
AGENDA 
MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

Regular Meeting, Monday, April4, 2011, 7:30p.m. 

Minutes 
3/21111 

.· Scheduled Business 

Or upon completion ofluland Wetlands Meeting 
Council Chambers, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

7:35p.m. Zoning Agent's Report 
A. Monthly Activity 
B. Enforcement Update 
C. Other 

Old Business 
1. Application to Amend the Zoning Map, Rezone a 10.4 acre parcel from R-20 to PB-1, 

K. Tubridy o/a. File #1297 (M.A.D. 5/6/11) 
2. 4-Lot Subdivision Application, (3 New Lots) Wormwood Hill & Gurlevville Roads, S. Plimpton 

o/a, PZC File #1298 
Reports from Director of Planning, Assistant Town Engineer, EHHD, Fire Marshal, Open Space 
Preservation Committee, Conservation Commission 

3. 3-Lot Subdivision Application, (2 New Lots) 64 Puddin Lane, R. Hellstrom-applicant/Sterling 
Trust Company, owner, PZC File #1299 , 
Reports from Director of Planning, Assistant Town Engineer, EHHD 

4. Request to review and revise Plan of Conservation and Development regarding Hunting Lodge 
Road area 

5. Approval Request: Revised Plans for exhibit building Paideia Greek Theater Project, 28 Dog 
Lane, File #1 049-7 
(to be tabled until April 19th meeting) 

6. Othet· 

New Business 
1. Request to stop collecting bond escrow funds for Freedom Green Phase 4C 

(to be tabled until April19'6 meeting) 
2. Regulatory Review Committee recommended revisions to the Zoning Regulations 

Report from Director of Planning 
3. March Draft: UConn Water Supplv Plan update 

Report from Director of Planning 
4. Verbal Update from Director of Planning on Storrs Center Garage!Intermodal Center 
5. Other 

Reports from Officers and Committees 
1. Chairman's Report 
2. Regional Planning Commission 
3. Regulatory Review Committee (Next meeting scheduled April 13, 2011 at 1:15 pm in Room B) 
4. Other 

Communications and Bills 
1. 3/21111 Letter from Mayor Paterson to Masonicare 
2. 3/28/11 Quarterly Status Report from Town Manager 
3. CT Appellate Court Decisions Re: Alternates 
4. Other 
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Members present: 

Members absent: 
Alternates present: 
Alternates absent: 
Staff Present: 

DRAFT MINUTES 
MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

Regular Meeting 
Monday, March 21,2011 

Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

R. Favretti (Chainnan), M. Beal, J. Goodwin, R. Hall, G. Lewis, P. Plante, B. Pociask, 
B. Ryan 
K.Holt 
K. Rawn, V. Ward 
F. Loxsom 
Gregory J. Padick, Director of Planning 

Chainnan Favretti called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. and appointed alternate Ward to act in Holt's 
absence and Ryan as acting secretary. 

Minutes: 
03-07-11- Hall MOVED, Ryan seconded, to approve the 3/7/11 minutes as corrected. MOTION PASSED 
with Beal disqualified. Ward and Pociask noted they listened to the recording of the meeting. 
03-15-11 Field Trip- Beal MOVED, Ryan seconded, to approve the 3/15/1 I field trip minutes as written. 
MOTION PASSED with Favretti, Beal, Rawn and Ryan in favor and all others disqualified. 

Zoning Agent's Report: Hirsch noted a minor modification that he and Chairman Favretti signed off on for 
the installation of a "Red Box" DVD kiosk at the CVS on Middle Turnpike. Hirsch also noted renovations at 
the Phil's Building where Select Therapy will relocate during the construction of the Dog Lane 1 Building. 

Old Business 
1. 3-Lot Re-Subdivision Application (1 New lot), Property on Candide Lane and Stearns Road, 

J. Listro o/a, File #1296 
Plante MOVED, Hall seconded, to approve with conditions the subdivision application (File #1296), of 
John and Suzanne Listro, on property owned by the applicants, located on Candide Lane and Stearns 
Road, in a RAR-90 zone, as submitted to the Commission and shown on plans dated November 4, 2010 
and as revised to March 3, 2011. 

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

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

2. All conditions of the Inland Wetland Agency's license approval shall be met. 

3. Pursuant to subdivision regulations, particularly Sections 7.5 and 7.6, this action specifically approves, 
subject to revisions noted below, the depicted Building Area and Development Area Envelopes and a 
setback waiver for lot 1. Unless the Commission specifically authorizes revisions, the approved 
envelopes shall serve as the setback lines for all future structures and site improvements, pursuant to 
Article VIII of the Zoning Regulations. This condition shall be specifically Noticed on the Land 
Records and the deeds for the subject lots. This condition also shall be incorporated onto the final 
plans. 

4. This approval accepts the applicant's proposed dedication of conservation easements as appropriate to 
address the open space dedication requirements of Section 13 for the subject 3-lot subdivision. 
Conservation easement documents shall be approved by the Director of Planning and Town Attorney 



and filed on the Land Records in association with final plans. The easements shall utilize the Town's 
model fonnat. 

5. Final plans shall include erosion and sediment control contact information (see 3/3/11 report from 
Assistant Town Engineer). 

6. Final plans shall incorporate Building Area Envelope revisions as recommended in the 3/3/11 report of 
the Director of Planning. Revised envelopes shall be approved by the PZC Chairman and Director of 
Planning. 

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

A. All final maps, including submittal in digital format, conservation easements and a Notice on the 
Land Records to address condition 3 (with any associated mortgage releases) shall be submitted to 
the Planning Office no later than fifteen days after the appeal period provided for in Section 8-8 of 
the State Statutes, or, in the case of an appeal, no later than fifteen days of any judgment in favor 
of the applicant; 

B. All monumentation (including delineation of the conservation easements with Town markers every 
50 to 100 feet on perimeter trees or on cedar posts) with Surveyor's Certificate, shall be completed 
or bonded pursuant to the Commission's approval action and Section 14 of the Subdivision 
Regulations no later than fifteen days after the appeal period provided for in Section 8-8 of the 
State Statutes, or, in the case of an appeal, no later than fifteen days of any judgment in favor of 
the applicant. 

MOTION PAS SED UNANIMOUSLY. 

2. 4-Lot Subdivision Application, (3 New Lots) Wormwood Hill & Gurlevville Roads, S. Plimpton o/a, 
PZC File #1298 
Item tabled until 4/4/11- awaiting staff reports. 

3. 3-Lot Subdivision Application, (2 New Lots) Puddin Lane, R. Hellstrom-applicant!Sterling Trust 
Company, owner, PZC File #1299 
Item tabled until 4/4/11- awaiting staff reports. 

