MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA

MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY

AUDREY P. BECK MUNICIPAL BUILDING = 4 SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD = COUNCIL CHAMBER

MONDAY, JULY 18, 2016 = 6:30 PM
SPECIAL MEETING

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. June 20, 2016 — SPECIAL MEETING

3. COMMUNICATIONS
A. CONSERVATION COMMISSION MINUTES
B. MONTHLY BUSINESS MEMORANDUM

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. 6:30PM = W1569 — T. AINSWORTH, WOODLAND ROAD (PARCEL ID 18.67.3), SINGLE FAMILY HOME
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

B. 6:35PM = W1564 — STORRS LODGES, 218 UNITS, HUNTING LODGE ROAD (PARCEL ID 15.21.3)
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

5. OLD BUSINESS
A. W1564 — STORRS LODGES, 218 UNITS, HUNTING LODGE ROAD (PARCEL ID 15.21.3)

B. W1569 —T. AINSWORTH, WOODLAND ROAD (PARCEL ID 18.67.3), SINGLE FAMILY HOME
C. OTHER

6. NEW BUSINESS

A. W1482-APPLICATION RENEWAL REQUEST: UNITED SERVICES, NORTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

B. W1558-MODIFICATION REQUEST: MEHRENS, 214 WORMWOOD HILL ROAD
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

C. W1570—-FUNKAND LITTLE, 30 CENTRE STREET, GEOTHERMAL WELLS AND SITE WORK
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

D. W1571—C. LOUKAS, 46 JONATHAN LANE, INGROUND POOL
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

E. W1572 —R. BOBB, 840 WORMWOOD HILL ROAD, AQUATICS MANAGEMENT
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

F. J-6- TOWN OF MANSFIELD, OPPOSITE OF 247 HANKS HILL ROAD AND 23 HICKORY LANE
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

G. W1563- TOWN OF MANSFIELD, BICENTENNIAL POND, REQUEST FOR A MODIFICATION
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

H. W1573 —G. SOTZING, 144 HILLYNDALE ROAD, ABOVE GROUND HOT TUB
Memo from Inland Wetlands Agent

Charles Ausburger = Binu Chandy = JoAnn Goodwin = Roswell Hall Ill = Gregory Lewis = Kenneth Rawn = Bonnie Ryan
Vera Stearns Ward = Susan Westa = Paul Aho (A) = Terry Berthelot (A) = Katie Fratoni (A)



REPORTS FROM OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES

. OTHER COMMUNICATIONS AND BILLS

A. DEEP NOTICE OF TENTATIVE DETERMINATION STATEWIDE GENERAL PERMIT
B. LETTER FROM KATHRYN STROTHER RATCLIFF, 60 BUNDY LANE
C. OTHER

. ADJOURNMENT



MINUTES



DRAFT Minutes
Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency
Regular Meeting
Monday, June 6, 2016
Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

Members present:  J. Goodwin, C. Ausburger, B. Chandy, R. Hall, G. Lewis, K. Rawn, B. Ryan, V. Ward,
Members absent: S. Westa

Alternates present: K. Fratoni

Alternates absent: P. Aho, T. Berthelot

Staff present: J. Kaufman, Wetlands Agent

L. Painter, Director of Planning and Development

Chairman Goodwin called the meeting to order at 6:36 p.m. and appointed alternate Fratoni to act.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

a.

MAY 2, 2016 — REGULAR MEETING

Ward MOVED and Chandy seconded to approve the 5/2/2016 minutes as presented. MOTION PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.

MAY 11, 2016 — FIELD TRIP NOTES

The notes from the 5/11/2016 field trip were noted.

MAY 16, 2016 — SPECIAL MEETING

Ryan MOVED and Hall seconded to approve the 5/16/2016 minutes as presented. MOTION PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.

COMMUNICATIONS:

The Conservation Commission meeting minutes and Kaufman’s monthly business memo were noted.
Kaufman called attention to the two violation notices that will be coming to the Agency for approval and
requested that the Agency start thinking about how to address “after the fact” permits.

OLD BUSINESS:

A. W1561 - H. RAPHAELSON, DOG LANE, LOT SPLIT

Rawn MOVED, Hall seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License pursuant to the Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to Howard Raphaelson (File W1561) for a lot split on
property owned by the applicant and located at Dog Lane (Assessor’s Parcel ID 14.41.23) as shown on plans
dated January 12, 2016, revised through March 16, 2016, and as described in application submissions.

In granting this license, the Agency has considered the relevant facts and circumstances as presented at

public hearing and in light of the requirements and criteria set out in Section 10.2 and 10.3 of Mansfield’s

Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations, makes a specific finding that the proposed activities will

have no anticipated significant adverse impact on the wetlands or watercourses.

This action is conditioned on the following provisions being met:

1. Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls shall be in place prior to construction, maintained
during construction and removed when disturbed areas are completely stabilized.

2. The following revisions shall be made to the plans dated February 10, 2016, revised through March
16, 2016, and submitted to the Inland Wetlands Agent. The Plans shall be signed and sealed by both
the Surveyor and Soil Scientist and recorded on the land records as part of the lot split:



a. Note 3 on the Boundary Plan shall be removed.

b. Site Development Plan:

To sustain the long-term functions and values of the wetland system, restrict future

development close to the edge of the wetlands, application of fertilizers and pesticides,

and the cutting of vegetation, a natural buffer of at least 40 feet from the edge of

wetlands shall be maintained. There is a footing drain proposed to be located 10 feet

from the edge of wetlands on lot 2. The buffer shall permit only construction and

maintenance of this footing drain.

A construction sequence, approved by the Mansfield Assistant Town Engineer, shall be added.

House Site Development:

1.

Note 1 shall read “Land disturbance shall be kept to a minimum and shall not exceed the
Limit of Disturbance indicated on the plan.”

The plan shall be revised so that the limit of disturbance is inside the edge of silt fence.
Note 2 shall read “Driveway shoulders shall be stabilized immediately upon completion of
rough grading. Shoulder seed bed preparation shall be used to entrap any sediment
generated from exposed soil surfaces. Driveway roadbeds shall be stabilized with
compacted road aggregates as soon as possible.”

Note 3 shall read: “Topsoil and excavated subsoil shall be stockpiled at least 50 feet from
the edge of wetlands and within the limit of disturbance indicated on this plan if not used
immediately for regrading. Each stockpile shall be ringed with sediment control measures
such as hay bales and/or silt fence.”

Note 4 shall read “Any additional stockpiling of lumber and building materials shall be
confined to the area of disturbance. Vehicular movement shall be directed to established
parking areas.”

Note 5 shall read: “Once the proposed structure is enclosed, all site improvements, such
as well, footing drain, septic system, driveway, etc. shall be completed expeditiously and
all exposed soil areas shall be fine graded and mulched.”

Add an additional note that states “Development of the of sewage disposal leaching areas
shall be staged to follow house site preparation. Only the primary leaching system shall
be cleared of existing vegetation. The septic system reserve area shall remain
undisturbed if site conditions permit.

General Notes

1.

2.

Should “stilling basins” be required to manage the dewatering of excavated areas, the
design shall be submitted to the Inland Wetlands Agent for review and approval by the
Assistant Town Engineer. Construction of such stilling basins shall not begin until written
authorization from the Inland Wetlands Agent is received by the property owner.

Note C.-Change should in the second to last line to shall.

Plan implementation

1.

First paragraph shall read “During construction it shall be the responsibility of Howard
Raphaelson (860-429-1340) or the current owner of record...”

Add the following note: Prior to the start of construction, there shall be a pre-
construction meeting with the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agent, Zoning Enforcement



Officer, the site contractor to review the construction plan and develop inspection
procedures and reporting requirements.
vi. Notes:

1. Revise note 5 to read “no brush or stumps shall be buried on the site.”

2. Revise note 8 to read “Any regulated activity within the upland review area of this site
that are not specified on the plans approved by the Inland Wetlands Agency shall be
reviewed with the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agent to determine if it is necessary to go
before the Inland Wetlands Agency.”

3. Remove Note 12

4. Note 15 remove “pursuant to section 6.5.j.3 of the Mansfield Subdivision Regulations.”

This approval is valid for five years (until June 6, 2021) unless additional time is requested by the applicant
and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any
work begins and all work shall be completed within one year. Any extension of the activity period shall
come before this Agency for further review and comment. MOTION PASSED with Chandy, Hall, Rawn,
Ryan in favor and Ausburger, Goodwin, Ward opposed. Fratoni disqualified herself and Lewis abstained.

. W1562 - MEADOWBROOK GARDENS, 91 & 93 MEADOWBROOK LANE, 36 UNITS

Ryan MOVED, Rawn seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License pursuant to the Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to Uniglobe Investments, LLC (File W1562) for
construction of 36 dwelling units on property owned by the applicants and located at 91 &93
Meadowbrook Lane as shown on plans dated January 8, 2016, revised through May 16, 2016 and as
described in application submissions.

This action is based on a finding of no anticipated significant impact on the wetlands, and is conditioned on
the following provisions being met:

1. Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls shall be in place prior to construction, maintained
during construction and removed when disturbed areas are completely stabilized; and

2. Under special requirements section on page 6 of 11 of the plans, the applicants shall change the note
to “Construction activities between April 15t and September 30t shall follow the recommended
strategies to protect wood turtles.”

This approval is valid for five years (until June 6, 2021) unless additional time is requested by the applicant
and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant shall notify the Inland Wetlands Agent before
any work begins and all work shall be completed within one year. Any extension of the activity period shall
come before this Agency for further review and comment. MOTION PASSED with Fratoni disqualifying
herself.

. W1564 — STORRS LODGES, 218 UNITS, HUNTING LODGE ROAD (PARCEL ID 15.21.3)

Tabled Pending Special Meeting on 6/20/16 Public Hearing.

. W1566 - GROUNDWATER & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, 7 STORRS ROAD, REMEDIAL SOIL EXCAVATION
Chandy MOVED, Ryan seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License pursuant to the Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to Groundwater and Environmental Services, Inc. (File
W1566) for removal of petroleum impacted soil on property owned by the Magic Holdings, LLC. and
located at 7 Storrs Road as shown on plans dated 4/18/2016 and as described in application submissions.



This action is based on a finding of no anticipated significant impact on the wetlands, and is conditioned on
the following provision being met:

1. Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls shall be in place prior to construction, maintained
during construction and removed when disturbed areas are completely stabilized.

This approval is valid for five years (until June 6, 2021) unless additional time is requested by the applicant
and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant shall notify the Inland Wetlands Agent before
any work begins and all work shall be completed within one year. Any extension of the activity period shall
come before this Agency for further review and comment. MOTION PASSED with Fratoni disqualifying
herself.

W1567 — R. HENNING, 166 MOULTON ROAD, WATER WHEEL
Ryan MOVED, Hall seconded, to grant an Inland Wetlands License pursuant to the Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to R. Henning (File W1567) for the installation of a
water wheel on property owned by the applicant and located at 166 Moulton Road as shown on plans
dated 1/15/2015 and as described in application submissions.

This action is based on a finding of no anticipated significant impact on the wetlands, and is conditioned on
the following provision being met:

1. Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls shall be in place prior to construction, maintained
during construction and removed when disturbed areas are completely stabilized;

This approval is valid for five years (until June 6, 2021) unless additional time is requested by the applicant
and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any
work begins and all work shall be completed within one year. Any extension of the activity period shall
come before this Agency for further review and comment. MOTION PASSED with Fratoni disqualifying
herself.

NEW BUSINESS:

A.

W1568 — R. SUSCA, 131 GURLEYVILLE ROAD, 10’X16’ SHED

Ward MOVED, Ryan to receive the application submitted by R. Susca (IWA File 1568) under the Wetlands
and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield for the construction of a 10 by 16 foot shed on
property located at 131 Gurleyville Road as shown on a map dated 4/21/2016 and as described in
application submissions, and to refer said application to staff and the Conservation Commission for review
and comments. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

W1569 — T. AINSWORTH, WOODLAND ROAD (PARCEL ID 18.67.3), SINGLE FAMILY HOME

Chandy MOVED, Ryan seconded, to receive the application submitted by T. Ainsworth (IWA File 1569)
under the Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield for construction of a single
family home on property located on the west side of Woodland Road (parcel Id 18.67.3) as shown on a
map dated 4/28/2016 and as described in application submissions, and to refer said application to staff
and the Conservation Commission for review and comment. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

PUBLIC HEARING:

W1564 — STORRS LODGES, 218 UNITS, HUNTING LODGE ROAD (PARCEL ID 15.21.3)

The Public Hearing was not opened due to a failure on the part of The Chronicle to properly publish notice as
requested; an error discovered just prior to the commencement of the meeting. Chairman Goodwin informed
those present that no testimony would be taken this evening. The Agency set a Special Meeting for June 20t
to commence the Public Hearing.



Reports from Officers and Committees:
A Field Trip was scheduled for 6/15/16 at 3:00 p.m.

Other Communications:
Noted.

Adjournment:
The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 7:07 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Vera S. Ward, Secretary



COMMUNICATIONS



Town of Mansfield
CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Meeting of 15 June 2016
Conference B, Audrey P. Beck Building
(draft) MINUTES

Members present: Aline Booth (Alt.), Neil Facchinetti, Quentin Kessel, Mary Harper (Alt.),
Scott Lehmann, John Silander, Michael Soares. Members absent: Robert Dahn, Grant Meitzler.
Others present: Jennifer Kaufman (Wetlands Agent), Thomas Ainsworth (W1569), Allison
Hilding (W1564).

1. The meeting was called to order at 7:33p by Chair Quentin Kessel. Mary Harper has been
appointed to the Commission as an Alternate Member. She and Booth were designated voting
members for this meeting.

2. The draft minutes of the 18 May 2016 meeting were approved after (a) correction of “July
6th” to “June 6th” in the penultimate sentence of item 5S¢ and (b) addition of item 8,
“Conservation Easement Monitoring,” the text of which Kessel distributed.

