaside Avenue, Funding was
awarded to the Committze in 2007
for 3 rounds of phragmites control
treatments. The project would be
done in partnership with the Wildlife
Division. The Comumitiee to Save
Guilford Shoreline orpanized an in-
formational meeting in August 2009
50 that representatives from the Divi-

sion could explain to project participants,
residents, and other interesied citizens
the purpose of the Landowner Incentiva
Program and how and why phragniites
control is implemented.

Approximately nine acres of phrag-
rmites is scattered in clumps of various
sizes over the 20-acre marsh. The marsh
consists of 17 parcels that are owned by
16 different landowners. Through the
uniiring efforts of primarily Jodie Fine of
The Committee to Save Guilford Shore-
line, 14 landowners signed “letters of
permission” to participate in the project.
The first herbicide spraying was complet-
ed in September 2009. The teated areas
were mowed over the winter to mulch
the phragmites. The Division’s Wetlands
Habitat and Mosquito Management Pro-
gram conducted the herbicide spraying

and follow-up mowing.

Becapse of the positive support this
project has received from the dedicated
members of the Committee to Save
Guilford Shoreline and the citizens of
Guilford, along with documented benefits
of restoring native vegetation to critical
shoreline hahitats, the Town of Guilford
is planning to carry out phragmites con-
trgl work on adjacent town-owned land at
Jones Beach on Seaside Avenue and pos-
sibly several other sites. This is another -
example of how a small, but important,
Landowner Incentive Program funded
project can lead by example and result
in a larger area of habital being restored,
enhanced, or managed for wildlife.

Judy Wilson is a biologlst with the Wildlife
Division's Frivate Lands Habitat Program

Members of The Committee to Save the Gullford Shoreline, Judie Flne, Charles Magby (President),
and Caralyn Cooper, pose in front of a stand of phragmites, an Invasive plant. The Landowner
Incentive Program has provided funding for the restoration of 20 acres marsh In Guliford by
controlling phragmites _

4-poster Device
_ continued from page 7

from the pre-treatment to post-treatment
period. Tick infection rates were similar
at Mason Island and Black Point during
hoth the pre-treatment and 1-year post-
treatment period. Tick numbers from the

pre-treatment to the 1-year post-treatment.

period were similar at Black Polnt but
increased at Mason Island.

Preliminary data suggest that supple-
mental feed may increase the number
of fawns produced per doe. The ef-
fects of the 4-poster devices cn the tick
population will not be detectable until
June 2010, Additional years of data will

provide more insight to the effects of
4-poster devices on tick populations and
deer herd health. Conumunities con-
sidering using 4-poster devices will be
required to obtain a permit from the DEP.

Howard Kilpatrick is the leader of the
Witdlite Division's Deer Program
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Conservation at a Crossroads?
Declining numbers of hunters may spell trouble for habitat conservation

By Min T. Huang

Conservation of critical habitat
has been at the foundation of wildlife
management efforts in this country. With
that purpose at hand, the North Amersican
wildlife management model — & user pay
model — has become the most siuccess-
ful in the world. Forming the base of the
North American conservation model are
hunters and the hunting tradition. Since
the early 1900s, hunters and those who
embrace the hunting culture and a love of
the outdoors have been at the forefront of
efforts 1o conserve our precious wildlife
heritage.

Participation in hunting, however, is
declining, despite an increasing popula-
tion in the United States. Nationwide,
over the past 20 years, thé number of
hunters has declined 10%. Connecticut
alone has lost a third of its hunters in the

same timeframe. Approximately 1.5% of

Connecticut's population currently hunts.
Desgpite unprecedented bunting opporta-
nities, hunters continve {o drop out and
new hunters are not being recruited at a
high encugh rate to replace those that are
leaving. The reasons for this decline are
many, and they vary across the country.
Some of the more significant reasons that
have been identified include the tran-

_ sient nature of societal values, increased
demands on leisure time, an increasingly
technological environment in which our
youth focus their recreational pursuits,
the proliferation of organized sports par-
ticipation, and a prowing ethnic popula-
tion that has not traditionally had hunting
as a culfural foundation, This declining
trend, should it continue, may ultimately
lead io the demise of hunting as we know
it today.

The progressive loss of the hnnting
culture in our society and the myriad of .
benefits derived from that culture could
result in far reaching negative impacts on
North America’s wildlife management
program, which has historically relied
upon significant participation and finan-
cial support from hunters. The loss of the
hunting enlture also could have nega-
tive economic impacts on Tural AtRerica
and result in an accelerated loss of open
space,

Throughout our country, public agen-
cies and programs involved with habitat
conservation and wildlife management
are largely funded by hunters through -

hunting license sales and excise laxes.
One of the benchmarks in the congerva-
tton movement in the United States was
the Pittman-Roberison Act of 1937 (also
lmown as the Federal Aid in Wildlife
Restoration Act). This mopumental legis-
lation levied a tax on the sale of firearms
and ammunition. These funds are given
back to the states for the purchase of criti-
cal habitat and for wildlife management
programs. Since 1937, over $4.2 billion
has been raised by hunters for state wild-
life programs. In fiscal year 2010 alone,
over $269 million will likely be allocated
to the states through Pittman-Robertson
for conservation. Approximately 62%

of all Pittman-Robertson funds have
been spent on land acquisition, with the
remaining amount spent on wildlife man-
agement programs,