Public Hearing 
Application to Amend the Zoning Map, Rezone a 10.4 acre parcel from R-20 to PB-1, 
K. Tubridy o/a. File #1297 
Chairman Favretti opened the Public Hearing at 7:16p.m. Members present were Favretti, Beal, Goodwin, 
Hall, Lewis, Plante, Pociask, Ryan, and alternates Ward and Rawn. Ward was appointed to act. Padick read 
the Legal Notice as it appeared in the Chronicle on 3/8/11 and 3116/11 and noted in addition to applicant 
submissions, a 3/17111 memo from G. Padick, Director of Planning. Favretti noted that this site was visited on 
a field trip. 

Kevin Tubridy, owner and applicant, submitted return receipts noting all are accounted for except one which 
was returned. Tubridy reviewed the proposal to change a I 0.4 acre parcel he owns which is zoned R-20 to a 
PB-1 zone consistent with the abutting parcel he owns to the east. 

Favretti noted no comments or questions from the public or Commission. Plante MOVED, Beal seconded, to 
close the Public Hearing at 7:25p.m. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

Hall agreed to work with staff on a motion for the next meeting. 



New Business 
1. Modification Request, 86 Storrs Road, Proposed Tenant Space, College Mart/U.S. Properties Inc., 

o/a, File #483-4 
Joseph Boucher, Towne Engineering, representing the applicant, reviewed the proposal to utilize the 
spaces currently occupied by Sears and the Salvation Army for a Petco. He stated that only exterior 
improvements to the fa<;ade will be performed, adding that no structural changes to tl1e exterior are 
proposed. Padick noted that the occupancy use for the spaces has not changed and therefore no parking 
changes are necessary. 

Plante MOVED, Hall seconded, tl1at the PZC Chairman and Zoning Agent be authorized to approve the 
3/10/11 modification request ofU.S. Properties, Inc. for a new retail tenant (Petco) and related site work at 
82-86A Storrs Road as described in the submitted Statement of Use and depicted on submitted plans. This 
authorization is subject to the following conditions: 
I. All previously approved plans and associated conditions of approval shall remain in effect except as 

altered by this modification approval. 
2. An appropriately sized refuse/waste storage area that would address disposal and recycling 

requirements of the Town shall be provided. The size and configuration of the refuse/waste storage 
area shall be detennined after consultation with the Director of Planning and Recycling Coordinator. 

3. Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Permit, it shall be confirmed that the proposed signage will be in 
compliance with all zoning requirements. 

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

2. Approval Request: Revised Plans for exhibit building Paideia Greek Theater Project, 28 Dog Lane, 
File #1049-7 
Item tabled pending staff review and neighborhood notification. 

3. Request to review and revise Plan of Conservation and Development regarding Hunting Lodge 
Road area (3/16/11 Letter from A. Hilding) 
Allison Hilding expressed concern for continued development in this area of Mansfield and the 
detrimental effects she believes it will have on ground water and wells. She discussed the nearby 
abandoned landfill and its effects. She also expressed concern that any further development nearby will 
cause further contamination to ground water. She requested the Commission consider revising the Plan of 
Conservation and Development to not concentrate high density housing in this area. 

The Commission briefly discussed her proposal and decided to add this item to the next agenda for a 
decision. 

4. Request of A. Kotula to acquire existing Town land on Maple Road (2/16/11 and 3/9/111etters from 
A. Kotula; 3/15/11 report from Open Space Preservation Committee) 
Anthony Kotula discussed his request to acquire a .15 acre parcel of existing town-owned land on Maple 
Road which abuts his property. He distributed a map showing tl1at this land was "carved" from his lot in 
order to accommodate parlcing for the old Bennet Road trail. However, parking was located elsewhere 
because of site-line issues. Discussion followed. Some members felt that selling the piece in question 
would set an undesirable precedent, while others felt tl1at this is a unique situation because of the 
configuration of the .15 acre piece. After extensive discussion, Plante MOVED, Hall seconded, that the 
Planning and Zoning Commission recommend that the Town Council authorize Mr. Anthony Kotula's 
proposed acquisition of a .15 acre portion of existing Town owned open space land on Maple Road 
subject to conditions that specify tl1at the land only be used for agricultural purposes and that there be no 
disturbance to the stone walls on site. MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Lewis and Favretti who 
were opposed. 



Reports from Officers and Committees: 
Chairman Favretti noted a Regulatory Review Committee meeting for 3/30/11 at 1:15 p.m. in Council 
Chambers. 

Communications: 
Padick noted that he expects comments from staff to be prepared for the next meeting regarding the UConn 
Campus Wide Drainage Master Plan. 

Adjournment: 
Chairman Favretti declared the meeting adjourned at 8:38p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bonnie Ryan, Acting Secretary 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

Memo to: 
From: 
Date: 

Planning and Zoning Commission 
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning 
3/31111 

Re: Plimpton subdivision, 4lots (3 new) on Gurleyville and Wormwood Hill Roads, File #1298 

General 
The following comments are based on the applicant's submissions (including a 15-page set of subdivision plans 
dated January 2011, as revised to 2/9/11, as prepared by Swamp Yankee Survey LLC andP. Biscuti Consulting Civil 
Engineer and a February 2011 drainage report) and consideration of applicable subdivision and zoning regulations. 

The subject application seeks approval to subdivide 49.4 acres ofland into four lots ranging in size from 4.7 to 32.9 
acres. Lot 1 (6.5 acres in size) is located at the corner of Wormwood Hill and Gurleyville Roads and contains two 
existing dwellings. Lot 2 (5.3 acres in size) and lot 3 ( 4.7 acres in size) are located off of Gurleyville Road. Lot 4, 
which includes a 19.2 acre conservation easement area, is situated off of Wormwood Hill Road .. The property is in 
an RAR-90 zone. 

The subject site is primarily wooded in character and contains a significant amount of wetland/watercourse areas and 
steeply sloped areas. The drainage report and the submitted plans provide details of the existing site characteristics. 
A wetland license is pending before the Inland Wetland Agency. The property is not within designated flood hazard 
or stratified drift aquifer areas and it is within the Willimantic River drainage basin. 

The proposed new lots on Gurleyville Road would be accessed by a proposed 700 foot common driveway. The 
proposed Wormwood Hill Road lot would be accessed by an individual 1000 foot long drive. Proposed lots 2,3 and 
4 do not have 200 feet of frontage on a Town or State road and necessitate frontage waivers. The applicant has 
submitted a yield plan which depicts a potential Town Road in the location of the common driveway from 
Gurleyville Road. To authorize the necessary frontage waivers, the PZC must determine that the yield plan is 
feasible and approvable by both the PZC and Inland Wetland Agency. Depending on final building area envelope 
depictions, approval of some setback waivers may also be appropriate. 

The Open Space Preservation Committee and Conservation Commission reviewed the plans (see attached comments) 
and co=ents have been received from abutting property owners C. and K. Gottman (email attached). It must be 
confirmed that return receipts have been submitted as per subdivision provisions. 

Sanitary 
• A 3/24/11 report has been received from Eastern Highland Health District. It has been determined that all lots 

can meet Health Code requirements. 
• The proposed lots would be served by individual well and septic systems that have been designed for 4-bedroom 

homes. 