3. IWA referrals.
a. WI1569 (Ainsworth, Woodland Rd). The applicant proposes to construct a single-
family house on a non-conforming 1-acre lot of record on Woodland Rd. This lot slopes
down from the road to an extensive wetland (approximately 115 ft from and 20 ft below the
elevation of Woodland Rd, judging by the map). All work would be in the regulated area.
Approximately 400 cubic yards of fill would be needed near the road to provide a level site
for the house and drive; the new contours indicate that the slope to wetlands from the house
would steepen. The house would be about 65 ft (and its reserve septic system about 44 ft)
from the wetland at its closest point. The house could not be moved significantly farther
from the wetland without placing it too close to the road (setback is now only 26 ft). After
some discussion, the Commission unanimously agreed (motion: Silander, Harper) to advise
the IWA that:

There is a potential for a significant negative wetlands impact from this project, given its
proximity to wetlands and the large volume of fill proposed. Particular care must be
taken during and after construction to stabilize the steeper slope of the fill, utilizing
shrubs, walls, or the like. Seeding this slope with lawn grass is not sufficient.

b. W1568 (Susca, 131 Gurleyville Rd). The applicant proposes to add a 10x16 ft shed on
concrete piers to the back of his garage, on a level site approximately 50 ft up a gentle slope
from wetlands. Following speculation about what the shed might be used for, the
Commission unanimously agreed (motion: Booth, Faccinetti) to comment that:

While no significant impact on wetlands is to be expected from constructing the shed
itself, the property owner should be cautioned that storage of fuels or chemicals there in
significant amounts could pose such a risk, were they to leak into the environment.

4. Conservation easement monitoring. As noted in item 8 of the minutes for last month’s
meeting, the Town Attorney has advised that any Commission activity — including monitoring
conservation easements — involving more than one member constitutes a meeting requiring
public notice. Kaufman suggested that Commission members who aren’t comfortable
monitoring easements alone could go with a friend. Soares indicated that he has made similar



site visits by himself and will monitor the conservation easement on the Favretti property solo.
Kessel will let Kaufman know when his “meeting” with Faccinetti to monitor the Elise Rd
easement will occur. Ditto for Silander’s “meeting” with Lehmann to monitor the Silver Falls
easement.

5. Storrs Lodges. Allison Hilding, who has formed Mansfield Environmental Trust, LLC, to
intervene in IWA deliberations on W1564, distributed materials to the Commission, including (1)
Verified Petition to Intervene dated 16 May 2016 and (2) Report dated 6 June 2016 by Michael
W. Klemens, LLC, on the proposed Storrs Lodges development. She is concerned that over-
development of the site (47 apartment buildings for 692 residents on 45 acres) will (a)
compromise water quality in Cedar Swamp and Eagleville Brooks and (b) destroy habitat of
wood frogs and other animals that utilize one vernal pool (and possibly others) on the site.

Ms. Hilding urged the Commission to review, in addition to (1) and (2), the following
reports: (3) Best development practices: conserving pool-breeding amphibians in residential and
commercial developments in the northestern United States (Calhoun & Klemens, 2002), (4)
Ponde Place Residential Apartment Community (Eastern Connecticut Environmental Review
Team, April 2009), and (5) Willimantic River Watershed Summary: Willimantic River, Eagleville
Brook, and Cedar Swamp Brook (Willimantic River Watershed TMDL, September 2012). These
(and other) documents are (or will be) posted on the Town website at

http://www.mansfieldct.gov/content/1904/1932/14344.aspx

Kessel suggested that whatever comment the Commission decides to make on W1564 take
the general form “The Commission has reviewed the material listed below and finds that ... . Of
particular importance are these considerations/issues/points ... .” Commission members should
read through the available material before the July meeting with an eye for particulars that
should inform — and be cited in support of — its position.

Kaufman expects that the public hearing on W1564 will be opened on 20 June and that the
applicants will ask that it be immediately adjourned to 18 July (because the IWA does not yet
have all the information it needs to render a decision, which would be grounds for denying the
application). If the real hearing begins on 18 July, it will probably be continued to 1 August and
perhaps beyond. After some discussion the Commission unanimously agreed (motion: Soares,
Kessel) to ask that it be given sufficient time to review and comment on the application:

Due to the large amount of information being provided by the applicant, the Town’s
consultant, and the intervener, the Commission asks that the IWA request extensions of the
public hearing on W1564 to a date beyond the Commission’s meeting of 17 August so that
the Commission has sufficient time to review this material and comment on the application.

6. Adjourned at 9:07p. Next meeting: 7:30p, Wednesday, 20 July 2016.

Scott Lehmann, Secretary, 17 June 2016.


http://www.mansfieldct.gov/content/1904/1932/14344.aspx

TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Date: July 13, 2016

To: Planning and Zoning Commission

From: Jennifer S. Kaufman, AICP, Environmental Planner/Inland Wetlands Agent
Subject: Monthly Business Report

AGENT APPROVALS

None

MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT

Bicentennial Pond

On April 4, 2016, the Town of Mansfield was granted an Inland Wetlands License (File #1563) for organic
matter/sediment removal and aquatic weed management at Bicentennial Pond. The work began in
early June. On June 14, 2016, when the Department of Public Works was completing routine beach
grooming to prepare for the start of the swim and camp season, they noticed that a small amount
(under 1 gallon) of diesel fuel had spilled on to the beach. The diesel fuel was from the pump used by
the contractor to complete the organic matter/sediment removal. As required, the spill was reported to
CT DEEP. A small amount of beach sand was removed and taken to the transfer station for storage until
it could be properly disposed of. After careful observation, it was determined that the diesel fuel had
not entered the pond.

Carriage House Apartments

As reported at your May 2, 2016 meeting, on Tuesday, April 26, | discovered that Aqua Compliance
Specialists, the water company that manages Carriage House’s water supply was completing an
emergency water main repair. No erosion or sedimentation controls were in place during this activity
and because of this and the heavy rain, sediment washed into the downgradient catch basins that drain
directly to the wetlands through a concrete pipe. The contractors were approached and told to stop
work immediately and install silt fence and hay bales at the outflow of the concrete pipe and to install
silt socks in the two downgradient catch basins. | have monitored this and the issue has been resolved.

At your last meeting | stated that Carriage House would be coming in with a permit after the fact.
However, after further review, Section 4.0 of the regulations states that “construction and operation, by



water companies as defined in section 16-1 or by municipal water supply systems as provided for in
chapter 102, of dams, reservoirs and other facilities necessary to the impounding, storage and
withdrawal of water in connection with public water supplies except as provided in sections 22a-401
and 22a-403” are permitted by right. While Carriage House is not a water company, Aqua Compliance
Specialists, who completed the work is. Both Carriage House and Aqua Compliance Specialists have been
informed that in the future they are to inform the Town of any construction and to use appropriate
erosion and sedimentation controls.

OTHER

On July 7™, | attended a Municipal Inland Wetlands Agency Continuing Education Workshop on Legal
and Administrative Updates. | have attached a summary of recent court cases prepared by the
Connecticut Attorney General’s Office and handout regarding Expert Testimony.

| was also informed that the CT Model Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations have been
revised and should be distributed to municipalities later this summer. Once staff has received these
regulations, we will convene a Regulatory Review Committee meeting to determine what modifications
should be made to the Town’s Regulations.
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EXPERT TESTIMONY

Expert testimony is a routine aspect of inland wetlands and watercourses application
review, and it may figure prominently in commission order proceedings -as well, Here
are some basic pointers regarding how to handle expert presentations.

= Whois an "expert".?

- An expert is someone who possesses specialized knowledge brought from
training or experience (soil scientist, engineers of various stripes, ecologists,
and so forth). '

- A muniéipal agency member may be an expert if he/she has such éxperience
or training (but one is not an expert merely by virtue of being an agency
member).

-»  Agency members in the public hearing context should develop or refine their
_ability to ask questions of any expert who presents before them, especially if the
municipal inland wetlands agency cannot hire its own expert(s), as substantial
evidence to support their determination may well rest upon a thorough
exploration of what the expert before the agency is setting forth as an "expert
opinion." (Huck v. Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commission, 203 Conn.

525 (1987))"

- What is the expert's area of expertise and does the expertise of the expert
elucidate the issue(s) before the agency about which a decision needs to be

made?

- Is testimony offered on an issue within that expert's area of expertise? (E.g., a
"sanitary engineer" may be well capable of discussing the surficiai surface
water run-off impacts, but may not be professionally equipped to opine on the
design requirements to cope with the run-off associated with the proposed
development; one might need perhaps a civil engineer, a "P.E.", for that
aspect of the proposal.)

- What observations, and what kind of obsérvations, did the expert make? For
example, did the expert visit the site or did the expert formulate an opinion
based on a paper or data-layer review?

- What assumptions did the expert make? E.g., assumptions about design
storms; or the capacity of the storm drain system, or the size of a detention
basin relative to the projected size of a proposed development. Agency

! Reference is made to certain key cases that iliustrate the.summary comments. You are encouraged to
read these for the fact patterns and the general discussion by the reviewing court,

1



members might want to inquire whether the expert has taken a conservative
approach or is pushing the design envelope.

- What facts has the expert used to support his or her conclusions?

- Does the expert offer a conclusion(s) that reasonably folfows from the facts,
observations and assumptions? .

Every expert can (and should) be gquestioned, even about the testimony of other
expetts if there is more one similarly "expert" present and commenting on a
particular aspect of the application. See, e.g., the Huck case.

A municipal agency appropriately considers expert testimony and reports,
submitted on behalf of parties/intervenors, as part of the record. An expert who
shows up to speak during the public comment portion of a public hearing and is
not presenting on behalf of a party or intervenor is really only offering "comment"
like other members of the public. If, however, the agency offers such person the
opportunity, if time allows, to provide comment under oath, then the testimony
can be received as expert in nature, but it is subject to cross-examination by the
parties to the application. (Agencies that are presented with this prospect,
sometimes driven by neighborhood groups or associations wanting to make a
more |mpactful presentation without intervening, need to be aware of the
limitations on "public comment.”)

- If a municipal agency member is in fact an "expert," and wishes to apply that
expertise to the considération of a matter pending bé&fore the agency, it is
incumbent upon that member {o disclose that expertise on the record whlle the
record is still "open,” that is, prior fo the tlme for deliberation.

- By doing so, one neutralizes potential post-decision appeal allegations of
surprise or bias or improper procedure by an applicant or intervenor, claiming
that the agency did not afford the participant(s) a fundamentally fair proceeding

" on the application to conduct regulated activities (or on an order that has gone to

hearing before the agency).

- If itis important to understand whether the purported expertise of the
applicant's expert is actually material and relevant to the issue(s) to be decided
(see above), it is equally important for all and sundry to get a sense of whether
the agency member's expertise also is matenal and relevant to the analysis of

that issue or issues.

- If an agency member discloses his/her expertise and actively opines on the
expert issue(s) arising out of active consideration of a pending application,
especially in the public hearing process, one should fully expect that the -
applicant's expert would/should have time to respond or even rebut the agency
member's opinion, as the Feinson case observes (see below). (Note, the



distinction here is one between the agency member disclosing his/her expertise
anhd actively opining on the expert issue(s) up for discussion in, say, the public
hearing.) :

A lay commission without expertise in the area may not substitute its own
judgment for contrary expert testimony. (Feinson v. Conservation Commission,

180 Conn. 421 (1980))

- To do so without making public the basis of its decision and without offering
the applicant an opportunity for rebuttal is to act arbitrarily and without
fundamental fairness.

- The municipal inland wetlands agency cannot disregard the only expert
evidence on the issue when the agency members lack their own expertise or
knowledge. (Tanner v. Conservation Commission, 15 Conn. App. 336 (1988))

-~ Forthe rule in Tanner to apply, there has to exist on the record of the
agency's proceeding an "absolute disregard of the unanimous contrary expert
opinion." In Tanner, there were multiple experts and they were in agreement
about the probable non-existence of any "adverse impact on the wetlands."
This is the key issue, of course; that the experts had differing emphases or
views of the proposed project based upon their particular subject matter
expertise, did not mean that the commission could freely "pick and choose"
among them as if there were a disagreement about the adverse impact to the

regufated resource(s).

- Non-experts may offer reliable and substantial evidence (Kaeser v.
Conservation Commission, 20 Conn. App. 309 (1989)), which may be
relevant to an issue for determination by the agency; for example, "Every time
we have a lot of rain, the water in the stream backs up behind the existing
cuivert over there." In other words, it is all of the evidence in the record on
the issue of adverse impact, properly considered, and not a mere head count
of experts that matters.

Application fees can assist municipal intand wetlands agency with hiring their
own experi(s) who, at a minimum, can review applicant's expert testimony or
reports.

Experts sometimes give opinions about their "concerns," or "possible impacts.”
That's mere speculation, and an agency shouldn't rely upon them. A properly
prepared expert should be capable of rendering an opinion about what is
"brobable" or "reasonably likely" to occur respecting impacts. If the expert is nhot
willing to commit to this level of prediction (and the agency should certainly ask
about it), then the agency likely has good grounds {o ignore the opinion
altogether, and certainly ighore it in favor of a more definite opinion given by an

opposing expert.



v Experts often testify on the "significance” of a wetland, but no such distinguishing
standard exists in the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act (IWWA, "Act") to
differentiate these resources as higher or lower on the scale of "value” — the term
"significance" as used in the Act only modifies the word "impact” and not the
words "wetland" or "watercourse." In other words, "impact" to a "low-value"
wetland is nevertheless fully a "regulated activity” and is analyzed no differently
than "impact" to a "high-value" wetland.

- Section 222a-36 of the IWWHA, the Legislative Finding, is crucial to
understand;ng what is subject fo regulation and why.
. Such unregulated actlwty has had, and will continue to have, a s |gmf|c:an
adverse mpact on the ..

Section 22a-42a(c)(1) "... The inland wetlands agency shall not hold a public
hearing on such application unless the inland wetlands agency determines
that the proposed activity may have a significant impact on wetlands or

watercourses, ..."

As an example of expert assumptions that the agency needs to probe, the
expert may have "assumed" that the wetland was of no great significance,
and, therefore, planned activities to occur on the site that otherwise would
properly constitute an "impact" and under the guidance provided by the Act
be subject to avoidance, or less impactful alternatives.

e

)



2016 MUNTCIPAL INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY
CONTINUING EDUCATION WORKSIHOP

Legal and Administrative Updates

By the Connecticut Attorney General's Office

RECENT COURT CASES

Appellate Court Case

1. H-K Properties, LLC v. Town of Mansfield Planning & Zoning Comm'n, 165 Conn. App.
488 (2016)

East Brook F, LLC, East Brook T, LLL.C, and East Brook W, LLC (defendants) filed an
application for a special permit to build an addition to the East Brook Mall with the Town of
Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission (commission). By checking a box on the
application, defendants acknowledged that they would notify neighboring property owners of
their proposal pursuant to Article 5, § B (3) (c) of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations. The
commission adopted the regulations by the authority granted to it through General Statutes § 8-

7d (a).