The acquisition of over 4 million
acres of critical habitat and an addi-
tional 14 million acres of land conserved
throupgh easements and landowner agree-
ments have benefited all wildlife, not just
those species that hunters pursue, The
protection of critical habitats in Con-
necticut, such as the Roger Tory Peterson
Wildlife Area in Old Lyme, not only
benefits waterfowl, wading birds, and
shorebirds, but also endangered species
like salt marsh sharp-tailed spamrows, a
population in our state that hes global
imporiance. ' ‘

Another way that hunters have fueled
the conservation of habitat and wildlife
15 through donations and membership n
various conservation organizations. In
Connecticut, 57% of waterfow] hunt-
ers belong o one or more conservation
organizations. These private, non-profit
organizations are no different than their
collective membership in their dedication
for conservation. As an example, since
the passage of the North American Wa-
terfowl Management Plan in 1986, over
$4.5 billion has been spent on wetland
habitat conservation across the continent.
A large partion of this total has been
spent by conservation organizations, such
as Ducks Unlimited and Delta Waterfowd,
whose funds are largely driven by hunters
and private benefactors. Ducks Unlimited
has spent over $73 million on habitat con-
servation in the Atlantic Flyway alone.

Huaters have tradittonally been influ-
ential politically, and have been integral

in the passage of important conservation
legislation, such as the Conservation Re-
serve Program, which has saved millions
of acres of farmland from development.

A telling example of the importance
of dedicated funding for the conservation
of wildlife and habitat can be observed
in a recent report published by the U.S,
Fish and Wildlife Service on the conser-
vation status of birds throughout North
America. The majority of species that
were hunted (e.g., waterfowl) and those
species associated with wetlands as a
group {(about one-quarter of all birds)
have been increasing over the past 40
years. This increase was due largely to
the flaw of dollars from hunting evenue.
These funds are subsequently directed
toward the conservation of wetlands, The
North American Wetlands Conservation
Act and the Federal Duck Stamp Pro-
gram have generated billions of dollars
for wetland conservation, with over 30
million acres of habitat being conserved
throughout North America. Connecticut’s
Duck Stamp Program, funded largely by
Connecticut waterfowl hunters, has raised
over $1 million for wetland conservation
in our state, Oo the other hand, in the
absence of a reliable, dedicated source of
funding, the mujority of nongame wildlife

_ species are not increasing, but instead are

declining, in some instances to the brink
of extinction.

So, as the hunting population ages
and declines, what does that really mean
for conservation in Connecticut and
throughout North America? We are truly
at a conservation crossroads. Those who
enjoy the outdoors — whether it is for
hunting, birding, spirimal repewal, or just
peace of mind — have the obligation to
ensire its viability for future generations.
The hunting community has borme the
finaneial brant of this burden. Without

. new sources of dedicated funding and/or

new groups stepping up to the plate

to champion our natural heritage, the
outlook is bleak. As an example, there is
a growing concern and almaost resigna-
tion throughout North America among
wetland habitat managers that the current
pace of development, changing land nses,
and Iack of fupding will make it diffi-
cult to just maintain the current amount
and function of wetlands in the fature.
Without an influx of funding and political
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influence on wedand policy, this does not
bode well for any wildlife species depen-
dent on wetlands.

As state wildlife agency budgets
shrinlk and operating costs continue to
increase, tough choices will have to be
made with regard to how limited dollars
are spent on the resource. Should the
Wildlife Division forego a monitoring
program that provides néeded informa-
tion on system response to management
activities, pass on purchasing a critical
parcel of land, or not conduct basie inven-
tory and distribution surveys? Although
new sources of funding for wildlife
conservation have recently been appropri-
ated, they are just that, appropriations.
They can be reduced (which has already
happened to initial allocations) or taken
away to fund something else.

Stemming the tide of declining
participation in hunting is going to be
difficult, but not impossible. Several
national surveys indicate that there is a
large pool of potential hunters. The social
reality of everyday life, however, presents
numerous challenges to recruiting those
individuals. Becoming a hunter involves

more than just firing a firearm or bow
or going into the field to harvest game.
Being a hunter is based on attitudes and
involves development, aver time, of an
individual’s perception of him/herself as
& hunter and as part of the hunting cul-
ture. This development does not occur in
a vacuum and requires a broad and deep
social system of initiators, companions,
and mentors. Importantly, not everyene in
the hunting culture is a hunter. Long-term
participation in hunting depends on de-
velopment of a personal/cultural identity.
Providing and enhancing social
support for hunters is the key to future
hunting participation. Efforts to increase
participation should focus on “becoming
a hunter” and not on “going hunting.”
How someone develeps a personal/cul-
tural identity as a hunter is a long-term
process involving a myriad of activities,
and always occurring in a particnlar
social context, Any individual can go
hunting once or even multiple times,
but development of a personal/cultural
identity is necessary for long-term com-
mitment and participation. We can take
steps through existing hunter education

¥

and wildlife outreach programs to focus
more on these “non-consumptive” facets
of the hunting culture, as well as promote
more participation by the non-hunting
constituency, Many graduates of hunter
education classes throughout the country
never intend to hunt, Ensuring that hunter
education and wildlife outreach pro-
grams emphasize the “non-consumptive”
aspects of the hunting culture witl likely
foster a more sympathetic and better-in-
formed non-hunting public.