Road/Drainage/Driveways 
• Reports are expected from the Assistant Town Engineer and Fire Marshal. Any identified issues should be 

addressed by the applicant. 
• The front property lines of Lots I, 3 and 4 do not appear to be setback 30 feet from the centre of the abutting 

town road. If confirmed, a right of way dedication is required pursuant to Section 8.3 of the regulations .. 
• A catch basin/pipe drainage system has been proposed for the Lot 4 driveway. As depicted, the drainage system 

would convey storm water northerly along Wormwood Hill Road to an existing cross culvert outlet area. It 
must be confirmed that this proposed drainage work is acceptable to the Assistant Town Engineer and that all 
required easement rights have been obtained. 

• Drainage concerns have been expressed by property owners abutting the Lot 2/3 common driveway (see email 
from C. and K. Gottman). As proposed, the common driveway will have a gravel surface and stormwater would 
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sheet flow from driveway edges. Potential drainage issues for property owners abutting the Lot 2/3 driveway 
should be reviewed with the applicant's engineer and plans need to be found acceptable by the Assistant Town 
Engineer. 

• Sidewalks could be required, but are not considered appropriate. 
• The proposed driveways exceed 300 feet in length and are subject to bypass and turnaround requirements (See 

Section 7.11 ). 
• The Lot 2/3 common driveway does not include a required pull-off area and only one pull-off area is depicted 

for the Lot 4 drive. Pull-offs are required at an average interval of 300 feet. The Lot 2/3 drive is about 700 feet 
long and the Lot 4 drive is about 1,000 feet long. This issue needs to be reviewed with the applicant and pull­
offs and turnarounds need to be found acceptable by the Fire Marshal. 

• The plan includes acceptable sightline information for both driveways. No roadside tree cutting or road edge 
work is required for acceptable sightlines. 

• Driveway cross-sections are provided on the plans. The Lot 4 drive will be paved for the initial 450 feet and a 
retaining wall is proposed. Section 7.9 authorizes the Commission to require driveways over I 0% in grade to be 
constructed by the subdivider. 

• Section 7.10.e. requires common driveways to be completed or bonded prior to the filing of a subdivision on U1e 
land records. This can be addressed in any approval motion and should be noted on the plans. 

• The plans depict underground utility routes to Lot 2 and Lot 4 and along a portion of Lot 3. Final plans should 
include the proposed underground utility lines to Lot 3. 

Environmental Impact/Erosion Control 
• As noted, the subject plans are pending before the IW A and no PZC action can be taken until the wetland 

license application has been acted upon. 
• Sheet C-2 of the plans includes erosion and sedinlent control notes and sheet Cl4 of the plans depict erosion 

checks down gradient of areas to be disturbed. Anti-tracking construction entrances are proposed. The E&S 
control plan includes daily inspections of controls during periods of construction and monthly E&S monitoring 
reports are indicated. It must be determined that the E&S control plan is acceptable to the IW A and Assistant 
Town Engineer. 

• Other than proposed driveway construction, no significant fill is proposed. To meet regulatory requirements, the 
plans need to provide an estinlate of the amount of fill are needed for each house site exclusive of septic system 
fill. 

• As previously noted, the site is not within stratified drift aquifer areas or flood hazard area. It is within or the 
Willinlantic Reservoir watershed. The Windham Water Works has indicated that the plans are acceptable 
subject to inlplementation ofE & S control measures. 

• The depicted houses have an acceptable solar orientation and an adequate note encouraging solar orientation and 
energy efficient design. 

• As per regulatory requirements, soil classification information is provided on the plans. 
• Based on DEP mapping, there are no areas witl1 species of special concern on the proposed areas of 

development. 
• The proposed Development Area and Building Area envelopes for Lots 2 and 3 are within regulated wetland 

areas. The Conservation Commission has recommended envelope revisions for Lot 3. It must be determined 
that proposed envelopes are acceptable to the Inland Wetlands Agency. 

Subdivision Design Criteria 
• The plans indicate that proposed DAE's meet the 40,000 square foot provisions of Article VIII, Section B.6 of 

the Zoning Regulations. 
• As previously noted, the proposed subdivision necessitates frontage waivers for 3 of the proposed 4lots. These 

waivers cannot be granted unless the con:n:mssion determines that 3 conventionall.ots with standard frontage are 
feasible and approvable based on all applicable requirements. Based on the provisions of Section 6.1 0.6, the 
applicant has submitted a yield plan that depicts a new I, I 00 foot long road from Gurleyville Road. Yield plan 
lot locations and planned house and septic sites are sinli!ar, if not identical, to the proposed subdivision. The 
open space dedication and the depicted DAE's on the yield plan also are sinli!ar to the proposed development. 
The submittal includes a plan and profile of the new road and drainage details. My review indicates that a new 
road would have somewhat greater potential for drainage and environmental inlpact than the proposed plan. 
However, with appropriate stormwater management and design, it is considered approvab!e. 
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• It is important to note that there is no apparent alternative way to access a majority of the 49 acre site without 
building a new Town road. 

• Section 7.4.a authorizes the PZC to require a cluster design with lot sizes less than 90,000 square feet and a 
larger open space dedication. While any significant reduction in lot size does not appear warranted, some 
increase in the size of the conservation easement could be considered to enhance wetland protection and interior 
forest characteristics. These issues should be reviewed in conjunction with the open space dedication. 

• Final plans must include appropriate notation that depicted BAE's serve as setback requirements and that 
revisions in envelopes need PZC approval. Authorized frontage and setback waivers also need to be addressed 
on the map as well as in any approval motion. 

• On a lot by lot basis, I have identified a few additional DAE and BAE issues that should be reviewed and, as 
appropriate, incorporated onto the plans. More specifically: 

As recommended by the Conservation Commission, the Development Area Envelope and Building Area 
Envelope on Lot 2 should be moved further away from wetland areas. The currently depicted DAE is over 
55,000 square feet. The current plans have common borders for the DAE and BAE. The BAE does not have 
to be over 40,000 square feet in size. 

The DAE's on both Lots 3 and 4 need to extend out to Town roads and include all areas that will be 
disturbed in association with driveway construction. 

- On Lot 4 tl1e existing stone wall west of areas of proposed development should be used for both the DAE and 
BAE. 

- No BAE setback is indicated between Lots 2 and 3. This would allow structures to be built on the property 
line which could be considered problematic. Consideration should be given to moving tl1e BAE's away from 
the common boundary line. 

On Lots 2 and 3, the plans indicate tl1at four existing trees will be saved "as appropriate". The protection of 
these trees needs to be reviewed with the applicant and if saving them is appropriate, the plans should clearly 
indicate that they "will be saved" and will be protected during construction activity. It must be determined 
that the provisions of Section 7.8 have been met. 

The submitted plans indicate that the only significant views are on Lot 4. 