The commission complied with proper notice requirements. The commission held a public
hearing and approved defendants' application on February 21, 2012, On February 27, 2012 the
commission published notice of its decision in the Willimantic Chronicle (Notice Date).

Defendants, however, never gave notice to neighboring property owners, including H-X
Properties, LLC (plaintiff). Plaintiff appealed the commission's decision on October 26, 2012,
cight months after the commission approved the application. Plaintiff argued that it had not
received proper notice and, therefore, the commisston's decision was not valid.

Defendants moved for dismissal of plaintiff's appeal based on untimeliness. They claimed that
General Statutes § 8-8 (b) governed the appeal, and that the plaintiff lost its right to an appeal
when it failed to appeai 1 within 15 days of the Notice Date. Conversely, plaintiff claimed that § 8-
8 (r) governed, and under that provision, plaintiff had not lost its nght to an appeal, because it
could appe'd up to one year after the Notice Date.”

The trial cowt heard the appeal and found in favor of plaintiff. The trial court ordered the matter
~ remanded to the commission, The defendants appealed. The Appellate Court reversed the frial

court's ruling, and vacated it for lack of subject matter jurisdiction over the plaintiff's appeal. In
other words, the trial court could neither hear, nor decide the case because plaintiff had failed to
appeal within 15 days of the Notice Date in accordance with § 8-8 (b).



Under § 8-8 (b), an aggrieved party must start an appeal in a zoning case within 15 days from the
date the land use board publishes a notice of decision. Section 8-8 (r) alters the time-frame for an
appeal when a board fails to comply with notice requirements. When a board fails to comply
with notice requirements, an aggrieved party may appeal up to one year after the notice of

decision.

Section 8-8 (1) was not triggered in this case. Section 8-8 (1), in pertinent part, reads: fn any case
i which a board fails to comply with a requirement . . . any appeal . . . shall be taken not more
than one year after the date of that decision or action. Thus, § 8-8 (1) is triggered only in cases
where a board fails to comply with notice requirements,

In this case, plaintiff argued that § 8-8 (r) was triggered because the commission failed to give
plaintiff proper notice. The commission, however, did give plaintiff proper notice, because it
duly published its decision; having done so, the publication gave "constructive notice" to the
community, including the plaintiff. Thus, the commission did not fail any requirement and § 8-8

(r) was not triggered.

Plaintiffs also argued that § 8-8 (x) was triggered when the commission failed to make sure that

~ defendants notified neighboring property owneis as required by the commission's regulations.
The Appellate Court rejected this argument. Although § 8-7(d) granted the commission authority
to adopt the regulations such as these that imposed additional notice obligations on the applicant,
the enabling statute did not require the commission to ensure that defendants comply. Thus, the
commission had no duty to ensure that the defendants notified the plaintiff, the commission did

not fail any requirement, and, once again, § 8-8 () was not triggered.

Since § 8-8 (r) was never triggered, § 8-8 (b) governed plaintiff's appeal, Based on § 8-8 (b),
plaintiff's appeal was untimely and plaintiff lost its statutory right to appeal from the commission
to the couts.

Major Points:

¢ Section 22a-43 of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act incorporates the time
requirements of § 8-8 into the appeals procedure. Generally, aggrieved parties must
appeal within 13 days of the date that a comunission publishes its notice of decision.
However, where a board fails to meet requirements (such as notice requirements), an
aggrieved parly may appeal within one year of the date of notice of decision.

e A commission does not automatically assume a duty to ensure an applicant’s compliance
with regulations it adopts through the authority contained in § 8-7(d} for additional

notices,

Superior Court Cases
1. Dichello v. Hamden, 2015 WL 7055199 (Oct. 16, 2015)

The plaintiff applied for a permit to construct a driveway, septic system, and utilities with
associated grading for the purpose of accessing the upland area of a property that contained



wetlands. The plaintiff also intended to construct a single-family residence on the upland area.
There were also offsite wetlands. Neighbors opposed the application and hired an expert to
present findings to the commission, The commission denied the application, citing the applicant's
failure to provide prudent and feasible alternatives to reduce the impact of the construction on
the surrounding wetlands and failure to consider mitigation measures to reduce the adverse
impact of the construction on wetlands. (Half the property was wetlands; the proposed driveway
was 600 feet through wetlands and the application involved a proposal to fill wetlands.)

The plaintiff appealed the decision, arguing that feasible and prudent alternatives were presented
to the commission and that detailed mitigation plans were provided, pursuant to § 22a-41(a).
Furthermore, the plaintiff alleged that the commission had predetermined the denial of the permit
before considering the evidence presented at the public hearing. -

The court began its analysis by discussing the concept of fundamental fairness. Although an
administrative agency's hearings are often informal and do not follow the strict rules of evidence,
the hearings must be conducted "so as not to violate the fundamental rules of natural justice.” In
other words, parties involved in the hearings have a right to produce relevant evidence, know the
facts on which the commission is asked to act, cross-examine witnesses, and offer rebuttal
evidence. The court noted that there is a strong presumption that proceedings of municipal
commissions are conducted in a fundamentally fair manner. However, not all procedural
irregularities require the reviewing court to nullify the commission's decision.

The plaintiff's claims were: 1) that the commission failed to state the reasons for the denial of the
application on the record; 2) the site inspection of the commission was scheduled affer the public
hearing had commenced; 3) the commission's expeit gave opinions not covered by his report;
and 4) the previous three claims and the general conduct of the hearings constituted
predetermination by the commission.

In general, the court ruled that it was entitled to search the record in default of a set of reasons of
record for the decision the cominission did make; there was nothing in the content of the site
inspection report that drove any of the issues explored in the public hearing; the circumstances
surrounding the engagement of the commission's expert weren't material; and the expert's report
and testimony were entirely open to rebuttal by the plaintiff's experts and adequate opportunity
to do so was a matter of record.

As to the claim of predetermination, the court rejected the plaintiff's claim. A plaintiff has a
difficult burden to prove predetermination. In otder to prevail, the plaintiff must show that the
agency members had made up their minds to deny the application no matter what evidence was
used to support it: a claim of predetermination goes to the process by which a decision is made
and not to the content of the decision. In fact, even if the commission had been entirely wrong in
denying the application, it does not mean that its decision was predetermined. Ultimately, the
court, having searched the administrative record, concluded that the commission displayed no
improper conduct. The commission continued to ask for further information during the hearing
and proposed alternatives to the plaintiff's plans, indicating that had not determined to deny the
application; in fact, hiring an expert to review the application and report to it was itself an
indication of the commission's lack of predetermination on this file,

Turning to its review of the merits of the commission's decision, the court noted the difficulties
inherent in review of an entire record where the commission has not articulated on the record its
reasoning. This task is made all the more difficult when a reviewing court applies other



precedent to its review, such as the Supreme Court's observation that what constitutes an
"adverse impact” to the regulated resource(s) is a "technically complex issue” frequently
requiring the testimony of experts. Where there is such conflicting testimony among experts, a
commmission’s failure to articulate the reasoning for its decision on the record necessarily puts the
reviewing court at a disadvantage when it comes to applying the substantial evidence standard of
review. After all, one of the key aspects of the IWWA is the charge to regulatory authorities to
balance the protection of the resource against the property owner's right to use his property.

The court summarized the main issue for determination as whether the proposed impact of the

location of the driveway and of the house and associated septic system posed an adverse impact
and constituted the only feasible and prudent alternative plan. Its review of the record, which was .
very detailed, allowed it to conclude that the commission had erred in denying the application.

The court did rule that the applicant provided feasible and prudent alternatives for the project and
suggested measures to mitigate damage to the wetlands. The applicant had submitted an
"alternative C" to the conunission, which moved the house to an area where it was believed to
have a less adverse impact on the surrounding wetlands. Additionally, alternative C moved the
location of the driveway, which ran through the wetlands, and included a detailed planting
procedure and invasive plant removal plan to mitigate storm water runoff. The commission's
expetrts raised concerns about potential alterations to the hydrology of the site. However, the only
alteration to the site recommended by the commission or its experts was the suggestion of a
raised driveway, which the commission believed was not addressed by the applicant, leading to
the denial of the application.

The court found that the issue was indeed addressed by the applicant's engineer, who opined that
the construction of the raised structure would lead to additional seil compaction and tree clearing
since a large crane would be needed to put the structure in place. The court found that the
commission's soil scientist contradicted himself by proposing the raised structure, but had
expressed concerns about soil compaction and clear cutting to make room for the standard
driveway. Furthermore, the court found that the applicant's engineer was the only expert who, by
virtue of his professional qualifications, was truly capable of assessing the requirements of
building a raised structure in lieu of a standard driveway. In addition, the court stated that there
was no disagreement by the commission or the experis opposing the applicant's mitigation
proposals. Since these experts only made basic suggestions to modify the mitigation plan, the
court found that the record did not support any finding that the mitigation proposed was
inadequate under the factors for consideration contained in section 22a-41(a) of the [IWWA,

The court ruled that there was but one conclusion to which the commission could have come; it
sustained the plaintiff's appeal and remanded the matter to the commission with an instruction to -
issue the permit with such reasonable conditions as it might further determine.

Major Points:
o The rules of fundamental fairness govern each and every commission proceeding.

¢ In order to prevail on a predetermination claim, the applicant must prove that the agency
had made up its mind to deny the application no matter what evidence had been placed

before it.



e The impact to the regulated resource(s) requires a close attention to how the "harm” is
supported by the evidence. Where the testimony of experts on both sides of the issue is in
play, it is important to focus carefully on what the factors for consideration require, and
whether the "only feasible alternative” has been fairly proposed in light of the IWWA's
requirement that conservation be balanced with respect for the right to use property.

2. Prestonv. Rabon, 2016 WL 1164979 (Feb. 26, 2016)

Rabon filed a complaint with the commission, alleging that his neighbors, the Benjamins, had
committed wetlands violations. The Preston Inland Wetlands Enforcement Officer issued a
notice of violation to the Benjamins in response to Rabon's complaint, determining that the
Benjamins had completed excavation within 100 feet of wetlands without a permit. It was later
determined that the unpermitted excavation work extended into the Rabon property.

The commission approved the Bemjamin's remediation plan, which included the Benjamin and
Rabon properties, although the commission made no determination that the Benjamins had any
legal right to access Rabon's land. Rabon denied the Benjamins access to his land. The Town of
Preston then brought an action to compel Rabon either to allow the Benjamins to gain access to
his land to perform the remedial work, or to compel him to perform the work himself.

The court rejected Rabon's assertion that he was an "innocent landowner" and therefore could not
be compelled to remediate. The court noted that the commission was not compelling Rabon to
pay for or perform the remediation himself; rather, the commission wanted Rabon to grant the
Benjamins access to the property so that they could perform the remediation. Furthermore, the
court reasoned that Rabon put himself in the position of having to allow the Benjamins to
propose access to his land for remediation purposes due to his complaint. In other words,

Rabon's failure to "react" to the existence of the violation also made him a violator, The court
ordered Rabon to either allow the Benjamins access to remediate or to remediate the land himself

within 45 days.

Major Points:

e The maintenance of a violation is a violation itself and exposes the party maintaining the
violation to liability and costs of remediation, regardless of whether or not the party
committed the initial violation. (A notice of violation can serve as a preliminary
enforcement tool, in advance of issuing a formal order. Section 22a-44(a) of the IWWA,
which provides for the issuance of orders, states that: 'If the inland wetlands agency or its
duly authorized agent finds that any person is conducting or maintaining any activity,
facility or condition which is in violation of sections 22a-36 to 22a-45, inclusive, or of
the regulations of the inland wetlands agency, the agency or its duly authorized agent
may issue a written order, by certified mail, to such person conducting such activity
or maintaining such facility or condition to cease immediately such activity or to correct
such facility or condition.” [emphasis added])

¢ Wetlands and wetland violations are not limited by property lines; they are a function of
the documented adverse impact to the regulated resource(s).



3. Crawford v. Fairfield, 2016 WL 2728401 (Apr. 19, 2016)

In 2010, the defendants applied for and received a permit from the Fairfield Conservation
Commniission (commission) to transform a nursery into a medical office complex, The plan was to
crect an 18,400 square foot building, a 15,000 square foot structure, and 170 parking spaces. The
only regulated activity of concern was the parking lot in the upland review area, The commission
issued the permit. However, the zoning commission rejected the defendants' application.

In 2014, the defendants presented a "modified development plan" to the commission in which
only a single 25,000 square foot building and one hundred twenty-five (125) parking spaces were
proposed. A soil scientist's report accompanied the comparison plan, which report concluded that
no adverse impacts to regulated resources were now or previously involved. The defendants
made no application for a new permit nor did they request a modification of the 2010 permit.
After deliberation, the commission determined that neither a new inland wetlands permit nor a

public hearing was needed.

The plaintiff challenged the ruling, claiming that a new permit and a public hearing was
necessary.

The cowrt rejected the plaintiff's assertion. The cowrt determined that there was substantial
evidence that allowed the commission to rule that a new permit or modification of the old permit
was not necessary. Specifically, the court cited a soil scientist's finding that the new proposed

building plan would be less impactful than the building plan that was approved by the same
commission in 2010. Additionally, the permit was not modified or amended, meaning that a

notification by publication was not necessary.

Major Points:
¢ Once a permit to conduct a regulated activity is issued, it runs with the land.

=y

/o A second permit application is unnecessary where a modified development plan is
(\ identical with respect to the effect on the regulated resource(s).

e Ifapermit is in place, a modified plan that would have less impact than the original
submission does not require a new permit, so long as it is entirely within the scope of the

prior issued permit.

4, Calco Construction v. Farmington, May 12, 2016 (Duba);, J)

On August 8, 2014, Calco Construction and Development Company and The Gardens, LLC
- (plaintiffs) filed an application with the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commission of the
Town of Farmington (commission) to conduct regulated activities associated with developing a

residential subdivision.

The subject property consists of approximately 14.23 acres, including approximately 4.24 acres
of delineated inland wetlands.



Plaintiffs wanted to conduct activities within the 150 foot upland review area located on the
property. There was no proposal to conduct regulated activities within the two wetland systems
on the property. Initially, plaintiffs proposed a twelve-lot, conventtonal subdivision with a 600
foot road ending in a cul-de-sac, After consultations with town staff, the proposal was revised to
a twelve-lot, clustered subdivision. The cluster subdivision would convey all wetlands on the

property to the town as open space.