Hunting and the hunting tradition
have been a fabric of American culture
since the settlement of the “New World."
As we have Jearned that conguering na-
ture provides far fewer benefits than those
derived from living with nature, conser-
vation was born. Hunters have been at the
forefront of this movement, Despite the
curzent declining trend in hunpting, it is
not too late for us to maintain and build
upon an institution that is truly American.

Min Huang is the leader of the Wildife
Division's Migratory Gamebird Program, -

As state wildlife agency budgets shrink and operating costs continue fo Increase, tough choices will have to be made with regard to how
limited dollars are spent on the wildiife resource, Bath game and nongame specles, like the great blue heron, will be affected,
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International Migratory Bird Day, May 8 2010

The Power of
Partnerships in
Bird Conservation:
Celebrate the
partnerships that make
bird conservation
DCOETATIS & SUCCESS,
along with the 20th
anniversary of Partners
In Flight. In 2010,
International Migyatory
Bird Day focuses
on the “Power of
Partnerships” in bird
conservation through
its annual art and
educationt materials,
Twenty species of bixds

40 Years of Earth Day

Bill Hyatt New Bureau of
Natural Resources Chief

Bill Hyatt was recently selected as the
new Bureau Chief to lead the DEP’s Bureau
of Natural Resources. He now oversezs
the Divisions of Wildlife, Forestey, Infand
Fisheries, and Marine Fisheries. Bill brings
to the position 30 years of experience in
natural resource management and a sirong
enthusiasm for the work that is done. He hag
waorked for the DEP in positions of increasing
responsibility since 1981; most recently as
the Director of Inland Fisheries, a position
he held since 2001, Under his direction, the
Inland Figheries Division has improved both
the quantity and quality of fish raised at state
hatcheries, increased the number of Trout and
Bass Manapement Areas, created new walleye
fisheries, established Trout Parls, and initiated
an nrban fishing prograr.

Bill has served on numerous boards,
councils, and task forces over the years,
including the Connecticut Institute of Water
Resources, Connecticut Invasive Plant
Council, Fisheries Advisory Council, and
Executive Committee of the American
Fisheries Society. Bill holds a B.S. in Ecology
and a0 M_S. in Fisheries from the University
of Connecticut.

" PHOTO BY: P, J. FUSCO
are highlighted on a poster to illustrate the conservation theme and represent species that
benefit from partnerships and depend on our support to help their populations in the years

to come. Visit www.birdday.org to learn more about International Migratory Bird Day.

2010 marks the 40th anniversary of Earth Day, which was first celebrated in April 1970, Since the first Barth Day, great progress has been
made in Connecticut to clean up our air and watar, preserve open space, protect wildiife, and initiate statewide programs Tike recycling, The
40th anniversary of Earth Day on April 22, 2010, provides an opportunity to focus attention on these environmental successes, as well as on
the challenges we still fice. Working in cnnperaﬁun with a coalition of environmental advocacy graups, the DEP is planning (o celebrate this
milestone, Details of the Barth Day “apenda” are still being developed, but you can expect to see events at the State Capitol, cutreach to schools,
gutdoor activities, and more. The DEP plans to have a special “Earth Day™ feature an its Web site t.hat will pmwde information so that you can

join in the celebration, Stay tuned — — YW, ctgoﬂ‘deg[earthdag

Do yau havea wlldﬂfe quesﬂon you'd ke to have answared?

Please send f to; Your Questions Answered, DER - Wiidlife Divislon, R0. Box 15650, Bur.fingtnn, CT 06013; Emall; u'ap afw.'!dﬁfe.ct.gav

My bird feeders were just raided and destroyed by a black bear.
Can I continue feeding birds throughout the spring and swmmer?

Unfortunately, your best option is to remove your bird feeders. The
Wildlife Division recommends that residents discontinue the feeding
of birds from late March through November and also in winter if
feeders are visited by bears, When bears leave their winter dens in late
winter/early spring, natural foods are sparse and bears will seek high-
epergy foouds associated with people, such as bird seed und garbage.
This situation can lead to conflicts and potential safety hazards for both
people and bears.