The plans indicate a number of stonewalls and that some of the existiog wall segments will be disturbed for 
septic system construction (Lots 2 and 3). The plans note on Lot 3: "Reuse removed stones to enhance other 
existiog stonewalls". Section 7.7 authorizes the PZC to require more specific provisions for protectiog 
existiog stonewalls. Wherever possibly, stonewalls should be used as property lines or boundaries for 
development area or building are envelopes. This issue needs to be reviewed with the applicant. 

Open Space/Recreation 
• Reports have been submitted from tl1e Open Space Preservation Committee and Conservation Commission. 
• Sec. 13 provides criteria for judging the suitability of an open space dedication. The PZC must make a final 

determination based on the criteria and standards of Sec. 13, particularly subsection 13.1.2. Any approval 
motion should require deeds or easements for open space dedications to be fmalized before maps are signed. In 
addition, any approval should require the perimeters of all open space areas to be delineated with the Town's 
official medallions every 50 to 100 feet. Depending on the PZC's deterrnination of the appropriate dedication 
alternative, map notes and details may need to be revised. 

• Mansfield's Existiog and Potential Conservation Areas map depicts wetlands on the subject property within an 
open space preservation classification and the entire property is within an "interior forest" open space 
preservation classification. The site does not abut any existing preserved open space areas. 

• To address Mansfield's open space dedication requirements, the applicant has proposed a 19.2 acre conservation 
easement area on Lot 4. The reports from the OSPC and Conservation Commission have recommended the 
expansion of the easement area to include more of the steep hillside on Lot 4. 

• The applicant has not provided any data regarding the percent of wetlands or slopes over 20% on the subject 
property. Accordingly, character of land provisions of Section 13 are difficult to address. My review indicates 
tlmt tlris is not an issue for determining compliance with a conventional 15% dedication but the lack of this 
information is an issue for reviewing a 40% cluster dedication. This issue should be reviewed with the applicant. 

• In this reviewers opinion, the use of a conservation easement is tl1e most appropriate alternative for addressing 
open space dedication requirements. Due to expressed concerns regarding the wetland areas on Lots 1 and 2, 
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consideration should be given to including a conservation easement to protect the observed pool area. 
Additionally, the PZC can require a more specific analysis of the percent of wetlands and slopes over 20% in 
order to determine the maximum open space dedication that can be required pursuant to Section 13. 

Other 
• It must be confirmed that the applicant has mailed certified notice to abutting property owners. 
• Final plans must be signed and sealed by all responsible professionals, as per Sec. 6.3.d. 
• Final plans need to be submitted in digital format, as per the requirements of Sec. 6.3.g. 

Subject to resolution of identified subdivision issues, any approval motion should address the filing 
requirements of Sec. 6.12.6. 

Summary 
Within this report I have identified a number of issues and a number of recommended map revisions that should be 
reviewed with the applicant and resolved to the PZC's satisfaction. TI1e primary issues to resolve are: 

• Confirmation that the plans are acceptable to the Inland Wetlands Agency. 
• Confirmation that driveway construction and associated drainage and easement issues are acceptable to the 

Assistant Town Engineer. 
• Confmnation that the submitted yield plan is adequate to address regulatory requirements and that the proposed 

use of a common driveway and necessary frontage waivers are acceptable to the PZC. 
• Confmnation that the proposed open space dedication is in compliance with Section 13 and considered 

acceptable to the PZC. 
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Memorandum: 
To: Planning and Zoning Commission 
From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Engineer 
Re: Plimpton - Gurleyville & Wormwood Hill Rds 

4 lot subdivision 

March 30, 2011 

plan reference: bearing latest revision date February 9, 2011, 21 sheets 

This application proposes 3 new lots together with one lot containing the existing 
Plimpton homestead and associated buildings. 

The new lots are numbered 2, 3, and 4. Lots 2 and 3 are on a shared driveway 
located on Gurleyville Road. Lot 4 is on a drive located on Wormwood Hill Road. 

Traffic 

Traffic at this location is quite light and the amount of traffic from these three 
new lots will be easily accommodated. I have timed approaching traffic at the 
proposed driveway location for Lot 4 on Wormwood Hill Road and found 8.4 seconds 
for northbound vehicles. This is ample time for an exiting vehicle to be seen and 
the approach vehicle to be seen as well. Most cars were travelling at very moderate 
speeds. 

The maximum slope on the driveways: 

1. Lot 4 is set at 12.0 percent and is paved from Wormwood Hill Rd to the top of 
the hill at about 450' from the road where the drive levels off. 

2. The drive for Lots 2 & 3 has 3.0 percent slope at its steepest point. 

Drainage 

The shared drive for lots 2 and 3 is graded to keep outflow on the west side of the 
drive. Protection for potential construction period impacts has been provided by 
beginning excavation away from Gurleyville Rd and directing collected water to a 
dirt bag to filter sediment from the water being removed. This is appropriate 
treatment. 

I recommend placing stone filled areas on the west side of the drive near the edge 
of Gurleyville Rd and at stations 11+00 and 12+00 to limit outflow for the longer 
term. 

On Wormwood Hill Rd for the Lot 4 driveway, upgrading of the roadside drainage from 
the present 6" underdrains to 15" pipe is shown. Additional piping is needed to 
maintain the roadside flow coming from the uphill section of roadside swale. 
The proposed pipe ends where the existing pipe size increases to, 15". Adding new 
water to this pipe system across the Potz property and Lot 1 on the Plimpton 
property requires the acquisition of drainage rights in favor of Lot 4 from each of 
these properties. 

Sediment & Erosion Plan 

Silt fencing has been provided along downhill edges of the house construction area 
on Lot 4. The sediment & erosion plan provides .for excavation starting at the top 
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of the hill on both driveways and excavation towards the adjacent roads. This will 
trap water and allow suitable treatment with fabric bagging to trap sediments. 

Silt fencing on Lots 2 and 3 should be extended to protect wetland areas located 
downhill to the rear of each lot. 

Summary Recommendations: 

1. I recommend professional comment be sought from an appropriate expert to 
comment on the potential for significant impact on the pool on Lot 2 that is 
likely a vernal pool. 

2. I recommend placing a stone filled excavation on the west side of the shared 
drive near the edge of Gurleyville Rd and at stations 11+00 and 12+00 to limit 
outflow for the long term. 

3. On Wormwood Hill Rd for the Lot 
from the present 6" underdrains 
needed to maintain the roadside 
roadside swale. 

4 driveway, 
to 15" pipe 
flow coming 

upgrading of the roadside drainage 
is shown. Additional piping is 
from the uphill section of 

4. Adding new water to the system carrying water across the Potz property and 
Lot 1 on the Plimpton property requires the acquisition of drainage rights 
in favor of lot 4 from each of these properties along the frontage of each 
lot. 

5. A street dedication of right of way 30 feet from the centerline of Wormwood 
Hill Rd and Gurleyville Road is required. 