On October 6, 2014, the commission opened the public hearing for the application. The

commission closed the public heanng on December 10. On January 4, 2015, the entire
comunission met and each commissioner raised issues he had with the apphcatlon. On January 7%
the commission again met to consider plaintiffs' application At the end of the meeting, the
commission established a subcommittee of three commissioners and one alternate "to review the
existing record, organize the matenals 50 that the commission could bette; consider the evidence

as 1t 1elated to then concerns, and dlaft a motlon

At a January 21, 2015 meeting, the subcommittee raised concerns about the application, The
subcommittee members explained the evidence that supported these concerns. A motion to deny
the application was raised. The subcommittee had drafted the motion. The motion contained a
list of alternatives for plaintiffs to consider, as well as information found to be lacking.
Following some discussion regarding the content of the motion and members' views, the
commission approved the motion to deny the application unanimously. The commission denied
the application because (1) the proposed activities would have adverse and substantial impacts
on wetlands and watercourses and there were other possible feasible and prudent alternatives
(which plaintiffs failed to present), and (2) in the alternative, the commission determined that the

application was incomplete.
Plaintiffs raised several arguments related to process and record support for its decision,

The court could not sustain an appeal on the basis of any of the plainfiffs' claims. The two
claims raised by the plaintiffs that had some novelty are the following procedural claims:

The formation and deliberation of the subcommittee was not improper.

Plaintiffs argued that the formation of a subcommittee and deliberation of the subcomunittee
violated Gen. Stat. § 22a-42 and § 9-2 of the Farmington Ordinances because the commission
created a subcommittee. Thus, according to the plaintiffs, the commission improperly delegated
the responsibility and obligation of all voling members to a subcommittee without authority.

Plaintiffs also argued that the delegation was improper because the legislature intended to have a
full complement of commissioners deliberate every decision. The court rejected plaintiffs’
argument based on the plain meaning of § 223-42&%\2\411911 requires.only a gquorum for decision
making, The court reasoned that it would be "illogical" to conclude that a statute calling fora
specific number of members and alternate members required all commissioners to deliberate
every decision. In any event, the record indicates that the full commission met on January 4,

2014 to deliberate over the application.

Next, plaintiffs argued that deliberating and drafting a motion for decision is "too critical a part
of the decision-making process" and that the full commission must be involved. The court
rejected plaintiffs' argument. The court explained that a motion is a tool for a commission to



accept, modify, or reject a proposal: the drafting of a motion does not imply consent to the
contents of the motion in whole or 111 part, The court deeme_d that is was acceptabie f01 the
NNNNNNN thy 1alsed

it %efow the commlssmn f01 its consulemtlon

The court cannot hear claims based on the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) because plaintiffs
did not exhaust administrative remedies.

Piaintiffs alleged that the subcommittee, as a public agency, violated the Connecticut Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA), General Statutes § 1-200 ef seq. The court rejected plaintiffs' claim.
Section 1-206 (d) of FOIA provides that appeals by aggrieved partics must be in accordance with
the provisions of § 4-1831, Plaintiffs should have appealed a claimed violation of the FOIA to the
Freedom of Information Commission (FOIC) proper. By not lodging their claim in the
appropriate forum, the plaintiffs failed to exhaust administrative remedies, and the cowrt lacked
jurisdiction in this appeal undet the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act over the alleged

FOITA violations.
Major Points:

¢ Commissions may properly delegate the review of the record created for an application to
a subcommiftee composed of commission members, so long as the report or product of
the subcommittee's work is considered by the commission.

o A prepared motion placed before a commission is not improper so long as there is
consideration and deliberation by a quorum of the commission.

5. Martinv. Simsbury, 2016 WL 673417, January 26, 2016

Martin (plaintiff) applied for a building permit on a property he owns in Simsbury. Plaintiff's
application was denied. Zoning compliance officers expressed concerns regarding the property's
potential for the presence of wetlands soil, which condition needed to be resolved before a perinit
could be issued. One of the officers required that plaintiff either (1) confirm that his property did
not have wetlands soil, or (2) pursue a determination (declaratory ruling) from the Simsbury
Inland Wetlands Commission (comimission) in order to resolve his claim that his property was
not subject to the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Simsbury.

Plaintiff did not initiate the process of pursing a determination from the commission because he
insisted that the regulations were not intended for people like him who had no wetlands on their
property. Plaintiff pointed to the "official approved inland wetlands map" as the basis for his
refusal to file for a ruling, He argued that it would not make sense for him to seek a
determination of that which he insisted he already knew.

Plaintiff purported to appeal "the decision” of the commission. The municipal defendants
(defendants) moved to dismiss the appeal for (1) lack of personal jurisdiction for failure to name

PUnder § 4-183 of the Administrative Procedure Act, "A person who has exhausted all administrative remedies
available within the agency and who is aggrieved by a final decision may appeal to the Superior Court...."

8



the appropriate party (the Inland Wetlands Commission had not been named), and (2} failure to
exhaust his administrative remedies.

Plaintiff simply did not initiate the administrative process with respect to obtaining a wetlands
determination and cannot bypass that step by simply captioning his disagreement with prior
decisions in related administrative matters as an appeal. Because the plaintiff failed to pursue his
administrative remedies, this court granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss.

Major Point:

e Aggrieved parties must exhaust administrative remedies before appealing to the courts.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Date: July 12, 2016

To: Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency

From: Jennifer Kaufman, Inland Wetlands Agent

Subject: Woodland Road (Parcel ID 18.67.3) (File W1569)
T. Ainsworth

Description of Work: Construction of a Single Family Home
Map Date: 4/28/2016

PROJECT OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS

The applicant proposes to construct a single family home on a one-acre lot on the west side of Woodland
Road (Parcel ID 18.67.3). The site slopes to the west at an approximate grade of 10% towards a forested
wetland. The understory is characterized primarily by a dense growth of Japanese barberry and skunk
cabbage. The wetland drains to a year round brook that eventually leads to the Fenton River. The site is
within the Windham Waterworks Public Watershed.

There are no activities proposed in the wetlands. The applicant estimates that approximately 15,000 square
feet within the upland review area will be disturbed. Below indicates the separating distance of each project
activity from the edge wetlands:

Project Activity Distance to the edge of wetlands (feet)
Site Grading 40
Primary Septic Leach Field 70
Reserve Septic Leach Field 55
Well 92
Foundation Drain 61
Driveway 73

A March 28, 2016 memo from Sherry McGann, Eastern Highland Health District (EHHD) Sanitarian, indicates
that the property is suitable for sewage disposal. Prior to construction, an engineer’s system design plan
must be submitted to EHHD to ensure that the system complies with the requirements of CT Public Health
Code section 19-13-B103.

The proposed site grading may have the potential to impact wetlands. Approximately 400 cubic yards of
imported fill will be used to grade the site. At their June 15, 2016 meeting, the Conservation Commission
stated that “particular care must be taken during and after construction to stabilize the steeper slope.”
Because the finished slope will be upwards of 30%, the applicant should submit a planting plan or additional



measures to ensure that the slope will be stabilized over the long-term. Derek Dilaj, Assistant Town
Engineer, also reviewed the application submittals and conveyed the following:

1. Staging and minimizing disturbed area will be critical for construction on this property. The
applicant has indicated reference to Erosion and Sedimentation Control Measures from the
USDA that shall be implemented. Additional reference should be made to the 2002 Erosion
and Sedimentation Control Guidelines from CTDEEP.

2. Perthe 2002 Erosion and Sedimentation Control Guidelines with slopes between 2:1 and 3:1
wings should be installed every 50 feet.

3. Notes on the plan shall include a provision that repairs to erosion and sediment control shall
be made within 24 hours of the failure. Failure shall mean when the fence has been
overtopped, undercut or bypassed, the fence has been moved out of position, or the
geotextile has been damaged. If these conditions occur multiple times the applicant shall
install a secondary silt fence upslope.

The applicant was asked to address the concern regarding the long-term stabilization of the slope and the
concerns outlined in Mr. Dilaj’s July 12, 2016. The applicant has submitted revised plans addressing these
concerns and therefore, it is my opinion, that there will be no significant impact to the wetlands.

NOTIFICATIONS

The applicant has submitted certified mail receipts for notices mailed to abutters.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Engineering Division

From:

To:

Copy:

Date:

Date Received:

Date Reviewed:
Engineering Project #:
Re:

Designer:

Plans:

The subject property is located on Woodland Road north of its intersection with Wildwood Road. The
existing site grades from east to west at approximately a 10% slope towards wetlands in the western
portion of the site. The proposed work includes importing of fill material, construction of a gravel driveway,
septic system, and single family home. The property is within the Windham Water Works Public Water
Supply Watershed. It appears the applicant has moved as much of the disturbance as possible to the
front of the lot farthest from the wetland system and considered stabilization from any discharge from the

foundation drain.

| have completed a general review of the plan set provided by the applicant. The following are comments

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599

Derek M. Dilaj, P.E., Assistant Town Engineer
Jennifer Kaufman, , Inland Wetlands Agent
John Carrington, P.E., Town Engineer

July 12, 2016

July 10, 2016

July 11, 2016

E-1516014

Site Plan for Tom Ainsworth Woodland Road

David A. Smith, PE
KWP Associates
250 Killingly Road
Pomfret Center, CT

“Septic System Design Prepared for Tom Ainsworth, Woodland
Road, Mansfield, Connecticut”

realized during the review and should be addressed by the applicant:

Site Considerations

1. Staging and minimizing disturbed area will be critical for construction on this property. The
applicant has indicated reference to Erosion and Sedimentation Control Measures from the
USDA that shall be implemented. Additional reference should be made to the 2002 Erosion

and Sedimentation Control Guidelines from CTDEEP.

2. Perthe 2002 Erosion and Sedimentation Control Guidelines with slopes between 2:1 and 3:1

wings should be installed every 50 feet.

3. Notes on the plan shall include a provision that repairs to erosion and sediment control shall
be made within 24 hours of the failure. Failure shall mean when the fence has been
overtopped, undercut or bypassed, the fence has been moved out of position, or the geotextile
has been damaged. If these conditions occur multiple times the applicant shall install a

secondary silt fence upslope.
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Planting Plan for Slopes on Ainsworth Woodland Road Property
In order to insure there are no problems with runoff or erosion
into the wetlands we propose to plant the areas with 3 o 1 and 2
to 1 slopes with a combination of fast growing groundcovers.
We will use Lamium galeobdolon and Japanese pachysandra.
Both plants are suited to our growing zone and grow quickly
forming a thick carpet using rhizomes. They grow well in shaded
forested areas and require little maintenance. They are also
drought resistant and are not favored by deer for food. We will
plant cuttings that will establish quickly and will mulch the area to
help the plants retain moisture and prevent runoff until the
plants fill in.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Date: July 14, 2016

To: Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency

From: Jennifer Kaufman, Inland Wetlands Agent

Subject: Hunting Lodge Road (Assessor’s Parcel ID 15.21.3) (File W1564)

Storrs Lodges, LLC
Description of Work: Construction of a 218-unit apartment complex
Map Date: 3/18/2016, revised through 6/10/2016

PROJECT OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS

At your July 18, 2016 meeting a public hearing will be held regarding the above referenced application.
As of July 13, 2016, the following communications have been received:

Applicant Submittals

1.

©ONOHUAWN

N e
W N PO

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

Application

A March 18, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT&IMPACT ANALYSIS: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A March 30, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL: VERNAL POOL INVESTIGATION

An April 4, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL:WATER QUALITY INVESTIGATION

An April 4, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL: FUNCTIONS & VALUES ASSESSMENT
An April 4, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL:WETLAND MITIGATION

An April 6, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL: REVIEW OF STORMWATER SYSTEM
An April 14, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL: VERNAL POOL INVESTIGATION
AJune 14, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL:WATER QUALITY INVESTIGATION

. AJune 14, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL: SOIL TESTING

. AJune 14, 2016 WETLANDS ASSESSMENT-SUPPLEMENTAL: VERNAL POOL INVESTIGATION

. A letter dated February 28, 2016 from CT DEEP Regarding State Species of Concern

. An Engineering Design and Drainage Report (Both a Summary and Full Report) Dated March 18,

2016
Plans Dated March 18, 2016, revised through June 10, 2016
FA Hesketh’s Responses to the GEI Consultants Revised dated 5/31/2016 and revised through
6/10/2016
AlJuly 12, 2016 Letter from Attorney Fahey requesting the Public Hearing not be continued to
8/1/16.
A February 12, 2011 Report from Michael Klemens Re: River Sound Development
A July 12, 2016 Memo from Attorney Sherwood re: Prudent and Feasible Alternative Analysis
A July 12, 2016 Memo from the Applicant’s team re: Response to Intervention Petition Dated
5/16/16



Intervenor Submittals
1. Aletter dated June 6, 2016 from the Law Offices of Keith Ainsworth on behalf of the Mansfield
Environmental Trust and Beverly Sims
2. Mansfield Environmental Trust and Bevery Sim’s verified petition to intervene dated May 16,
2016 pursuant to CGS 22a-19 (a).

3. Aletter from Michael W. Klemens dated June 6, 2015

4. AVernal Pool Analysis Map of Storrs Lodges Prepared by Michael Klemens dated May 2016

5. Michael Klemens Curriculum Vitae, undated

6. Aletter to Cheryl Chase, Director of the Inland Water Resources Division, CT DEEP from Michael
Klemens dated September 10, 2013

7. Areport from Connecticut Ecosystems LLC Entitled Wetlands Report Ponde Place, July 5, 2007

8. April 2009 Eastern Connecticut Environmental Review Team Report for Ponde Place

9. A 2002 MCA Technical Paper Series: No. 5 Best Development Practices Conserving Pool-Breeding
Amphibians in Residential and Commercial Developments in the Northeastern United States by
Calhoun and Klemens

GEl, Consultants (IWA's Independent Consultant) Submittals

1. A Memo from Kimberly Bradley and John McGrane of GEI Consultants to Jennifer Kaufman dated
May 12, 2016

2. A Memo from Kimberly Bradley and John McGrane of GEI Consultants to Jennifer Kaufman dated
June 29, 2016

Conservation Commission Minutes

1. April 20
2. May 18
3. June 15

Comments from the Public

A letter from Kathy and Brian Usher dated May 24, 2016

An email response to Kathy Usher from Linda Painter dated May 25, 2016

A letter from Susan and Michael Zito, 44 Westgate Lane dated July 9, 2016

A letter from Robert and Jennie Talbot, 26 Southwood Road dated July 10, 2016
5. An email from Chris Simon, 17 Silver Falls dated July 12, 2016

HwnN e

The intervenor’s expert is unable to attend this public hearing and the applicant is unable to attend the
August 1, 2016 meeting. For this reason, the applicants have requested that the Agency hear their
presentations and public comment and continue the hearing until another meeting where all parties can
complete their presentations and cross examination. Therefore, | recommend that after the
presentations are made on July 18, 2016, you continue the public hearing to your next regularly
scheduled meeting on September 6, 2016, unless you feel that scheduling a special meeting is
necessary. Per section 11.2 of the Regulations, the public hearing must close on September 14, 2016.
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http://www.mansfieldct.gov/filestorage/1904/1932/16188/41606/2009_ert_ponde_place.pdf

NOTIFICATIONS

The applicant has submitted certified mail receipts for notices mailed to abutters.