Bears typically avoid people, but food attractants pear homes can
cause them to become habituated to humans, Bears are atiracted by bird
seed, garbage, outdoor pet food, compost piles with food scraps, fruit
trees, and berry-producing shrubs. Once a bear learns where to find
human foods, it will retrm, looking for more. Even if fzeders are made
inaccessible to bears (by hanging them at least 10 feet above ground and
6 feet away from tree trunks), the scent of suet and seed may still attract
bears. If benrs lose their fear of peaple and develop a taste for human
foods, they can become bolder and become persistent nuisances,

I a bear is observed passing throngh your neighborhood without
stopping, you can either leave the bear alone and enjoy the experience

or make 1aud notses from a safe distance tu aitempt to scare the bear
away. If the bear stops to feed on trash, bird seed, or other human
generated foods, remove those foods afier the bear has left and advise
your neighbors to do the same. In residential areas where bears are
known to be present, the entire neighborhood must taks recommended
actions or bears will move from yard to yard seeking food. Thers are
severdl recommended actions you can take to avoid attracting bears,

the most important being to never intentionally feed bears. Garbage
should be kept in an airtight container, with & tight lid, and stored in a
parage or Shed. Wait until the moming of collection before bringing out
garbage. Add a few capfuls of ammonia to trash bags and garbage cans
to mask food odars. Pet food should not be left outside overnight and
livestock foad should be stored io airtipht containers. Do not put meats
or sweet-smelling fruit rinds in compost piles. Lime can be sprinkled
on compost piles to reduce the smeil and discourage bears. Thoroughly
clean grills after use or store io & garage or shed. The actions you take
to avoid conflicts with besrs should also reduce problems with other
comimon wildlife species, such as coyotes, raccoons, skunks, and foxes.
More black bear information is available on the DEP Web site ot www.
ct.govidep/wildlife.
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Recent Changes Affect Deer and Deer Hunting in CT

By Andrew LaBonte

Many changes occarred during the
2009 deer hunting season, such as online
permits and licenses, paperless tags, tele-
check, and Internet reporting. Compari-
sons were made between permit sales and
huniing season results in 2008 and 2009
in an effort to evaluate the changes,

A total of 59,161 permits were issued
during the 2009 deer season. Permit sales
have not been below 60,000 since 1993,
Overall permit issuance in 2009 declined
7.6% from 2008 (64,060) and 4.4% from
the 3-year average {61,859). Issuance for
muozzleloader permits had the greatest 1~
year decline (15%), followed by shotgun/
rifle (7.6%) and archery (2.5%) permits.
‘When the cost of permits increased on
October 1, 2000, it was expected that per-
mit igsuance would decline. The archery
season showed little decline, mainly
because permits were purchased prior to
the price increase, As expected, there was
no change in permit issuance for land-
owner permits because they are offered at

no cost. OF all permits purchased in 2009,
~ 75% were purchased prior to the price in-
crease, It is expected that permit issuance
will continue to decline in 2010,

With a reduction in permit sales and
an abindance of acorms, it was assumed
that fewer deer would be harvested dur-
ing the 2009 hunting season. A. regres-
sion analysis comparing trends in deer
harvests and acorn abundance was
created to predict the harvest for the 2009
season. The expected archery harvest,
based on acorn abundance indices, was
approximately 3,097. Through the use of
a new hunter reporting system in 2009,
the actual harvest was calculated at 4,718
deer, a 31% increase over the reported
harvest of 3,608 in 2008.

The reported archery harvest in-
creased in deer management zones 1-10
between 13% and 116% from 2008 to
2009. The expected muzzleloader harvest
in 2009, based on acorn abundance
indices, was about 822. In deer manage-
ment zones 11 and 12, where hunters
are required to report harvested deer and
bring them to a check station to receive
a free replacement tag, reported harvest
only increased 2-3% and the reported
muzzleloader harvest only increased
6-7%. These resnlts indicate that the
reported harvest in zones 11 and 12 in
past years is probably more refiective
of the actual harvest than in zones 1-10.

'was similar to the

Previous research has indicated that when
incentives for reporting harvested deer
were provided to hunters, compliance
with reporting increased. The increase in
the reporied archery and muzzleloader
harvest in zones 1-10 may be due more to
the convenience of the new reporting sys-
tern than that of a true increase in harvest
rateg in 2009,

Hunters were required to bring their
deer to mandatory check stations during
the first 4 days of the 2009 shotgun/
rifle season. A total of 2,547 deer were
checked at these stations (an additional

- 134 deer were incidentally reported us-

ing the new reporting system), resulting
in a 28% decrease from the 3,556 deer
checked in 2008. Aside from the slight
decline in permit sales and the abundance
of acorns, reporting rates during the first -
4 days of the shotgun/rifle season should
have been similar because no change oc-
curred in the reporting method. Thus, the
actual harvest rate declined in 2009,

The expected shotgun/rifle harvest in
2009, based on acorn abundance indices,
was about 7,209, The actual shotgun/rifle
harvest was 4,948
deer using reports
from check stafions,
telephone, and the
Internet, a 31%
decrease from 2008.
‘Warm temperatures e
and an abundant
acorn crop likely
minimized hunter
success during the
2009 shotgun/rifie
season. Reported
harvest during the
2009 landowner
season (1,063 deer)

2008 season (1,176
deer). Unlike the
3-week shotgun/rifle
season, the land-
Owner Seas0n runs
from November

to December and

is less affected by
perods of inclement
weather.

The new teport-
ing system appears’
to be a convenient
and effective means
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for hunters to report their harvest and
allow the Department to easily acquire
accurate data. Hunter opinions about the
new tagging and reporting system are
being sssessed and should provide insight
about the changes in the near future,

As we move forward, it is expected that
hunters will appreciate the changes that
were made {0 make hunting both reward-
ing and convenient.