6. Silt fencing on Lots 2 and 3 should be extended to protect wetland areas 
located downhill to the rear of each lot. 
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Eastern Highlands Health District 
:.....----~ 4 South Eagleville Road • Mansfield CT 06268 • Tel: (860) 429-3325 • Fax: (860) 429-3321 

March 24, 2011 

Scott Plimpton 
627 Wormwood Hill Rd 
Mansfield Center, CT 06250 

PLAN APPROVAL MEMO 

Re: Subsurface Sewage Disposal System Plan for: 4-lot subdivision (3 new) 
Address: 627 Wormwood Hill Rd Mansfield Center CT 
Plan Designed by: Swamp Yankee Survey 
Plan Date: 1/7/2011, Latest Revision Date: 2/9/2011 

Dear Scott Plimpton: 

The above referenced plan has been reviewed for compliance with the Connecticut Public Health Code and 
Technical Standards. The plan is approved with the following conditions: 

1) Lots 2, 3 and 4 have been shown to be capable of supporting site development in compliance with the 
requirements of the Public Health Code, pending final approval of design plans by this office. 
2) Designation of depth to firm layers as the soils' restrictions rather than depth to mottling has resulted in 
lower values for calculated MLSS on data from test pits #1 and 4 than should be applied. Even so, the 
proposed leaching areas show available space for required MLSS, 
3) Lot 1 has been evaluated for compliance with Section 19-13-B100a of the Public Health Code and found 
to satisfy requirements for reduction of potential repair area. 

Please note that this plan approval is not an approval to construct the sewage disposal system. 
If not already done, a completed application and fee for the Permit to Construct the Sewage Disposal System 
must be submitted to the health district for review and approval. The permit will be approved when all above 
noted conditions of approval have been met. 

If you have any questions, please call the health district office at 860-429-3325. 

Sincerely, 
/} 
ee::~./ 

-·Geoffr;,~~-
Sanitarian II 

/~Greg Padick, Mansfield Town Planner 



TOWN: 

TOWN OF WINDHAM 
WATERWORKS 

174 Storrs Road 
Mansfield Center, CT 06250 

Tel. 860-465-3075 • FAX 860-465-3085 

(X) Inland Wetlands Commission 
(X) Zoning Commission 
( ) Planning & Zoning Commission 
( ) Zoning Boards of Appeals 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

Ashford 
Hampton 
Union 
Woodstock 

( ) Chaplin 
(X) Mansfield 
( ) Willington 

,· 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

INSPECTED BY: 

Eastford 
Pomfret 
Windham 

Troy Quick . Watershed Inspector 

DATE: March 8, 2011. WW File #MOlll 

The Windham Water Works has received notification of a proposed project per the 
requirements of Public Act 89-301. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

4-lot subdivision on 49 acres w/septic systems & wells, 2-lots at 5 ac+/-, !-lot at 32 ac 
+/-, 1 lot w!house existiog at 6-1/2 ac +/-

Applicant: Scott Plimpton 

COMMENTS: 

The Windham Water Works has reviewed the proposed project and with best 
management practices and with proper soil and erosion control measures throughout the 
duration, we would have no objections, we will monitor accordiogly. 



To: 

From: 

Town of Mansfield 
Mansfield Fire Department 
Office of the Fire Marshal 

Planning and Zoning Commission >------/--:=:-\--==== 
JohnJackman,DeputyChief/FireMarshal\,J~ !__ _)" -----

Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2011 

Re: Plimpton- 627 Wormwood Hill Road Subdivision 

After reviewing the site plan and file for a proposed 3 lot subdivision located at Gurleyville Road 
and Wormwood Hill Road, submitted by S. Plimpton, I have the following comments: 

• Proposed driveway (Driveway A) is a common driveway serving lots 2 and 3 approximately 
700 feet in length and has a maximum slope of 3 %. With the exception of the requirement 
for a pull off area the driveway meets the requirements of § 7.10. To be considered 
acceptable to this reviewer, a pull off area (that meets the requirements of§ 7.11.b) should 
be located approximately 300 feet from Gurleyville Road. 

• Proposed driveway (Driveway B) is a driveway serving lot 4 approximately 900 feet in length 
and has a maximum slope of 12 %. It was noted that the applicant proposes to pave the 
area of the driveway with slopes exceeding 10%. With the exception of the requirements for 
pull off areas every 300 feet the driveway meets the requirements of § 7.11. To be 
considered acceptable to this reviewer, an additional pull off area (that meets the 
requirements of§ 7.11.b) should be located approximately 600 feet from Wormwood Hill 
Road. 

Page 1 of1 
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OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION COMMITTEE 

Comments on Plimpton Subdivision Proposal 

March 15,2011 

To: Mansfield Planning imd Zoning Commission, Greg Padick 

. The committee reviewed this proposed four-Jot subdivision at their meeting on March 15, 2011. 
The proposed open-space dedication is a 19 .21-acre conservation easement in the southwest corner of the 
property on Lot 4. 

COMMENTS 

The proposed conservation easement (rather than Town-owned land) is acceptable for the 

open-space dedication area since there does not appear to be present or future access to the area. 

The ratio of wetlands vs. uplands in the proposed open-space area is not indicated. This ratio is 

supposed to be consistent with the wetlands vs. uplands ratio in tl1e development area, but it 

appears that there are more wetlands in the open-space area tl1an in the development area. 

The committee recommends tl1at the open-space area be extended up the slope on Lot 4 

for fuese reasons: 

• address the wetlands vs. uplands ratio issue 

• protect more of the interior forest habitat 

• provide a wooded buffer on this steep slope to protect the wetlands below. 

A conservation easement boundary beginning at 50 feet from the development area envelope of 

Lot 4 is recommended. 

Other issues: 

The yield plan does not show the required 200-foot frontage on either Wormwood Hill 

Road or on the proposed new road for Lot 4. Does PZC plan to waive this requirement? The 

yield-plan table indicates only 50 feet of frontage. 

The proposed driveway for Lot 4 would be steep and be located in a deep cut in the 

hillside. The committee has concerns about storm water runoff onto Wormwood Hill Road 

(which already has storm water problems) and about how snow could be removed from the deep 

cut. 



TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

Memo to: 
From: 
Date: 
Re: 

Mansfield Inland Wetland Agency and Plarming and Zoning Commission 
Mansfield Conservation Commission 
Wednesday, March 30,2011 
Plimpton Snbdivision 

At a meeting held on 3/16/11, the Mansfield Conservation Commission unanimously agreed on the 
following comments: 

"The Commission snggests (1) that the house on Lot 2 be moved fatther from the wetland lying to the 
northeast and (2) that the conservation easement on Lot 4 be enlarged by moving its eastern boundary 
fatther up the slope to increase protection of the large wetland below from logging and other activities. 
The Commission observes (a) that the common driveway provision of the subdivision regnlations is again 
being used to enable development at less expense to the developer with no off-setting environmental gain 
from clustering, (b) that some stone walls will apparently be disturbed by construction, and (c) that no 
open space calculation has been provided. It hopes that disturbed stone walls will be rebuilt as required 
and that the open space calculation, when done, will take account of previous lots carved out of the 
Plimpton property." 