RECOMMENDATION/SUGGESTED MOTION

If you agree with this recommendation, the following motion is in order:

MOVES, seconds to continue the public hearing on
the Inlands Wetlands Application of Storrs Lodges, LLC to construct a 218 unit apartment complex and
located at Hunting Lodge Road (Assessor’s Parcel ID 15.21.3) (IWA File 1564) to September 6, 2016.
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Tuly 10, 2012

Robett and Tennie Talbot
26 Southwood Road
Stotrs, CT 06268

Mansfield Inlands Wetlands Agency
Town of Mansfield

4 South Hagleville Road

Storrs. CT 0626

T'o Whom It Mav Concern:

As residents of Storrs and frequent walkers on the trail through the UCONIN
Fotrest between North Eagleville and Birch Road. we are verv concerned about tne
proposed Stotts Lodges Apartment Complex.

We feel the proposed proiect is too laree and close to wetlands and a verna.
pool and would have a negative impact on them. These wetland and vernal pool are
imbottant natural resources for wild life and should be protected. The proposed road
to Notthwood Road is too close to the vernal pond and has the potential to pollute it
and the wetlande

Thank you fot yout consideration on this problem,



Jessie Richard

Subject: FW: Submission for the July 18th 2016 public hearing on "Storrs Lodges" application for
an inland wetlands permit

From: Chris Simon [mailto:chris.simon.uconn@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2016 4:25 AM

To: Jennifer S. Kaufman <KaufmanJS@MANSFIELDCT.ORG>

Cc: Chris Simon <chris.simon@uconn.edu>; Stephen Chiswell <shrunkenminds@gmail.com>

Subject: Submission for the July 18th 2016 public hearing on "Storrs Lodges" application for an inland wetlands permit

Dear Chairman JoAnn Goodwin and Members of the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency,

I am a professor of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology at the University of Connecticut. Ilive at 17 Silver Falls
Lane and Cedar Swamp Brook runs in back of my house. I have lived in Storrs for 25 years. We built our
current house 12 years ago.

I am writing to oppose the development of the wetlands property on which Storrs Lodges are proposed to be
built. Unfortunately, I am away conducting research and will not be able to attend the public hearings this
summer.

I have taught environmental science for 30 years, first at the University of Hawaii and then at UCONN. I know
from may case studies that development of this sort is unsafe for wetlands. In many instances developers
promise to take care in construction and sometimes to build new wetlands to replace the wetlands they destroy.
But restoration is orders of magnitude more expensive than protecting a site in the first place. As you know,
wetlands provide many ecosystem services that are irreplaceable. I worry about the impact of the development
and later run-off on the vernal pool and the Cedar Swamp Brook drainage. The winter salt load alone could
markedly change the ecosystem.

The site obviously contains wetlands that will be severely impacted by the proposed use and development.
I urge you to deny their permit.

Sincerely,

Chris Simon

17 Silver Falls
Storrs, CT 06268



Fahey & Landolina, Attorneys LLC
A Gonmectioat Linitod Libilty Conpany

Thomas W. Fahey, Jr. 487 Spring Street
Carl T. Landolina Windsor Locks, Connecticut 06096

Telephone: (860) 627-83c0
Facsimile: (860) 62:7-6817
EMail: tom@{aheyland.com
carl@faheyland.com

July 12, 2016

Jo Ann Goodwin, Chair

Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency
Audrey Beck Municipal Building

4 South Eagleville Road

Mansfield, CT 06268

Re:  Storrs Lodges Application No. W1564
Dear Ms. Goodwin:

I am writing to confirm that the applicant and its representatives will be unavailable on August 1,
2016 and request that the public hearing not be continued to that date.

Please be further advised that we intend to cross examine all witnesses who testify at the public
hearing on the referenced matter.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Date: July 13, 2016

To: Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency

From: Jennifer Kaufman, Inland Wetlands Agent

Subject: North Frontage Road (Parcel ID 38.101.2-1) (File W1482)

United Services
Description of Work: Request for Permit Renewal for Construction of an Office Building
Map Date: June 27, 2011

PROJECT OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS

On August 2, 2011, the Agency granted an inland wetland license to construct a 28,000 square foot
office building with associated parking on North Frontage Road to United Services. Because the license
expires on August 2, 2016, the applicants are seeking renewal. Pursuant to section 7.9 of the
Regulations,

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 circumstances which requires a new
permit application or an enforcement action has been undertaken with regard to the requlated
activity for which the permit was issued.

There have been no changes in the scope of the project as submitted in 2011 and no changes to the
facts or circumstances involved with the wetlands or watercourses or use of the land since the 2011
application. The project was not initiated due to issues with state and federal financing. Financing has
now been secured and the applicants anticipate that they will commence work as soon as possible.
They anticipate that construction will be complete within 18 months of the groundbreaking.

The applicants have satisfied all of the application requirements for renewal. Therefore, | recommend
that the Agency renew the license for another period of 5 years.

NOTIFICATIONS

The applicant has submitted certified mail receipts for notices mailed to abutters.



SUGGESTED MOTION

If the Agency agrees with my recommendation, the following motion is in order:

MOVE to renew an Inland Wetlands License pursuant to the Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield to United Services (File W1482) for construction of
an office building and associated parking on property owned by the applicants and located on North
Frontage Road (Parcel ID 38.101.2-1) as shown on plans dated 6/27/2011, revised through 9/21/2011
and as described in application submissions.

This action is based on a finding of no anticipated significant impact on the wetlands, and is conditioned
on the following provisions being met:

1. Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls (as shown on the plans) shall be in place prior to
construction, maintained during construction and removed when disturbed areas are completely
stabilized.

This approval is valid for five years (until July 18, 2021) unless additional time is requested by the
applicant and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant shall notify the Wetlands Agent
before any work begins and all work shall be completed within one year. Any extension of the activity
period shall come before this Agency for further review and comment.

Page | 2



United Services, Inc. B

July 8, 2017 Creating healthy connnunities

Jennifer 8. Kaufman, AICP
Environmental Planner
Inland Wetlands Agent
Town Of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road
Storrs-Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Ms. Kaufman:

United Services, Inc respectfully requests a renewal of the application for an Inland Wetlands
License for the property we, through our related corporation, own on North Frontage Road in
Mansfield. This License was originally granted on August 1, 2011 (File W1482). At that time
the property was part of a larger parcel owned by Kevin Tubridy, though the subsequent division
of the property and sale to United Social & Mental Health Resources was reflected in the
application and all plans and engineering reports submitted at the time. (Please note that United
Services, Inc. and United Social & Mental Health Resources, Inc. are both wholly owned
subsidiaries of United Social & Mental Health Services, Inc. The three corporations exist due to
grant reporting requirements, but are governed by a shared Board of Directors and have the same
management tcam.)

There are o changes to the scope of the project as submitted in the previous application, which I
have included, along with a copy of the approval lefter,

None of the work on the project has been completed, though we have finally identified financing
and anticipate work will begin this fall. We are planning a formal groundbreaking in September,
and anticipate construction will be complete within 18 months of the groundbreaking.

The work was not completed due to problems in receiving state and federal funding to support the
project. While we have already invested more than $1 million in United Social & Mental Health
Services funds for site acquisition, engineering and architectural work, as well as debt service, we
now have USDA financing, bank financing and anticipate limited state financing to complete the
project.

There are no changes in facts or circumstances involved with or affecting wetlands or
watercourses or use of the land since the permit was issued.

We have noticed the abutters per the regulations, and have included a list of the abutters and
copies of Certified Mail receipts.

Please contact me with any questions and concerns. We appreciate the consideration of the Town
of Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency of this request.

Sincerely,

www. UnitedServicesCYorg

1007 North Main Street, P.0. Box 839, Dayville, CT 06241-0839 Telephone 860.774.2020 « Fax 860.774.0826



Certified Mail Return Receipt
#91 7108 2133 3935 7788 1435

TOWN OF MANSFIELD
INLAND WETLAND AGENCY

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILL ROAD
STORRS, CT 06268

(860) 429-3330

Tuesday, August 02, 2011

United Services, Inc.
1007 North Main Street
PO Box 839

Dayvilie, CT 06241-083%9

Re:  Mansfield’s IWA Approval
TWA file #1482

Dear Ms. Manning,
At a meeting held on 8/1/11, the Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency adopted the following motion:

“to grant an Inland Wetlands License under the Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations of the Town of Mansfield
to United Services, Inc. (File W1482), for construction of an office building with related parking area and other site
improvements, on property owned by Kevin Tubridy, located at North Frontage Road, as shown on a map dated
June 27, 2011 and as described in other application submissions.

This action is based on a finding of no significant impact, and is conditioned on the following provisions being met:

1. All erosion and sediment controls (as shown on the plans) shall be in place prior to construction, maintained

during construction, and removed when disturbed arcas are completely stabilized.

This approval is valid for a period of five years (until August 1, 2016), unless additional time is requested by the
applicant and granted by the Inland Wetlands Agency. The applicant shall notify the Wetlands Agent before any
work begins, and all work shall be completed within one year. Any extension of the activity period shall come
before this Agency for further review and comment.”

If you have any questions regarding this action, please call the Planning Office at 429-3330.

This letter constitutes your license.
Very truly yours,

A & 2L S
/ ;’:e.‘ _,g_r_"‘_ 2
L o e

Katherine K. Holt, Secretary
Mansfield Inland Wetlands Agency

Cc: Kevin Tubridy
BL Companies



ORIGiNAL APP  Glet/u

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT
MANSFIELD INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
4 SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD, STORRS, CT 06268 .
TEL: 860-429-3334 OR 429-3330 oy S
FAX: 860-429-6863 Fee Paid
Qfficial Date of Beceint

Applicants are referred to the Mansfield Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations for complete

requiremnents, and are obligated fo 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.

Part A - Applicant
Name UNITED SERVICES, INC.

Mailing Address 1007 NORTH MAIN STREET, P.C. BOX 839

DAYVILLE, CT Zip_06241-0839

Telephone-Home 860-774-2020

Telephone-Business_860-774-2020

Title and Brief Description of Project
"PROPOSED OFFICE BUILDING"

REFER TO "STATEMENT OF USE" FOR DESCRIPTION

Location of Project NORTH FRONTAGE ROAD (38.101.2-1 & 38.101.6-1)

Intended Start Date FADL 2011

Part B - Property Owner (if applicant is the owner, just write "same")
Name KEVIN TUBRIDY

Mailing Address 25 LEDGEBROOK DRIVE

MANSFIELD, CT "
Zip 06250

Telephone-Home_ 860-274-2995 _+ggphone-Business 860-423-0334

Owner's written_.céhggg{;t’é"fﬁé iling of this application; if owner is not the applicant:
Signat

o

>

™ aate 8/21/11
ma—

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




Part C - Project Description (attach extra pages, if necessary)
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 wetland/watercourse
b) inthe area adjacent to (within 150 feet from the edge of) the wetland/watercourse, even

if wetland/watercourse is off your property
1) REFER TO THE "PROJECT DESCRIPTION" ATTACHED.

2) Describe the amount or area of disturbance (in square feet or cubic yards or acres):
a) inthe wetland/watercourse
b) in the area adjacent to (within 150 feet from the edge of) the wetland/watercourse, even

if wetland/watercourse is off your property
a) 0 S.F. DISTURBANCE IN THE WETLAND.

b) 43150 S.F. DISTURBANCE WITHIN 150 FEET FROM THE WETLAND EDGE.

3) Describe the type of materials you are using for the project: AVAILABLE ONSITE
SOIL, IMPORTED PROCESSED STONE, CONCRETE CURBS, ASPHALT PAVEMENT,

CONCRETE SLABS, TIMBER GUIDE RAIL, PVC VINYL FENCE, SPLIT RAIL FENCE.

a) include type of material used as fill or to be excavated ONSITE SOL AND IMPORTED STONE

b) include volume of material to be filled or excavated APPROXIMATELY 18,000 CY
OF EARTHWORK IS NECESSARY. THERE WILL BE NO EXPORTING OF MATERIALS.

4) Describe measures to be taken to minimize or avoid any adverse impacts on the
wetlands and reguiated areas (silt fence, staked hay bales or other Erosion and

Sedimentation control measures).
A DETAILED PLAN FOR SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL CONFORMING

WITH THE 2002 CONNECTICUT GUIDELINES FOR SOIL EROSION AND
SEDIMENT CONTROL WILL BE IMPLIMENTED FOR CONSTRUCTION.

Part D - Site Description

Describe the general character of the land. (Hilly? Flat? Wooded? Well drained? etc.)
THE EXISTING SITE IS MOSTLY WOODED AND SLOPES FROM SOUTH TO NORTH

AND CONSISTS MOSTLY OF WELL DRAINED SOILS.




Part E - Alternatives
Have you considered any alternatives to your proposal that would meet your needs and

might have less impact on the wetland/watercourse? Please list these alternatives.
THIS PROPOSAL IMPLIMENTS MANY BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND

NUMEROUS STORMWATER INFILTRATION SYSTEMS TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS TO
THE EXISTING WETLANDS. NO WORK IS PROPOSED INSIDE THE WETLANDS.
SIMILARLY, THERE IS NO PROPOSED WORK WITHIN THE FLOQOD ZONE.