Andy LaBonte is a biologist with the
Wildlife Division’s Deer Frogram

F.J. FUSGO



Connecticut Waterfowl Association Donates Wood Duck
Nest Boxes — : '

The Connecticut Waterfow] Association (CWA) has
been a conservation partner with the Wildlife Division
for many years. The organization’s mission is “to pre-
serve, reclaim, and enhance wetland and wildlife habitat
in the state of Connecticut In a manner that promotes
the wise nse of our natural resources and the progress
of society.” Cooperative projects have included public
awareness programs, youth hunting program participa-
tion, assistance with the statewide woed duck nest box
program, and funding assistance to the Division for
equipment and habitat enhancement projects.

Recently, 17 members from CWA, met at the Fla-
herty Field Trail Area in Bast Windsor (o build 78 wood
duck nest boxes. The orzanization donated 70 of these
to the DEP to be installed throughout the state, The
donated boxes will be used as replacement boxes in the
Division’s wood duck nest box program. :

The Witdlife Division extends its
gratitude to CWA for its cooperation
@\‘ on this valuable conservation project.’

Connecticut

CWA members bulit 78 woad duck boxes, 70 for the state, on February 20,
2010, at Fiaherty Field Trall Area in East Windsor. Members who participated

The Division also looks forward to Include Jack Berlanda, Rich Chmiel, Frank Davis, Matthew Davis, Jim Gavin,

many future partnerships that will ben-  John Larkin, Bruce Strickland, Sue Strickland, David Braatz, Tanner Braatz,

efit wetland habitats and the species Noah Brastz, Garratt Braatz, David Proulx, and David Elovich. Not plctured
b Acmemis, that use these important sites are Paul Capotosto {photographer), Tanner Steeves, and Roger Wolfe.

Bald Eagle Mirror Image
from Burlington

Frank Rossi of Burlington wis
fortunate to capture this image of two
immature bald eagles soaring throngh the
sldies this past December. These first year
birds will not exhibit the distinetive aduit
plumage of a snow-white head sad tail and
brownijsh-blaclc body until they are about
5 years old. Young bald eagles are often
confused with golden eagles; however,
they are grayer than the darker golden
eagle, and the bill is much heavier. Also,
the golden eegle's legs are covered with
feathers while an immature bald eagle’s
lower legs &re bare,

Report your observations of black bears and moose on the DEP Web site at
www.ct.gov/dep/wildlife. L
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Late March.............. Remove bird feeders from your yard to avoid atiracting hungry bears that are emerging from their winter dens, Whenever a
bear vishs a bird feader, take the feeder down Immediately. To learn more about what to de if you encaunter a black bear,

visit the DEP's Web site (www.ct.goy/dep/wildliis).

March 15-19............ National Wildlife Week, sponsored by the National Wildlife Federation. An easy way to participats n this week-long event
is by maldng time for cutdoor play and interaction with he natural world. The Natlonal Wildlifz Week Web site (www.nwi.orgf
nationalwildlifeweel) offers rasources for kids, teans, parents, and educators to make spending time outdoors easier than
aver.

March 28................. Fifth Annual Benefit Dinner and Auction for the Mount Vernon Songhbird Sanctuary, 1:00-5:00 PM, at the Aqua Turd Club

in Southingtan. Tickat cost is $55 per parson. Far more information, visit the Sanctuary's Web site at www myssanctuary,org.
Reservations can be made by sending a check to Maunt Vernoen Songbird Sanctuary, 1024 Mount Vernon Road, Southington,

CT 06488 or pay (credit card) by phone at B60-276-8433.

Late April-August.... Aespect fenced and posted shorabird nesting areas when visiting Connecticut beaches. Also, keep dogs and cats off

shorelline beaches to avoid disturbing nesting birds,
Pt 1| 1=2= Earth Day {celebrate the 40th annlversary, see page 18 for mora information).

May B..oerrereeerainennn International Migratory Bird Day. To learn mare about this annual celebration, visii the Web site www.birdday.org.

Programs at the Sessions Woods Conservation Education Center

Programs ara a cooperative venture batween the Wildiife Divislon and the Friends of Sessions Woods. Please pre-regisier by caliing 860-675-8130
{Mon.-Fii., B:30 AM-4:30 FM). Programs are free unless noted. An adult must accompany children under 12 years old, No pets aflowed! Sessions

Woods s located at 341 Milford St. (Route 63} in Burlington.

March 21 oo Mushraoms, from 9;30-11:30 AM. Join the Cennecticut Valley Mycological Saclety, during thelr annual meeting at Sessions
Woods, for a presentation on mushrooms. There will be a coffee hour at 9:30 a.m., followed by the speaker at 10:30 a.m.
ARl 1t s The Friends of Sesslons Woods Annual Meeting with a Program on Bats, stariing at 1:00 PM, This annual meating

at the Sessions Woods Conservation Center is open to alll Learn about Connecticut's bats and white-nose syndrome

in a presentation by Wildlife Division stafi. White-nose syndrome is a condition associated with the deaths of hundreds

of thousands of hibernating bats in the northeastem United States. It was {irst noticed near Albany, New Yorl, in 2007.
Since March 2008, biologists and cavers have documented dead and dying bats at over 25 caves and mines in New York,
Vermont, Massachusetts, and Connecticut. What do we know about white-nosa syndrome and how has it affected the bats
of Connecticut? A potluck dessert extravaganza will precede the presentation at 12:30 p.m. Please bring a dessert to

share.