Commissioner Lehmann visited the Plimpton site on the 03/15111 IW A Field Trip; and made the 
following comments: 

IW A #1474 (Plimpton, Wormwood Hill & Gurlevville Roads). A 3-lot subdivision is proposed for 43 
interior acres off Wormwood Hill and Gurleyville Roads. 

A 32.9 acre back-lot (numbered 4) would be accessed by a long driveway ascending from Wormwood 
Hill Road (between two existing houses) along the path of an old woods road. We did not walk to the 
house site. This lot does not appear to raise wetland issues: house & septic system would be located at 
considerable distance from, and about 80 vertical ft above, a large wetland, which would be protected by a 
19-acre conservation easement. 

The remaining two back lots (numbered 2 and 3- 5.3 and 4.8 acres respectively) would be accessed by a 
common driveway (rurming between three existing houses) offGurleyville Road. The interior end of this 
common driveway is close- around 60 ft- to a wetland that may be a vernal pool. (It did not have a 
patticularly vernal aspect when we saw it, being still pattially ice-covered.) The house proposed for Lot 2 
is also about 60 ft from this wetland. A minimum distance to wetlands of 1 00 ft is recommended for 
vernal pools; both the driveway and this house could be moved to honor this recommendation. There is 
also a small area near Gurleyville Road and about 70 ft from the proposed driveway entrance that was 
submerged when we visited-- probably runoff dammed by the next driveway to the east. Development 
proposed for Lot 3 is not as close to wetlands as the house on Lot 2. 
Logging on Lots 2 and 3 this past fall removed every tree of value from the area; only spindly specimens 
remain. Apparently these lots will be marketed to people who prefer acres of lawn. 



Jessie L. Shea 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Karen. Gottmann [gottmann.karen@gmail.com] 

Monday, March 28, 2011 2:17 PM 

PlanZoneDept 

cliffgottmann@gmail.com .. 
Subdivision Concerns: PZC file 1298/IWA W1474 

Page 1 of 1 

Attachments: Natural Buffer 580 Gurleyvi.JPG; Natural Buffer Slope 580 Gurleyvi.JPG; Slope Toward House 
Foundation.JPG; Shed 580 Gurleyvi.JPG 

I write to express three concerns regarding the property owned m1d to be developed by Scott 
Plimpton: PZC file 1298 I IW A Wl474. 

My first concern, which may or may not be tnrn out to be lli1 issue, is that of privacy: noise, 
headlights, etc. that may be a nuislli1ce due to construction equipment, and subsequent 
automobile, traffic on the proposed driveway on Gurleyville Road. 

My second concern is far more serious: water runoff from this proposed driveway onto our 
property at 580 Gurleyville Road. Our Jot slopes toward the house from east to west lli1d, to a 
Jesser degree, south to north. A significlli1t section of the proposed driveway appears to be 
positioned where our back yard would be subject to increased water runoff lli1d snow melt. Our 
leach fields run north-south in our back yard, directly downhill from the proposed drive. Our 
septic tank fills rapidly, necessitating pumping every 18 months. I am concerned that unless the 
drainage from the proposed driveway is directed away from our property we may have real 
problems with our leach fields. 

At this time of year, even under normal rain and snowfall conditions, our back yard is already 
wet. 

As the proposed driveway along our southern border drains toward our back yard, another 
question I raise is whether the increased runoff will undermine the strength of the surface 
footings for our shed. 

My third concern is disruption to an area of natural growing trees and underbrush, interspersed 
with large boulders, which is right next to our house. As this naturally-occurring buffer lies 
substantially higher than our foundation, I am concerned that development of the driveway as 
proposed will break down or even eliminate this buffer, with the resulting runoff flowing directly 
toward my foundation. 

Question: As there is a second driveway proposed on Wormwood Hill Road, could it serve as 
access for all of these subdivision Jots? Obviously, this approach would eliminate my water 
runoff concerns. 

Additionally, I would consider purchasing some of the unusable land from Scott Plimpton, if that 
would help him in this process. 

Respectfully, 

Cliff Gothnarm 
Karen Kidder Gottmarm 

3/28/2011 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

Memo to: 
From: 
Date: 
Re: 

General 

Planning and Zoning Commission 
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning 
3/31/11 
Puddin Lane Subdivision, 2 new lots, PZC File #1299 

The following comments are based on the applicant's submissions (including a 3-page set of subdivision 
plans dated 2/14/11, as prepared by Rob Hellstrom Land Surveying, LLC, and consideration of applicable 
subdivision and zoning regulations. 

The proposed subdivision application seeks approval to develop two new house lots off ofPuddin Lane at 
the comer of Sawmill Brook Lane. An existing house is located on Lot 3 which would retain .75 acres of 
land. Proposed Lot 1 would be 1.1 acres in size and Lot 2 would be . 78 acres in size. 

The subject property is located in an R-20 zone and all three lots have the required 125 feet of frontage. 
The three lots have depicted development and building area envelopes and no setback waivers have been 
requested. The property is a mix of cleared and wooded area. Areas along Puddin Lane are level but 
northerly areas of Lots 1 and 2 have slopes exceeding ten (1 0) percent. The property is not within a 
designated flood hazard area and is not within the Willimantic Reservoir drainage basin. It is within a 
Plan of Conservation and Development designated Stratified Drift Aquifer Area. There are no regulated 
wetland areas within the subdiVision or within 150 feet of proposed construction. 

To date, no comments have been received from abutting property owners. It must be confirmed that 
abutter notification requirements have been met. 

Sanitary 

• See 3/24111 report from Eastern Highlands Health District. This report indicates that all State Health 
Code requirements have been addressed. 

• The existing and proposed houses will be served by on-site septic systems and the three lots are served 
by the Windham Water Works public water supply system. The new lots have been approved for 3 
bedroom homes. 

Road!Drainageillriveways 

• See 3/30111 report from the Assistant Town Engineer. No road, drainage or driveway issues have 
been identified. 

• A right-of-way dedication is required along Puddin Lane. This should be addressed in any approval 
motion. 

• The plans note tha:t utilities will be underground and a utility route is depicted as required by Section 
6.5.h. As proposed, the utility connection for Lot 1 Will pass through Lot 2 and an easement for this 
purpose is depicted. Any approval should address the filing of this easement. 

• My review indicates that the proposed driveways comply with applicable subdivision criteria. 

Environmental ImpacUErosion Control 

• Sheet 3 of the plans includes an Erosion and Sediment Control narrative and the plans include silt 
fencing downgradient of areas of construction. Anti -tracking pads are proposed for the new 



driveways. The plans include provisions for daily inspection of controls until all disturbed areas are 
stabilized. Note 12 of Sheet 3 needs to provide a current contact person. 

• The submittal includes a generic map note regarding solar orientation and the depicted houses on Lots 
1 and 2 have acceptable orientation. 