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 should
be 1" = 40" if this is not possible, please indicate the scale that you are using. A sketch
map may be sufficient for small, minor projects. {See guidelines at end of application -

page 6.)
2) Applicant’'s map date and date of last revision JUNE 27, 2011
3) Zone Classification PLANNED BUSINESS 1
4) Is your property in a flood zone? X Yes No Dot Rnow

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

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

Name Address
REFER TO ATTACHED "TOWN OF MANSFIELD - ABUTTERS LIST"

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

Part | - Additional Notices, if necessary
1) Notice to Windham Water Works is attached. If this application is in the public
watershed for the Windham Water Works (WWW), you must notify the WWW of your
project within 7 days of sending the application to Mansfield--sending it by certified mail,
return receipt requested. 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



the Inland Wetlands Agency of the adjoining 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 Adjoining Towns, if applicable
1) Will a significant portion of the traffic 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 ¥ 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.)
___$1,000. $750. $500. _ $250. X $125. _ $100. _ $50. __ $25.

_% %60 State DEP Fee

Note: The Agency may require you to provide additional information about the regulated area
which is the subject of the application, or about wetlands or watercourses affected by the
regulated activity. If the Agency, upon review of your application, finds the activity 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 property by members and agents of the
Inland Wetlands Agency, at reasonable times, both before and after the
permitin quest: n has been granted by the Agency.

oA 26 Lo 20

< Applicant's S;g’natu Date

é?ﬁagp,ﬁ? ﬁ-kjm/‘:ﬂ’f{w }%.-ISM"J;-’ United S‘vc-.)




Project Description
North Frontage Road
Mansfield, CT

The proposed activities include construction of an office building with associated parking driveway,
drainage, utilities and appurtenances. The new parking lot is +/- 64° at the closest point to the wetland line
with associated site grading +/- 52° to the closest point to the wetlands line. The proposed development
footprint is approximately 3.5 acres on the 6.025 acre property. There are not proposed activities within
the wetlands. Approximately I acre of area is disturbed outside the wetland but within the 1507 upland
review area. Approximately 18,000 CY of earthwork is necessary to prepare the site for this development.
Excavated soil will be reused onsite. Processed gravel will be imported as pavement and building bases.

Construction vehicles and machinery capable of conducting the proposed earthwork and development will
be used onsite. Construction is anticipated to start in the Fall of 2011 and complete in the Spring of 2012.
The wetlands will be protected using sedimentation and erosion control devices such as geotextile silt
fence, hay bales, silt sacks in catch basins and other measures consistent with the 2002 Connecticut
Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control. We do not have any knowledge of any previous
wetland application for this property.



Statement of Use
North Frontage Road
Mansfield, CT

United Services, Inc. is proposing to develop a two-story professional office building of
approximately 28,000 SF to consolidate existing operations in the Windham area. The building
would be built on approximately 6 acres at the junction of North Frontage Road and Mansfield
City Road. The site development is located within a wetland 150-foot upland review area and
therefore is also under jurisdiction of the Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency. An Application for
Permit is being submitted concurrently to the Inland Wetland Agency.

United Services would move its present outpatient operations from locations on Mansfield
Avenue in Willimantic and Route 6 in Columbia to this site, as well as incorporating several
smaller office sites throughout the area. At the time of occupancy, approximately 80
professional and support staff will have their offices at this location. The staff would include
Psychiatrists, Primary Care Physicians, Advanced Practice Registered Nurses, Clinical Social
Workers, Licensed Professional Counselors, Case Managers, Family Support workers,
Vocational Counselors, Prevention and Early Intervention staff, as well as the clerical and
secretarial supports necessary. The building as designed could accommodate more than 100 staff
without additions, but is also designed for future expansion if necessary.

United Services programs operating from this location would include the Enhanced Care Clinic,
which provides outpatient care for behavioral health issues for all ages. These services include
emergency, urgent and routine evaluation, as well as individual, family and group treatment.
Community and Family Education would also be provided. In home supports for individuals and
families would also be based here, with staff travelling to community sites to deliver services. In
addition, we anticipate that we will include Primary Care services for clients who have difficulty
in accessing such care from existing services, particularly due to psychiatric disabilities.

Licensed office hours at the site would be Monday through Thursday, 9 am to 8 pm, and Friday 9
am to 5 pm. Staff may access the building during other hours for support activities not including
direct outpatient services. Many clients use public transportation to come to appointments;
others use medical taxis or private vehicles.

United Services has experienced a more than 100 percent increase in the number of clients
served and services delivered in our adult clinic since 2007, and our child and family services
have grown more than 40 percent. We are developing this office space to be able to meet
increased community need and changing models of healthcare delivery that include rapid
response, community based as well as office based services and professional levels of care
integrated with natural community supports. We have provided these services for more than 47
years in the Windham/Mansfield area, and are excited to continue to grow to meet our neighbors’

needs.
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GENERAL NOTES

1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL SITE AND BUILDING CONDITIONS IN THE FIELD AND CONTACT THE SITE ENGINEER AND
ARCHITECT IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS OR CONFLICTS REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND/OR FIELD
CONDITIONS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

2, DO NOT INTERRUPT EXISTING UTILITIES SERVICING FACILITES CCCUPIED AND USED BY THE OWNER OR OTHERS DURING
OCCUPIED HOURS EXCEPT WHEN SUCH INTERRUPTIONS HAVE BEEN AUTHORIZED IN WRITING BY THE OWNER AND THE LOCAL
MUNICIPALITIES. INTERRUPTIONS SHALL ONLY OCCUR AFTER ACCEPTABLE TEMPORARY SERVICE HAS BEEN PRQVIDED.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ABIDE BY ALL OSHA FEDERAL STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS WHEN OPERATING CRANES,
BOOMS, HOISTS, ETC. IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO OVERHEAD ELECTRIC LINES. I|F CONTRACTOR MUST OPERATE EQUIPMENT CLOSE
TO ELECTRIC LINES, CONTACT POWER COMPANY TO MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR PROPER SAFEGUARDS. ANY UTILITY COMPANY
FEES SHALL BE PAID FOR BY THE CONTRACTOR.

4, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE RECORD DRAWINGS OF ALL CONSTRUCTION (INCLUDING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES) TO THE
OWNER AT THE END OF CONSTRUCTION.

5. THE ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SITE SAFETY MEASURES TO BE EMPLOYED DURING CONSTRUCTION.
THE ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER HAVE NO CONTRACTUAL DUTY TO CONTROL THE SAFEST METHODS OR MEANS OF THE WORK,
JOB SITE RESPONSIBILITIES, SUPERVISION OR TO SUPERVISE SAFETY AND DOES NOT VOLUNTARILY ASSUME ANY SUCH DUTY OR
RESPONSIBILITY.

6. INFORMATION ON EXISTING UTILITIES AND STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS HAS BEEN COMPILED FROM AVAILABLE INFORMATION
INCLUDING UTILITY COMPANY AND MUNICIPAL RECORD MAPS AND/OR FIELD SURVEY AND IS NOT GUARANTEED CORRECT OR
COMPLETE. UTILITES AND STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS ARE SHOWN TO ALERT THE CONTRACTOR TO THEIR PRESENCE AND THE
CONTRACTOR IS SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR DETERMINING ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES AND STORM
DRAINAGE SYSTEMS INCLUDING SERVICES. PRIOR TO DEMOLITICN OR CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT ‘CALL
BEFORE YOU DIG" 72 HOURS BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF WORK AT {800) 922-4455" AND VERIFY ALL UTILITY AND STORM
DRAINAGE SYSTEM LOCATIONS.

7. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS. DIMENSIONS GOVERN OVER SCALED DIMENSIONS.

8. IF PLANS AND OR SPECIFICATIONS ARE IN CONFLICT, THE MOST COSTLY SHALL APPLY.

9. ALL CONTRACTCRS AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL OBTAIN COMPLETE DRAWING PLAN SETS FOR BIDDING AND
CONSTRUCTION. PLAN SETS SHALL NOT BE DISASSEMBLED INTO PARTIAL PLAN SETS FOR USE BY CONTRACTORS AND
SUBCONTRACTORS OF INDIVIDUAL TRADES. IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S AND SUBCONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO OBTAIN
COMPLETE PLAN SETS FOR USE IN BIDDING AND CONSTRUCTION.

10. ALL NOTES AND DIMENSIONS DESIGNATED ‘TYPICAL" APPLY TO ALL LIKE OR SIMILAR CONDITIONS THROUGHOUT THE
PROJECT.

11. CONTRACTOR(S) TO TAKE AND VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF THE WORK AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
COORDINATION OF SAME. FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS PRIOR TO START OF WORK.

12, THESE PLANS ARE FOR PERMITTING PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION. NO CONSTRUCTION OR
DEMOUTION SHALL BEGIN UNTIL APPROVAL OF THE FINAL PLANS IS GRANTED BY ALL GOVERNING AND REGULATORY AGENCIES,

13. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH CFR29 PART 1926 FOR EXCAVATION TRENCHING AND TRENCH PROTECTION
REQUIREMENTS.

SITE PLAN NOTES

—r—

—_— /! . _

d

1. ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL COMPLY WITH PROJECT SPECIFICATION MANUAL AND TOWN OF MANSFIELD STANDARDS AND
CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS IN THE ABOVE REFERENCED INCREASING
HIERARCHY. IF SPECIFICATIONS ARE IN CONFLICT, THE MORE STRINGENT SPECIFICATION SHALL AFPPLY. ALL CONSTRUCTION
SHALL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE OSHA, FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS.

2. THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL NECESSARY ZONING PERMITS REQUIRED BY GOVERNMENT AGENCIES PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN TOWN CONSTRUCTION PERMITS, INCLUDING SEWER AND WATER CONNECTION
PERMITS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL POST ALL BONDS, PAY ALL FEES, PROVIDE PROOF OF INSURANCE AND PROVIDE TRAFFIC
CONTROL NECESSARY FOR THIS WORK.

3. REFER TO DETAILS AND PROJECT MANUAL FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL SITE
CONDITIONS IN THE FIELD AND CCNTACT THE CIVIL ENGINEER IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS OR CONFLICTS REGARDING THE
CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND/OR FIELD CONDITIONS SO THAT APPROPRIATE REVISIONS CAN BE MADE PRIOR TO BIDDING.
ANY CONFLICT BETWEEN THE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL BE CONFIRMED WITH THE OWNER'S CONSTRUCTION
MANAGER PRIOR TO BIDDING.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT SHOP DRAWINGS OF ALL PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS PER PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS TO
THE OWNER AND CIVIL ENGINEER FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO FABRICATION OR DELIVERY TO THE SITE. ALLOW A
MINIMUM OF 14 WORKING DAYS FOR REVIEW.

5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FOLLOW THE SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION NOTES PROVIDED ON THE EROSION CONTROL PLAN.

6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REFERENCE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS BY OTHERS FOR EXACT DIMENSIONS AND CONSTRUCTION
DETAILS OF BUILDING AND THE RAISED CONCRETE SIDEWALKS AND RAMPS.

7. SHOULD ANY UNCHARTED OR INCORRECTLY CHARTED, EXISTING PIPING OR OTHER UTILITY BE UNCOVERED DURING
EXCAVATION, CONSULT THE CIVIL ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY FOR DIRECTIONS BEFORE PROCEEDING FURTHER WITH WORK IN THIS
AREA.

B. DO NOT INTERRUPT EXISTING UTILITES SERVICING FACILITIES OCCUPIED AND USED BY THE OWNER OR OTHERS DURING
OCCUPIED HOURS EXCEPT WHEN SUCH INTERRUPTIONS HAVE BEEN AUTHORIZED IN WRITING BY THE OWNER AND THE LOCAL
MUNICIPALITIES. INTERRUPTIONS SHALL ONLY OCCUR AFTER ACCEPTABLE TEMPORARY SERVICE HAS BEEN PROWVIDED.

9. ALL SITE DIMENSIONS ARE REFERENCED TO THE FACE OF CURBS OR EDGE OF PAVING AS APPLICABLE UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED. ALL BUILDING DIMENSIONS ARE REFERENCED TO THE OUTSIDE FACE OF THE STRUCTURE.

10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN TRAFFIC DEVICES FOR PROTECTION OF VEHICLES AND PEDESTRIANS
CONSISTING OF DRUMS, BARRIERS, SIGNS, LIGHTS, FENCES, TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS AND UNIFORMED TRAFFIC OFFICERS AS
REQUIRED OR AS ORDERED BY THE ENGINEER OR AS REQUIRED BY THE LOCAL GOVERNING AUTHORITIES OR AS REQUIRED BY
PERMIT STIPULATIONS. :

11. REFER TO DETAIL SHEETS FOR PAVEMENT, CURBING, AND SIDEWALK INFORMATION.

12. TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGNAGE SHALL CONFORM TO THE STATE DOT STANDARD DETAIL SHEETS AND THE MANUAL OF UNIFORM
TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES. SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED PLUMB WITH THE EDGE OF THE SIGN 2' OFF THE FACE OF THE CURB,
AND WITH 7' VERTICAL CLEARANCE UNLESS OTHERWISE DETAILED OR NOTED.

13. THE CONTRACT LIMIT IS THE PROPERTY LINE UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED OR SHOWN ON THE CONTRACT DRAWINGS.

14. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ABIDE BY ALL OSHA FEDERAL STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS WHEN OPERATING CRANES,
BOOMS, HOISTS, ETC. IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO OVERHEAD ELECTRIC LINES. [F CONTRACTOR MUST OPERATE EQUIPMENT CLOSE
TO ELECTRIC LINES, CONTACT POWER COMPANY TO MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR PROPER SAFEGUARDS. ANY UTILITY COMPANY
FEES SHALL BE PAID FOR BY THE CONTRACTOR.

15. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT A SHOP DRAWING OF THE PAVEMENT MARKING PAINT MIXTURE PRIOR TO STRIPING.

17. PARKING SPACES SHALL BE STRIPED WITH 4" SWL; HATCHED AREA SHALL BE STRIPED WITH 4"SWL AT A 45" ANGLE, 2'
ON CENTER. HATCHING, SYMBOLS, AND STRIPING FOR HANDICAPPED SPACES SHALL BE PAINTED BLUE. QOTHER MARKINGS
SHALL BE PAINTED WHITE OR AS NOTED.

18. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RESTORE ANY DRAINAGE STRUCTURE, PIPE, UTILITY, PAVEMENT, CURBS, SIDEWALKS, LANDSCAPED
AREAS OR SIGNAGE DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION TO THEIR ORIGINAL CONDITION OR BETTER, AS APPROVED BY THE CIVIL
ENGINEER.

19. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AS-BUILT RECORDS OF ALL CONSTRUCTION {INCLUDING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES) TO THE
OWNER AT THE END OF CONSTRUCTION.

20. THE ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER ARE NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SITE SAFETY MEASURES TO BE EMPLOYED DURING
CONSTRUCTION. THE ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER HAVE NO CONTRACTUAL DUTY TO CONTROL THE SAFEST METHODS OR MEANS
OF THE WORK, JOB SITE RESPONSIBILITIES, SUPERVISION OR TO SUPERVISE SAFETY AND DOES NOT VOLUNTARILY ASSUME ANY
SUCH DUTY OR RESPONSIBILITY.

21. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH CFR 29 PART 1926 FOR EXCAVATION TRENCHING AND TRENCH PROTECTION
REQUIREMENTS.

22. EXISTING BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHY !S BASED ON DRAWING TITLED ‘TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY - NORTH FRONTAGE ROAD”

NORTH FRONTAGE ROAD, MANSFIELD, CT, DATED 5/23/05, SCALE 1"=60", PREPARED FOR KEVIN TURBRIDY, JOB #207006 BY
DATUM ENGINEERING.

23. ALTERNATIVE METHODS AND PRODUCTS OTHER THAN THOSE SPECIFIED MAY BE USED IF REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY
THE OWNER, CIVIL ENGINEER, AND APPROPRIATE REGULATORY AGENCY PRIOR TO INSTALLATION DURING THE BIDDING PROCESS.

24, INFORMATION ON EXISTING UTILITIES AND STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS HAS BEEN COMPILED FROM AVAILABLE INFORMATION
INCLUDING UTILITY PROVIDER AND MUNICIPAL RECORD MAPS AND/OR FIELD SURVEY AND IS NOT GUARANTEED CORRECT OR
COMPLETE. UTILITIES AND STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS ARE SHOWN TO ALERT THE CONTRACTOR TO THEIR PRESENCE AND THE
CONTRACTOR |S SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR DETERMINING ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES AND STORM
DRAINAGE SYSTEMS INCLUDING SERVICES. PRIOR TO DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT "CALL
BEFORE YOU DIG" 72 HOURS BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF WORK AT "(B00) 922-4455" AND VERIFY ALL UTILITY AND STORM
DRAINAGE SYSTEM LOCATIONS.

25. PAVEMENT MARKINGS SHALL BE HOT APPLIED TYPE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CONNDOT SPECIFICATIONS, UNLESS WHERE
EPOXY RESIN PAVEMENT MARKINGS ARE INDICATED.

26. THESE PLANS ARE FOR PERMITTING PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION.

27. NO CONSTRUCTION OR DEMOLITION SHALL BEGIN UNTIL APPROVAL OF THE FINAL PLANS IS GRANTED BY ALL GOVERNING
AND REGULATORY AGENCIES.

28. THE PROJECT PARCEL IS LOCATED PARTLY WITHIN A FEMA DESIGNATED FLOOD HAZARD AREA,
29. THERE ARE WETLANDS LCCATED ON THE SITE.

30. FIRE LANES SHALL BE ESTABLISHED AND PROPERLY DESIGNATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE FIRE
DISTRICT FIRE MARSHAL.

31. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE CONFLICTING PAVEMENT MARKINGS IN THE STATE HIGHWAY BY METHOD APPROVED BY
CONNDOT.

32. CONNDOT ENCROACHMENT PERMIT SHALL BE OBTAINED BY CONTRACTOR WHO SHALL POST ALL BONDS, PAY ALL FEES,
PROVIDE PROOF OF INSURANCE AND PROVIDE TRAFFIC PROTECTION NECESSARY FOR THE WORK. THE OWNER SHALL POST
CONNDOT ENCROACHMENT PERMIT BOND.
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DEMOLITION NOTES

— ———

1. ALL FOUNDATIONS AND SLABS INDICATED ON THIS PLAN ARE TO BE REMOVED FROM SITE. CONTRACTOR SHALL SECURE
ANY PERMITS, PAY ALL FEES AND PERFORM CLEARING AND GRUBBING AND DEBRIS REMOVAL PRIOR TO CCMMENCEMENT OF
GRADING OPERATIONS.

2. SEDIMENT AND ERCSION CONTROLS AS SHOWN ON THE SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN AND/OR DEMOLITION PLAN
SHALL BE INSTALLED BY THE DEMOLITION CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO START OF DEMOLITION AND CLEARING AND GRUBBING
OPERATIONS.

3. REMOVE AND DISPOSE OF ANY SIDEWALKS, FENCES, STAIRS, WALLS, DEBRIS AND RUBBISH REQUIRING REMOVAL FROM THE
WORK AREA IN AN APPROVED OFF SITE LANDFILL, BY AN APPROVED HAULER. HAULER SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL REGULATORY
REQUIREMENTS.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SECURE ALL PERMITS FOR HIS DEMOLITION AND DISPOSAL OF HIS DEMOLITION MATERIAL TO BE
REMOVED FROM THE SITE. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL POST BONDS AND PAY PERMIT FEES AS REQUIRED. BUILDING DEMOLITION
CONTRACTOR gHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PERMITS AND DISPOSAL OF ALL BUILDING DEMOLITION DEBRIS IN AN APPROVED
OFF—SITE LANDFILL.

5. ASBESTOS OR HAZARDOUS MATERIAL, IF FOUND ON SITE, SHALL BE REMOVED BY A LICENSED HAZARDOUS MATERIAL
CONTRACTOR,

6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PREPARE ALL MANIFEST DOCUMENTS AS REQUIRED PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF DEMOLITION.

7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CUT AND PLUG, OR ARRANGE FOR THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY PROVIDER TO CUT AND PLUG ALL
SERVICE PIPING AT THE STREET LINE OR AT THE MAIN, AS REQUIRED BY THE UTILITY PROVIDER, OR AS OTHERWISE NOTED OR
SHOWN ON THE CONTRACT DRAWINGS. ALL SERVICES MAY NOT BE SHOWN ON THIS PLAN. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
INVESTIGATE THE SITE PRIOR TO BIDDING TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF SERVICE PIPING TO BE REMOVED, CUT OR PLUGGED.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PAY ALL UTILITY PROVIDER FEES FOR ABANDONMENTS AND REMOCVALS.

8. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL IRON PINS, MONUMENTS AND PROPERTY CORNERS DURING DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES.
ANY CONTRACTOR DISTURBED PINS, MONUMENTS, AND OR PROPERTY CORNERS, ETC. SHALL BE RESET BY A LICENSED LAND
SURVEYOR AT THE EXPENSE OF THE CONTRACTOR.

9. THE DEMOUTION CONTRACTOR SHALL STABILIZE THE SITE AND KEEP EROSION CONTROL MEASURES IN PLACE UNTIL THE
COMPLETION OF HIS WORK OR UNTIL THE COMMENCEMENT OF WORK BY THE SITE CONTRACTOR, WHICHEVER OCCURS FIRST, AS
REQUIRED OR DEEMED NECESSARY BY THE ENGINEER OR OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE. THE SITE CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROLS AND FOR INSTALLATION OF ANY
NEW EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROLS AS PER THE SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN, AT THAT TIME.

10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PUMP OUT BUILDING FUEL AND WASTE OIL TANKS (IF ANY ARE ENCOUNTERED) AND REMOVE
FUEL TO AN APPROVED DISPOSAL AREA BY A LICENSED WASTE OIL HANDLING CONTRACTOR IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH
STATE REQUIREMENTS,

11. IF IMPACTED OR CONTAMINATED SOIL IS ENCOUNTERED BY THE CONTRACTOR, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUSPEND
EXCAVATION WORK OF IMPACTED SOIL AND NOTIFY THE OWNER AND/OR OWNER'S ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT PRIOR TO
PROCEEDING WITH FURTHER WORK IN THE IMPACTED SOIL LOCATION UNTIL FURTHER INSTRUCTED BY THE OWNER AND/OR
OWNER'S ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT.

12. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ADHERE TO ALL OSHA FEDERAL STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS WHEN OPERATING CRANES,
BOOMS, HOISTS, ETC. IN PROXIMITY OF OVERHEAD ELECTRIC LINES. IF CONTRACTOR MUST OPERATE EQUIPMENT CLOSE TO
ELECTRIC LINES CONTACT POWER COMPANY TO MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR PROPER SAFEGUARDS. ANY UTILITY PROVIDER FEES
SHALL BE PAID BY THE CONTRACTOR.

13. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN TRAFFIC DEVICES FOR PROTECTION OF VEHICLES AND PEDESTRIANS
CONSISTING OF DRUMS, BARRIERS, SIGNS, LIGHTS, FENCES AND UNIFORMED TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS AS REQUIRED OR AS
ORDERED BY THE ENGINEER OR AS REQUIRED BY THE LOCAL GOVERNING AUTHORITIES, OR AS REQUIRED BY PERMIT
STIPULATIONS. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN ALL TRAFFIC LANES AND PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS AT ALL TIMES UNLESS WRITTEN
APPROVAL FROM THE APPROPRIATE GOVERNING AGENCY IS GRANTED,

14. INFORMATION ON EXISTING UTILITIES AND STORM DRAINAGE HAS BEEN COMPILED FROM AVAILABLE INFORMATION INCLUDING
UTILITY PROVIDER AND MUNICIPAL RECORD MAPS AND/OR FIELD SURVEY AND IS NOT GUARANTEED CORRECT OR COMPLETE.
UTILITIES AND STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS ARE SHOWN TO ALERT THE CONTRACTOR TO THEIR PRESENCE AND THE
CONTRACTOR IS SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR DETERMINING ACTUAL LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF ALL UTILITIES INCLUDING
SERVICES AND STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS. PRIOR TO DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT "CALL
BEFORE YOU DIG" 72 HOURS BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF WORK AT (BOO) 922-4455 AND VERIFY ALL UTILITY AND STORM
DRAINAGE SYSTEM LOCATIONS.

15. EXISTING WATER SERVICES SHALL BE DISCONNECTED AND CAPPED AT MAIN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF
THE WINDHAM WATER WORKS. REMOVE EXISTING ONSITE WATER PIPING TO BE ABANDONED TO R.O.W. LINE UNLESS OTHERWISE
SHOWN ON DEMOLITION PLANS OR AS REQUIRED BY THE WINDHAM WATER WORKS TO BE REMOVED TO MAIN.

150" UPLAND
WETLAND
REVIEW AREA
(TYP.)

|r L :.t.m L 2ETTF
1y A ‘» GaaE

16. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SECURING A DEMOLITION PERMIT FROM THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD BUILDING
DEPARTMENT AND MUST FURNISH THE REQUIRED APPLICATION MATERIAL AND PAY ALL FEES.

17. BACK FILL DEPRESSIONS, FOUNDATION HOLES AND REMOVED DRIVEWAY AREAS IN LOCATIONS NOT SUBJECT TO FURTHER
EXCAVATION WITH SOIL MATERIAL APPROVED BY THE OWNER'S GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER AND COMPACT, FERTILIZE, SEED AND

MULCH DISTURBED AREAS NOT SUBJECT TO FURTHER SITE CONSTRUCTION. BUILDING FOUNDATION AREA TO BE BACK FILLED IN 8"

LIFTS WITH GRAVEL FILL OR MATERIAL SPECIFIED IN THE PROJECT GEOTECHNICAL REPORT, COMPACT TO 95%Z MAX. DRY DENSITY

PER ASTM D1557 AT 2% OF OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT. EMPLOY WATERING EQUIPMENT FOR DUST CONTROL.

18. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR PAVEMENTS BY INSTALLING TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT PAVEMENTS IN PUBLIC RIGHTS OF

WAYS AS REQUIRED BY LOCAL GOVERNING AUTHORITIES AND THE STATE AND PER PERMIT REQUIREMENTS DUE TO DEMOLITION
AND PIPE REMOVAL ACTIVITIES.

19. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RESTORE ANY UTILITY STRUCTURE, PIPE, UTILITY, PAVEMENT, CURBS, SIDEWALKS, DRAINAGE
STRUCTURE, SWALE OR LANDSCAPED AREAS DISTURBED DURING DEMOLITION TO THEIR ORIGINAL CONDITION OR BETTER TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE OWNER AND/OR TOWN OF MANSFIELD.

20. THE EXISTING PAVEMENT MAY BE USED IN FILL AREAS, EXCEPT UNDER THE PROPOSED BUILDING AREA AND IN AREAS OF

SELECT FILL, IF SCARIFIED AND BROKEN TO 3" MAXIMUM SIZE AND SMALLER AND AS APPROVED BY THE GEOTECHNICAL
ENGINEER.

21. NO WORK ON THIS SITE SHALL BE INITIATED BY THE CONTRACTOR UNTIL A PRE—CONSTRUCTION MEETING WITH OWNER AND
THE CIVIL ENGINEER IS PERFORMED. THE CONTRACTOR SHOULD BE AWARE OF ANY SITE INFORMATION AVAILABLE SUCH AS
GEOTECHNICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE MARK QUTS OF EXISTING UTILITIES COMPLETED
PRIOR TO MEETING.

22. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ARRANGE FOR AND INSTALL TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT UTILITY CONNECTIONS WHERE INDICATED
ON PLAN OR AS REQUIRED. MAINTAIN UTILITY SERVICES TO BUILDINGS TO REMAIN. CONTRACTOR TC COORDINATE WITH UTILITY
PROVIDERS FOR INSTALLATION AND PAY UTILITY PROVIDER FEES.

23. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT COMMENCE DEMOLITION OR UTILITY DISCONNECTIONS UNTIL AUTHORIZED TO DO SO BY THE
OWNER.

24. THE CONTRACTOR OR DEMOLITION CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL TEMPORARY SHEETING OR SHORING AS NECESSARY TO

PROTECT EXISTING AND NEW BUILDINGS AND UTILITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION. SHEETING OR SHORING SHALL BE

DESIGNED BY A PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, LICENSED IN THIS STATE AND EVIDENCE OF SUCH SUBMITTED TO THE OWNER PRIOR TO

INSTALLATION.
25. NO SALVAGE SHALL BE PERMITTED UNLESS PAID TO THE OWNER AS A CREDIT.