-Hunting Season Dates
Aprit 28-May 29 ...... Spring Turkey Hunting Season

Aprit 17 & 24........... Spring Turkey Junior Hunter Training Days provide junior hunters with an opportunity to learn safe and effective hunting

practices from experlenced hunters. Visit the DEP Web site (www.ct.gov/dep/hunting) to learn more.

................................ Consult the 2010 Connecticut Hunting and Trapping Gulde for specific season datas and detalls. The guide will avallable
in April 2t more than 350 locations siatewide — including town halis, balt and tackle shops, DEP facllities, and commercial

marinas and campgrounds. The gulde is also on the DEP Web site (www.ct.goy/dep/huniing). Go to www,gt,goviden/

sportsmenlicensing to purchase Connecticut hunting, trapping, and fishing licenses, as weil as &ll raquired deer, turkay, and
migratory bird permits and stamps. The system accepis payment by VISA or MasterCard,

| onnecticut
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

* The Fenton River, located in Tolland and Windham counties, Connecticut, is a locally
valuable ecological and recreational resource. Flowing adjacent to the University of
Connecticut’s Storrs campus for a portion of its length, an aquifer underneath the Fenton
River serves as a water source for the University and the local community. In September
2005, when peak water demand coincided with severe drought conditions, flow ceased
and the streambed dried in a 1/6-mile reach of the Fenton River adjacent to the University
of Connecticut pumping well fields. Owing to concerns over the damage to the aguatic
communities within the dried reach of river, the University of Connecticut initiated and
coniracted a study of re-colonization by macroinvertebrates of the dried river reach. The
goal of the study was to determine what effect the drying of the reach of the Fenton River
between September 5 and 15, 2005 had on the macroinvertebrate community and to
assess re-colonization by macroinvertebrates of the reach subsequent to the event.

¢ Following the first macroinvertebrate sampling in September 2005, a significant flood
event occurred in the Fenton River with flows peaking on October 15. The first year of
sampling following these two extreme hydrologic events (drought followed by flood)
suggested that macroinvertebrate communities were severely affected in all study reaches
following the 2005 flood event. Monthly sampling following the flood event and through
2006 had shown significant recovery by the benthic community by summer 2006. By
this time, macroinvertebrate community richness and abundance curves had largely
leveled off, suggesting that much recovery occurred in the first seven months following
the disturbance events. Sampling in both 2007 and 2008 (performed in April and
November and May and November, respectively) supported 2006 findings that
macroinvertebrate communities largely recovered in the months immediately following
the disturbance events, as seasonal conditions measured in 2007 and 2008 remained
similar to those measured in 2006

¢ Sampling was continued in 2009 to determine whether community conditions continued
to improve over those measured between 2006 and 2008 and to examine what effect any
other extreme hydrologic events would have on benthic communities to provide further
context to the effects of the events of 2005. This report documents those conditions
measured in 2009, representing the 4™ year of investigation of recovery dynamics.

¢ Five reaches — two occurring within the dried reach, two occurring upriver of the dred
reach (upriver reference reaches), and one occurring downriver of the dried reach
(downriver reference reach) were sampled in May and November 2009.
Macroinvertebrate community data were examined for differences in community
composition among reaches inside and outside the dried section of river and for
deviations from conditions measured in the previous year. Response variables included
measures of community similarity (Jaccard Community Similarity Index and the
Coefficient of Community Loss), measures of taxa richness (total richness and EPT
richness), total macroinvertebrate abundance, and total EPT abundance (EPT =

ABR, Inc. 2009 Annual Report i Fenton River Macroinvertebrates



Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, and Trichoptera, the scientific names for the mayfly,
stonefly, and caddisfly insect orders, respectively).

e 2009 results supported earlier findings that macroinvertebrate communities largely
recovered in the months immediately following the disturbance events, as seasonal
conditions measured in 2009 generally remained similar to those measured in 2008 and
earlier years following the disturbances. While total and EPT abundances have shown
some fluctuation since May of 2006, this temporal variability has appeared to be
unrelated (o differences in conditions between drought-affected and reference reaches.
Taxa richness (both total and EPT richness) has remained relatively stable since
recovering to levels first measured in May of 2006, punctuated by a slight decrease in
richness from both drought-affected and reference reaches between April and November
of 2007. This stability in richness since May of 2006 suggests that most benthic taxa
occurring in the Fenton River had remained in or had re-colonized the study reaches
within seven months of the October 2005 flood.