• As per regulatory requirements, soil classification information is included on the plans. 
• No portion of the site is within a DEP-depicted area of potentially endangered, threatened or special 

concern species. 

Subdivision Design Criteria 

• As noted, the plans depict Development Area Envelopes (DAE) and Building Area Envelopes (BAE) 
for the subject lots. The plans note that BAEs serve as setback lines. 

• As previously noted, no frontage or setback waivers are needed. The BAE for Lot 3 needs to be 
clearly labeled. 

• The plans indicate that there are no significant vistas or views. 
• A number of significant trees have been identified on the lots. A number of these exist along Puddin 

Lane. The current plan indicates that a 36 inch maple on Lot 2 is to be saved. Consideration should 
be given to saving other identified trees. This issue should be reviewed with the applicant. It must be 
determined that the provisions of Section 7.8 have been addressed. 

• The plans include the required lot area certification and meet the 20,000 square feet minimum DAE 
requirements. 

Open Space/Recreation 

• Section 13 provides criteria for judging the suitability of an open space dedication. The PZC must 
make a final determination based on the criteria and standards of Section 13, particularly subsection 
13 .1.2. Any approval motion should require the deeds for open space dedications to be finalized 
before maps are signed. In addition, any approval should require the perimeters of all open space 
areas to be delineated with the Town's official medallions every 50 to 100 feet. 

• No open space dedication has been proposed. Based on the provisions of Section 13, fifteen (15) 
percent of the site can be protected as open space. The only area that may be appropriate for 
protection is along Puddin Lane where a conservation easement can be required. This issue should be 
reviewed with the applicant. 

Other 

• Final plans must be signed and sealed by all responsible professionals as per Section 6.3.d. 
• Final plans need to be submitted in digital format, as per the requirements of Section 6.3 .g. 
• Subject to resolution of identified subdivision issues, any approval motion should address the filing 

requirements of Section 6.12.6. 
• On Sheet 1, the map note regarding distance from wetlands should be revised to specify "150" feet. 

Summary 

Within this report I have identified a couple of issues and/or recommended map revisions that should be 
reviewed with the applicant and resolved to the PZC's satisfaction. Issues to be reviewed include: 
• Confirmation that there are no additional significant trees within proposed envelopes that warrant 

special protection; · · -
• Confirmation that open space dedicationrequirements have been appropriately met; 
• Incorporation of minor mapping revisions regarding the BAE on Lot 3, Erosion and Sediment Control 

Note 12 on Sheet 3 and the wetland Note on Sheet 1. These map revisions can be addressed as 
approval conditions. 

• Confirmation that abutter notification requirements have been met. 



Memorandum: March 30, 2011 
To: 'Planning and Zoning Corrunission 
From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Engineer 
Re: Sterling Trust Company - Puddin Lane - 3 lot subdivision 

plan reference: February 14, 2011 

This application proposes subdivision of a parcel with frontage on both Puddin Lane 
and Sawmill Brook Lane. An existing house occupies Lot 3 which has frontage on both 
roads; two nel-J lots are being created with frontage on Puddin Lane. 

There are no wetlands within 150 feet of the property. 

Municipal water is available in both fronting streets. This system belongs to the 
Windham Waterworks. 

Traffic 

Traffic at this location is moderate and the amount of traffic from these three new 
lots will be easily accommodated. Most cars were travelling at very moderate 
speeds. The time of visibility I observed were: 

Lot 1 -
Lot 2 -
Lot 3 -

6.00 seconds 
5.50 seconds 
6.04 seconds 

I consider these acceptable sight distances. 
of sight distance has been provided for each 
for Lot 1 and 2 are to be gravel surface. 

The plans note the required 300 feet 
lot. The plans note the new driveways 

These tots are very flat and well drained in the front. At the very rear of lots 1 
and 2 the land slopes up but is still well drained with no sign of any concentrated 
water flow from the hill behind. 

Drainage 

I see no drainage issues with this subdivision. 

Sediment & Erosion Plan 

Silt fencing has been provided protecting construction areas proposed on 
lots 1 and 2. 

Tracking pads for containment of construction sediments have been provided on Lots 
1 and 2. None is needed for the existing drive for Lot 3. 

Street Dedication 

The plans indicate the right of way for Sawmill Brook Lane is 50' thus no 
dedication along this road is needed. The plan shows a front yard line set at 30 
feet from the centerline of Puddin Lane for which a deed to the town is needed to 
establish this as the Puddin Lane streetline. 

1 



Eastern Highlands Health District -----.:>.. 4 South Eagleville Road • Mansfield CT 06268 • Tel: (860) 429-3325 • Fax: (860) 429-3321 

March 24, 2011 

Rob Hellstrom 
Rob Hellstrom Land Surveying, LLC 
32 Main St 
Hebron, CT 06248 

PLAN APPROVAL MEMO 

Re: Subsurface Sewage Disposal System Plan for: 
Address: 64 Puddin Lane Mansfield Center CT 
Plan Designed by: Rob Hellstrom 
Plan Date: 2/14/2011, Latest Revision Date: 3/9/2011 

Dear Rob Hellstrom: 

The above referenced plan has been reviewed for compliance with the Connecticut Public Health Code and 
Technical Standards. The plan is approved with the following conditions: 

Lots 1 & 2: The plan presented appears to demonstrate the site evaluated is suitable and can comply 
pending final approval of a design plan by this office. 
The lot remaining with the existing dwelling has been evaluated for compliance with Section 19-13-B100a of 
the Public Health Code and found to satisfy requirements for reduction of potential repair area. 

Please note that this plan approval is not an approval to construct the sewage disposal system. 
If not already done, a completed application and fee for the Permit to Construct the Sewage Disposal System 
rnust be submitted to the health district for review and approval. The permit will be approved when all above 
.noted conditions of approval have been met. 

If you have any questions, please call the health district office at 860-429-3325. 

Sincerely, 

/'! -·--~ 
·~· 

/ y . Havens 
Sanitarian II 

v/ Cc:Greg Padick, Mansfield Town Planner 



Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

Dear C,ommission Members, 

17 Southwood Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 
March 30, 2011 

Attached please find two hundred and fifty five supporting signatures to the March 16, 
2011letter concerning the request to change the density designation in the 2006 
Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development to low density for the undeveloped 
land in the Hunting Lodge Road area. 

Please note that while there are many complete pages of signatures, there are also 
numerous pages that bear only a few signatures, therefore, please keep turning all the 
pages. 

You received in your March 21, 2011 meeting packet a copy of the March 16, 2011letter 
with my original signature and also that of Gene Salorio. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~-p-- j/i/11111 
Alison Hilding 



I 

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town ofMansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16;2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits.· The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term 
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise the safety of residents' private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater 
neighborhood might become compromised. 

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life. 
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Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16, 2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in tins 
neighborhood from toxic chenlicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chenlical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the prenlise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chenlical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term 
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
nlight de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chenlicals anew, and once again 
compronlise the safety of residents' private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in tlus area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater 
neighborhood nlight become compronlised. 