26. ANY EXISTING POTABLE WELL AND ANY EXISTING SEPTIC TANKS/ABSORPTION AREAS SHALL BE ABANDONED AND REMOVED
PER THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND HEALTH CODE REQUIREMENTS.

27. ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SITE SAFETY MEASURES TO BE EMPLOYED DURING CONSTRUCTION. THE

ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER HAS NO CONTRACTUAL DUTY TO CONTROL THE SAFEST METHODS OR MEANS OF THE WORK, JOBSITE
RESPONSIBILITIES, SUPERVISION OR TC SUPERWISE SAFETY, AND DOES NOT VOLUNTARILY ASSUME ANY SUCH DUTY OR
RESPONSIBILITY.

28. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH CFR29 PART 1926 FOR EXCAVATION, TRENCHING, AND TRENCH PROTECTION
REQUIREMENTS.
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ZONING INFORMATION
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GRADING AND DRAINAGE NOTES WATER QUALITY UNIT NOTES:
1. SEE SHEET GN—1 FOR ADDITIONAL GENERAL NOTES. THE STORMWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM MUST BE DESIGNED TO REMOVE A MINIMUM OF 80% OF THE TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS
BASED ON THE WATER QUALITY FLOWS OF THE 1—INCH DESIGN STORM FLOW. FOR DESIGN DATA, REFER TO THE TABLE BELOW
2. THIS DRAWING IS INTENDED TO DESCRIBE GRADING AND DRAINAGE ONLY. REFER TO SITE PLAN FOR GENERAL INFORMATION, SITE UTILITY PLAN FOR UTILITIES, AND ENTITLED "WATER QUALITY UNIT DATA TABLE". THE SYSTEM MUST BE INSPECTED AND CLEANED TO THE SHORTER OF A
DETAIL SHEETS FOR DETAILS. SEE MEP DRAWINGS AND FOUNDATION DRAWINGS (BY OTHERS) FOR BUILDING CONNECTION LOCATIONS AND DETAILS. MINIMUM OF 6 MONTHS OR PER THE MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATION. SHOP DRAWINGS OF THE PROPOSED DIVERSION
MANHOLE AND TREATMENT SYSTEM MUST FIRST BE APPROVED BY THE DESIGN ENGINEER AND THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD PRIOR
3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESERVE EXISTING VEGETATION WHERE POSSIBLE AND/OR AS NOTED ON DRAWINGS. REFER TO EROSION CONTROL PLAN FOR LIMIT OF TO FABRICATION. SHOP DRAWING SUBMITTALS MUST INCLUDE:
DISTURBANCE AND EROSION CONTROL NOTES. A. "TREATED" FLOW FOR THE SPECIFIED SYSTEM AND MODEL, WHICH MUST EQUAL OR EXCEED THE WATER QUALITY -
FLOW. ‘ m
4. TOPSOIL SHALL BE STRIPPED AND STOCKPILED ON SITE FOR USE IN FINAL LANDSCAPING. B. CALCULATIONS OR DOCUMENTATION VERIFYING THAT B0% (MINIMUM) OF THE AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTAL SUSPENDED = Co pcnies
5. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL NECESSARY CONSTRUCTION PERMITS REQUIRED BY GOVERNMENT AND LOCAL AGENCIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION SthDd WL R DY ONED RGN THE SOTER MLadTt B t ARCHITECTURE
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY CONSTRUCTION PERMITS FROM THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD AND CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REQUIRED %CESEE'LSQDSKBE,QU'g;'&ﬁéfﬁ'ﬁﬁ'&ﬁﬁgﬁsDES,';G“%H%FDE%E,GB'VSFTROSFQNEﬁETﬁL%C,LUBrﬁéBFTRPQESSTVQ%%TE%VAWN) WHICH L ENGINEERING
CONNECTICUT DOT ENCROACHMENT PERMIT BOND, PAY ALL FEES, PROVIDE PROOF OF INSURANCE AND PROVIDE TRAFFIC CONTROL NECESSARY FOR THIS WORK. CONDITIONS IN THE ANALYSIS) ; ; o LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN TRAFFIC DEVICES FOR PROTECTION OF VEHICLES AND PEDESTRIANS CONSISTING OF DRUMS, BARRIERS, SIGNS, LIGHTS, D. ORIENTATION OF THE SYSTEM IN PLAN VIEW WITH RESPECT TO THE APPROVED PLANS (IF DIFFERENT THAN i | s o B - ENVI;S:;SSTRXLE;";‘:SNCES
FENCES AND UNIFORMED TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS AS REQUIRED, ORDERED BY THE ENGINEER OR REQUIRED BY THE STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNING AUTHORITIES. SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS). =z |
E. PROPOSED SIZE AND ELEVATION OF CRITICAL WEIR, ORIFICE, PIPE INVERT ELEVATIONS, AND OTHER DESIGN 5- -
7. ANY FILL WITHIN FORMER BUILDING FOUNDATION SHALL BE CHECKED BY TEST PIT AND PROOF—ROLLING AND SHALL BE OBSERVED BY THE OWNER'S GEOTECHNICAL ELEMENTS THAT CORRESPOND TO THE HYDRAULIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEM. 5
ENGINEER. SUBGRADE SHALL BE FORMED WITH REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT OF FILL AND REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT OF SOFT SUBGRADE MATERIAL AS ORDERED BY WATER QUALITY UNIT DATA TABLE: =
THE GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER. SEE GEOTECHNICAL REPORT AND EARTHWORK SPECIFICATIONS FOR FURTHER DESCRIPTION. § ‘ 35&;,32?1”32 %ﬂ‘;ﬁ"
DRAINAGE 203) 630-1406
8. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPACT FILL IN 8" MAXIMUM LIFTS UNDER ALL PARKING, BUILDING AND DRIVE AREAS TO 95% OF THE MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY AS DETERMINED WATER DRAINAGE PERCENT TIME OF 10— YEAR WATER QUALITY (zéa) 6)30-2615 Fax
BY ASTM D1557 (MODIFIED PROCTOR TEST), OR AS DIRECTED BY THE GEOTECHINCAL ENGINEER. QUALITY AREA MPERVioUs | CONCENTRATION | pegigN FLOw | FLOW (1-INCH)
9. UNDERDRAINS SHALL BE ADDED, IF DETERMINED NECESSARY IN THE FIELD BY THE OWNER/GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER, AFTER SUBGRADE IS ROUGH GRADED. .
- 1 0.910 77.5 10 4.11 0.70
10. VERTICAL DATUM IS TO BE CONFIRMED WITH THE TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY.
2 0.987 86.9 10 4.62 0.83
11, CLEARING LIMITS SHALL BE PHYSICALLY MARKED IN THE FIELD AND APPROVED BY THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD WETLAND AGENT PRIOR TO THE START OF WORK ON THE : 3
SITE. 3 0.123 90.2 10 0.63 0.11 [
12. PROPER CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES SHALL BE FOLLOWED ON ALL IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THIS PARCEL SO AS TO PREVENT THE SILTING OF ANY WATERCOURSE OR
WETLANDS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2002 CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION GUIDELINES FOR SOIL EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL. IN LEGEND-
ADDITION, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL STRICTLY ADHERE TO THE "EROSION CONTROL PLAN" CONTAINED HEREIN. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO POST ALL
BONDS AS REQUIRED BY THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD WHICH WOULD GUARANTEE THE PROPER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN.
PROPOSED CONTOUR {222} -
13. ALL SITE WORK, MATERIALS OR CONSTRUCTION, AND CONSTRUCTION METHODS FOR EARTHWORK AND STORM DRAINAGE WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE SPECIFICATIONS b INV.=234.94 UNDERGROUND INFILTRATION SYSTEM #2
AND DETAILS AND APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS MANUAL. OTHERWISE THIS WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT PROPOSED STORM PIPE 3 ROWS OF 60" PERFORATED HDPE PIPE AT 86 LF. EACH
OF TRANSPORTATION AND PROJECT GEOTECHNICAL REPORT IF THERE IS NO PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS MANUAL. ALL FILL MATERIAL UNDER STRUCTURES AND PAVED AREAS = —o-0 S0 0= Tl e WTi 18 LF. OF ED" HOPE HEADER FIPE AT BGTH ENDS
SHALL BE PER THE ABOVE STATED APPLICABLE SPECIFICATIONS, AND/OR PROJECT GEOTECHNICAL REPORT, AND SHALL BE PLACED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE CATCH BASIN | (TOTAL OF 298 LF. OF 60" HDPE PERFORATED PIPE)
SPECIFICATIONS UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF A QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER. MATERIAL SHALL BE COMPACTED IN 8" LIFTS TO 95% OF THE MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY LINE=11 0P OF BO" PIPE=937.00
AS DETERMINED BY ASTM D 1557, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE GEOTECHINCAL ENGINEER. WATER QUALITY UNIT 5 TF 15" HHEE Sl o0 . INV.=232.00 ?
14. ALL DISTURBANCE INCURRED TO TOWN OR STATE PROPERTY DUE TO CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE RESTORED TO ITS PREVIOUS CONDITION OR BETTER, TO THE UNDERGROUND INFILTRATION AREA WQUES %52;?3%% LAWN DRAIN S —
SATISFACTICN OF THE TOWN OF MANSFIELD AUTHORITY AND STATE OF CONNECTICUT. SHET ERAKE PROPOSED WATER QU%_IT;J%N;E INV. (IN)=236.50 FOR UNDERGROUND DETENTION SYSTEM #2
=238, : s TYP. OF 3
15. ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL COMPLY WITH THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS MANUAL AND THE LOCAL MUNICIPALITY'S STANDARDS AND STATE DOT SPECIFICATIONS AS INV. (IN)=235.39 | INV. (OUT)=236.40 ( )
APPLICABLE FOR THE LOCATION OF THE WORK. ALL CONSTRUCTION WITHIN A DOT RIGHT OF WAY SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION STANDARDS. INV. (OUT)=235.06 . (HOODED OUTLET) INV.=235.73
WHERE SPECIFICATIONS OR STANDARDS ARE IN CONFLICT, THE MORE STRINGENT SPECIFICATION OR STANDARD SHALL BE SUPERIOR. INV.=2386.25 o R -
16. IF IMPACTED OR CONTAMINATED SOIL IS ENCOUNTERED BY THE CONTRACTOR, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUSPEND EXCAVATION WORK OF IMPACTED SOIL AND NOTIFY INSPECTION PORT MANHOLES 6 LF 12" HDPE é—‘_"‘fa&; 34 LF 15" HDPE S=1.00% 8
THE OWNER AND/OR OWNER'S ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH FURTHER WORK IN THE IMPACTED SOIL LOCATION UNTL FURTHER INSTRUCTED BY FOR UNDERGROUND DETENTION SYSTEM #1 1 Wau#2 . -~ (D h—
THE OWNER AND/OR OWNER'S ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT. (TYP. OF 2) — PROPOSED-WATER - QUALITY. UNIT = -
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1. SHOP DRAWINGS: THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT SHOP DRAWINGS OF MATERIALS AND STRUCTURES FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO DELIVERY TO THE SITE. UNDERGROUND INFILTRATION SYSTEM #1 RL—1 - (ou%%gg':g D pd
ORKING DAYS FOR REVIEW. : =235.
ALLOW 14 W GD 2 ROWS OF 60" PERFORATED HDPE PIPE AT 138 L.F. EACH FREREEER Rﬂ,o\i ="§3A5[?§§ =l ) Z
2. HIGH DENSITY POLYETHYLENE (HDPE) STORM SEWER 12" OR GREATER IN DIAMETER SHALL BE HI-Q SURE—LOK 10.8 PIPE AS MANUFACTURED BY HANCOR INC. OR WITH 12 LF. OF 60" HDPE HEADER PIPE AT BOTH ENDS WALE: 15 PROPGSED - 3 < O
APPROVED EQUAL. HDPE PIPE SHALL HAVE SMOOTH INTERIOR AND CORRUGATED EXTERIOR AND SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF AASHTO M294, TYPE S. PIPE SECTIONS  (TOTAL OF 300 L.F. OF 60" HDPE PERFORATED PIPE) wer e e 12 THE = ; o O
SHALL BE JOINED WITH BELL—AND—SPIGOT JOINT MEETING THE REQUIREMENTS OF AASHTO M294, THE BELL SHALL BE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE PIPE AND PROVIDE A TOP OF 60" PIPE=237.50 LANDS SETBACK WHEN OUTSIDE 37 m _
MINIMUM PULL—-APART STRENGTH OF 400 POUNDS. THE JOINT SHALL BE WATERTIGHT ACCORDING TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF ASTM D3212. GASKETS SHALL BE MADE OF INV.=232.50 THE 50' WETLANDS SETBACK (TYP.) ; AT ad
POLYISOPRENE MEETING THE REQUIREMENTS OF ASTM F477. ALTERNATIVE HDPE PIPE MAY BE USED IF APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER AND OWNER'S CONSTRUCTION INV.=236.25~ N a e VNN e T YN, e L Ny e X T LL
: : WETLANDS LLI
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3. HIGH DENSITY POLYETHYLENE (HDPE) STORM SEWER LESS THAN 12" IN DIAMETER SHALL BE HI—-Q PIPE AS MANUFACTURED BY HANCOR INC. OR APPROVED EQUAL. 23 LF 12" HOPE S=1.70% - i ~ gD
HDPE PIPE SHALL HAVE SMOOTH INTERIOR AND CORRUGATED EXTERIOR AND SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF AASHTO 252, TYPE S. PIPE SECTIONS SHALL BE JOINED - = O
WITH COUPLING BANDS OR EXTERNAL SNAP COUPLERS COVERING AT LEAST 2 FULL CORRUGATIONS ON EACH END OF THE PIPE. SILT-TIGHT (GASKET) CONNECTIONS 100 YR FLOOD e L UL S LL Z 0
SHALL INCORPORATE A CLOSED SYNTHETIC EXPANDED RUBBER GASKET. MEETING THE REQUIREMENTS OF AASHTO D1056 GRADE 2A2. GASKETS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON PLAIN DELINEATION Nt E— L
THE CONNECTION BY THE PIPE MANUFACTURER. ALTERNATIVE HDPE PIPE MAY BE USED IF APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER AND OWNER'S CONSTRUCTION MANAGER PRIOR TO 2000 e e CB6.« O )
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