¢ Despite the apparently devastating initial effects of these combined events on the
macroinvertebrate communities of the Fenton River, this study demonstrated the
resilience of these communities to such disturbances, as the communities appear to have
recovered to pre-disturbance conditions based on the shapes of recovery curves. This
recovery pattern was first evident following the 2006 sampling year. Similarity of the
macroinvertebrate community conditions in 2009 to those measured between 2006 and
2008 further establishes that recovery primarily occurred in the months immediately
following these hydrologic disturbances and that communities throughout the river have
largely returned to pre-disturbance levels of richness and abundance.
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Integrated Management in the Lake Cochituate Watershed

Mechanical, Suction and Hand
Harvesting, Alum and Herbicide
Treatment

For the past several years, Lycott has
worked with the Massachusetts Depart-
ment of Conservation and Recreation
(DCR} and the Town of Natick on mul-
tiple integrated lake management pro-
jects within the Lake Cochituate sub-
basin of the Sudbury River Watershed.
Water bodies include Dug Pond, where
Aluminum Sulfate and Reward® treat-
ments allow swimming at a very busy
town beach, Fiske Pond where harvest-
ing for Water Chestnuts is funded by
DCR, and North Pond of Lake Cochit-
uate where an integrated management
program battles Eurasian Milfoil
(Myriophyllum spicatum, E. Milfoil).
While essentially separate, each of these
programs work to remediate negative
impacts due to growth of nuisance and
invasive aquatic vegetatior.

E. Milfoil began to invade the northern-
most basin of Lake Cochituate in the late
1990s, with fragments traveling down-
stream from the middle and south
basins. By 2009, the entire littoral zone
was inundated with E. Milfoil, negative-
ly impacting recreational activities such
as swimming, fishing, and boating, as
well as the natural habitat of fish, wild-
life, and indigenous aquatic vegetation.
Lycott was contracted by DCR in the
spring of 2009 to conduct an herbicide
treatment and detailed pre- and post-
treatment surveys of the lake. The herbi-
cide treatment
was conduct-
ed in June
200% and was
successful in
removing
100% of the E.
Milfoil within
three weeks.

Concern for

re-infestation of
the North Basin
due to current
and boat traffic
from the lower
ponds, which
remain heavily
infested with E.
Milfoil, prompted
the installation of
a fragment barrier
at the inlet to
North Pond to
minimize frag-
mentation. The
project was also
-extended to
include Diver
Assisted Suction Harvesting (DASH) in
the channel leading into North Pond. A
single diver and two topside assistants
harvested a total of 1,425 gallons of E.
Milfoil from approximately 1.15 acres in
six days. This project was the first state-
funded DASH project in Massachusetts.

Aerial view of
Cochituate basin,

Managing Eurasian Restoring The Beauty In Memaorium of Wetlands Restoration
Watermilfoil in 3 of Fiske Pond - Update 3 “IGm” Prescott 4 at a Connecticut School
Lake George



With a surface area of 28,160 acres and a depth of just over
200 feet, Lake George is the largest lake situated within

New York's Adirondack Park. This deep, oligotrophic lake

is a major tourist destination and is known as the “"Queen of
American Lakes”. Lake George is among the cleanest lakes in
the world and serves as a drinking-water source for area resi-
dents. In addition to being an important sports fishery, it is
home to many native and rare organ-
isms, including at least six species on
the New York Rare and Endangered
Plants List. However, in 1985, an estab-
lished stand of the invasive Eurasian
Watermifoil (Myriophyllum spicatun)
was first discovered near Bolton
Landlng This alien species is capable of invading hundreds of
acres of pristine lake habitat if it is left unchecked.

Since the discovery of this invasive species in Lake George,
Darrin Freshwater Institute (DFWT) has published dozens

of research articles on the impact, spread, and management of
the non-native milfoil. In 2002, the Lake George Park Com-
mission {(LGPC) procured the services of Lycott Environ-
mental to implement the integrated plant management pro-
gram developed through the cooperation of LGPC, DFWI,
and ENSRFT. At the onset of Lycott operations there were 144
documented milfoil sites in Lake George — 25 of which were
large, dense, uncontrolled stands up to four acres in size.
Lycott has since documented an additional 35 locations, for a
total of 179 known
Eurasian Milfoil
sites, Of these 179
sites, 164 were
cleared of milfoil in
2009 and ari addi-
tional three were
brought into con-
trolled status, leav-
ing only 12 sites (7%)
that need future management effort. As herbicides are not
permitted in Lake George, to date, all management efforts
have been strictly physical — primarily hand harvesting and

Lake George dive boat.

¢ss stories...

benthic barrier placéﬁient by specially trained SCUBA divers.

Lycott divers have hand pulled nearly 120,000 plants and
installed 14 acres of benthic barrier in Lake George in our
efforts to bring milfoil stands under control. In addition,

we have removed and reused seven acres of panel material,
reducing client costs. We anticipate that by the end of summer
2010, Lake George will have just three or four remaining
uncontrolled milfoil beds. These sites are located near high
traffic areas in Lake George Village, or within environmentally
sensitive wetland areas near the outlet at Ticonderoga, New
York, and thus they present special logistical constraints for
which altemate strategies are being tested.

We k:now of no other water body approaching the size of Lake
George where strictly physical management has been so suc-
cessful in the long-term eradication and control of invasive
Eurasian watermilfoil. Our in-lake efforts are aided in part by
a comprehensive public boat Jaunch monitoring project, inde-
pendently funded and operated by the Lake George
Association, which helps to reduce the number of reintroduc-
tions. We count the Lake George integrated plant manage-
ment project among our many success stories in Lycott’s 40-
year history of lake and pond management, and look forward
to expanding our uniquely successful physical management
strategies in the Adirondack Park, and beyond, as we begin
our next 40 years of service.

Factoids: Natwe to Eurasia, it-w.
introduced intentionally to the U.
the late 1800's by a gardener at the

Cambridge botanical garden in Fresh

- thomy nutlets (seeds)
Niatlets are viable for up to 12 years,
t germinate within 2 years
ne acre of water chestnut can pro-
e enough seeds to cover 100 acres

¢ Each rosette can generate up to 20



Fiske Pond — Update

We reported in our 2009 Newsletter that after the first
of three contracted harvesting seasons at Fiske Pond the
Governor of Massachusetts had canceled the funding
for the Fiske Pond Water Chestnut project. Much to our sur-
prise, in April of 2009 the Massachusetts Department of
Conservation and Recreation (DCR) allocated funds for this
project to ensure its success,

= In 2008, Lycott was
awarded a three year
coniract to harvest 4{)
acres of Water Chestnut
(Trapa natans) from Fiske
Pond, a 67-acre water
body in Natick, MA. The
e ; methods employed to
Fiske Pond during operations, harvest the Water
Chestnut plants included the use of aquatic weed harvesters
with the assistance of a hydro-rake and physical hand-pulling
to clear the shoreline.

A survey was conducted in June of 2008 to document the spe-
cific locations and extent of Water Chestnut infestation before
the initial harvesting event. The survey showed that a total of
40 acres were infested; 34 acres of dense growth, 5 acres of
moderate to light growth and 1 acre of light to trace growth.
Fifteen days into the first season’s harvesting operation the
removal of plant material from open water improved water
clarity and restored the natural northerly water flow. Over 24
days of operation, the 2008 harvesting efforts yielded a total of
225 tons of plarit material which were transported from the
site and incinerated.

The June 2009 pre-harvesting survey revealed a reduction of
Water Chestnut coverage and density, compared to 2008. The

Fiske Pond partially
cleared,

survey showed

- that the growth
was still contained within the original 40 acres
of infestation; 24 acres of dense growth, 10 acres of heavy to
moderate growth, 4 acres of moderate to light growth and 2
acre of light to trace growth. The harvesting efforts, over 35
days of operation, yielded a total of 94.4 tons of plant material,
a reduction of 130.6 tons of biomass from the previous har-
vesting season. '

The additional 11 days of operation in 2009, compared to
the project duration
~ iyl in 2008, was the
result of three late
blooms that occur-
red during the har-
| vesting event. Due
to consistent rainfall
and below average
temperatures in June
and July, the water
level remained high-
er than normal and
the water temperature was cooler than normal. The high
water level, lack of sun penetrating through the water col-
umn, and water column volatility stirring the sediment
were contributing factors, causing more seeds to germinate
throughout July.

a1y =

Using an aquatic weed harvester.

Project funiding has been secured for the 2010 season — the
third and final year of the current contract. Look for an

update on the progress made, after three years of mechani-
cally harvesting this invasive plant, in our 2011 Newsletter.




Ouvergrown wetlands,

In 2009, Lycott was contracted by a private
preparatory school in northwest Connecticut to
restore an area of wetlands on the school's prop-
erty that, over time, had become overtaken by
dense stands of an invasive species called
Common Reed (Plragnites australis).

Phyagunites can quickly transform productive and
balanced wetland ecosystems into sterile mono-
cultures crowding out other indigenous plants
with its tall, fast growing and sun blocking stalks
that can grow to heights of up to 18 feet.
Horizontal rootstocks called rhizomes can grow to lengths of 15 feet
in a single year, with each thizome capable of introducing 100 new
stalks from a single stern. These thizomes absorb large quantities of
water from the surrounding soils limiting its availability to other
plant life. These rools are adept at living completely submersed in
water, or running over the top of moist soils.

Lycott Environmental, Inc.
600 Charlton Street
Southbridge, MA 01550

Fully Licensed and Insured

CHAIR

New research, out of the University of Delaware, has discovered
that these rhizomes secrete a toxin called Gallic acid, which, when
exposed to ultraviolet light, breaks down into another toxin,
Mesoxalic acid. When exposed to neighboring plants, these two
compounds can kill the other plants by disrupting key Pprotein
production in their roots.

Lycott utilized a US EPA and state-approved systemic herbicide

to spray the one-half acre sife. This site once contained walking
trails and nature observation areas used by the students at the
school. The stands of Phragmites had altered these wetlands o a
degree that made it inaccessible to the walking trails and unsuitable
for educational purposes. Due to— or as a result of the herbicide
treatiment, this area will be restored for use in conjunction with the
school’s nature studies program. The school has made a commit-
ment fo continue freating. other areas on the property affected by
Phragmites growth with the long-term goal of helping retum these
weflands to a more natural, productive state.
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