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains ofour quality of life. 

PrintNan1e Address 
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Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16, 2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the nnfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term 
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise the safety of residents' private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area that tl1e volume of water available to existing domestic wells ll;t the greater 
neighborhood might become compromised. 

We call upon the Plarming and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality oflife. 

Print Name Address 



Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16,2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development malces its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in tltis area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering otl1er 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
wltich remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear iflong-term 
pU111ping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise tl1e safety of residents' private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area tl1at tl1e volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater 
neighborhood might become compromised. 

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality oflife. 

Print Name Signature Address 
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Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16,2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinldng water pollution in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-tenn 
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise the safety of residents' private drinldng wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater 
neighborhood might become compromised. 

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality oflife. 

Address 
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Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16, 2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We malce this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water polluti()n in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
constmction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term 
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise the safety of residents' private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in tl1e greater 
neighborhood might become compromised. 

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life. 
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Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16, 2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate histmy of residential drinking water pollution in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development malces its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in this area. Tilis is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term 
pun1ping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise the safety of residents' private drinldng wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater 
neighborhood nlight become compronlised. 

We caii upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality oflife. 

Print Name Signature Address 
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Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16, 2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We make this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential drinking water pollution in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development makes its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in this area This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term 
pumping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise the safety of residents' private drinking wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area that the volume of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater 
neighborhood might become compromised. 

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life. 

Print Name Address 
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Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Town of Mansfield -Audrey Beck Building 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

March 16, 2011 

We the undersigned residents of Mansfield ask the Mansfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission to change the density designation in the 2006 Mansfield Plan of 
Conservation and Development from medium/ high density residential to low density 
residential for the undeveloped land within the greater Hunting Lodge Road 
neighborhood. 

We malce this request in light of the more than two decades of significant safety and 
social problems in this neighborhood which are a consequence of its already high 
population. 

Of equal concern is the unfortunate history of residential driulcing water pollution in this 
neighborhood from toxic chemicals that leached into the aquifer from the UCONN 
chemical pits. The current Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development malces its 
recommendation for medium/high density in Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood based 
on the premise that UCONN water would be continually and universally available to new 
construction in this area. This is no longer the case. While the town is considering other 
public water sources, none currently exist. 

The UCONN Landfill Remediation Program successfully stabilized the toxic chemicals 
which remain in the bedrock below the chemical pits. It is entirely unclear if long-term 
pmnping of new community wells in the greater Hunting Lodge Road neighborhood 
might de-stabilize this balance, mobilize the toxic chemicals anew, and once again 
compromise the safety of residents' private driulcing wells in the greater neighborhood. 

Moreover, we are concerned that if multiple community wells were added and operated 
in this area that the volmne of water available to existing domestic wells in the greater 
neighborhood might become compromised. 

We call upon the Planning and Zoning Commission to act now to protect our health, 
safety, and property, as well as what remains of our quality of life. 

Print Name Signature Address 
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Dennis R. Poitras 
Attorney At Law 
1733 Storrs Road 

P.O. Box534 
Storrs, Connecticut 06268 

Telephone (860) 487-0350 
Fax (860) 487-0030 or (860) 429-4694 

Email: drooitras@yahoo.com 

March 23,2011 

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
c/o Greg Paddick, Town Planner 
Town of Mansfield 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

Re: The Villages at Freedom Green- Phase IVC 
Bonding 

Dear Greg: 

I am writing to request permission to stop collecting bond escrow funds for Phase 4C. 

There is currently in excess of $200,000.00 in the bond account for Phase 4C. 

There are thirteen units remaining to be declared in Phase IV C. The bonded items 
remaining to be completed include paving, grading and landscaping. Enclosed herewith 
is a statement of substantial completion from our engineer, Robert Amantea. Also 
enclosed is an estimate from Boivin Construction of $70,400.00 for the remaining 
paving. Finish grading, planting and landscaping is estimated by my client at under 
$20,000.00 . 

...:...-RespeetfutliSi:mr' 

1 / . 

Denni~)~tfas 
Enc. 



~ESIGN DEVELOPMENT 

Feb. 28, 2011 

Town of Mansfield 
Planning Department 
4 South Eagleville Road 
Mansfield, Ct. 06268 
Attn. Greg Paddock 

Re: Freedom Green 
Phase IV C 

Dear Mr. Paddock, 

PhaseiVC 

458 EAST MAIN STREET 
MERIDEN, CT 06450 203-235-9809 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
LAND SURVEYORS 

We have made an inspection of the completed road, water, storm and sanitary for this 
section and find it to be in substantial conformance with the approved plans prepared by 
this office. Work that remains to be completed, includes final grading/landscaping around 
13 additional units and final coarse of pavement, clean drainage structures, walks and 
driveways. 



PROPOSAL -boivin , inc. 

PO BOX 337 
COLUMBIA, CT 06237 

TEL: 860·228-4030 
BOO-PAVE 145 

FAX; 860·226·1808 
Stale Reglslratlo·n No. 516255 

PlOI'OUL nUMIOrD 10 
(UUEINMTE~ CAllED "11UVU'1 

JEAN BEAUDOIN 
PHON F. fAX fllONt 

STUET 10a NANE 

Cln. 1l4a AND l.lP COOl MERIDEN,CT JOJlOCAnON 

FREEDOM GREEN 

MANSFIELD. CT 

JEAN BEAU 00 IN 
AntNTION UOfEli'Y OWNfO BY 

1. RESURFACING· Roadway"""' of approx. 33,591 Sq. Feet, wcrlt to include: keyinB of lrnrulitia:>, 
adjWitment of lotn1Ctllre!!, !Nieeping, merrual application of tack coat, LEveling as needed, inltallation of I 
Ill' ofBituminoue ComrcteTop in 1 COll!'lle(e). REMOVAL OF SEDMS INCLUDED 
DEVIATIONliiNFOOTAGEBY UNIT PRICE IF ANY 
ASPHALT ESCALT.ATIONIF ANY APPLiEs 
UNKNOWN COST OF ASPHALT BASED ON :WlO CLOSING COST PER TON 

2. NEW CONSTRUCTION- Driveway.,..,. of opprOOt 9,999 Sq. Feet, wcrlt to include:fme grading 1!!\d 
rollinB of exioting brure, inatallntion o£2.' ofBituminooa Concrete in I cClUl'liE(o), '2.' of Top. BASED ON 
DOING AT LEAST TWO AT ONE TIME IF MORE CAN BE PAVED AT ONCE DISCOUNT W01JLD 
APPLY 

ASPHALT Ei<:CALT.ATION APPLIES IF APPLICABLE 

TERMS: Net cash upon ccmplallon and up.on recolpt of rlnallrwolco, no relalnago to bo held. Subject 1o crtdlt approval. 
ESTliiATE EXPIRATION: fhls esllmale 19 valid for30 days. 
COMP~E110H.DATE OF THIS CONTRACT WILL BE: 05fd1/11 
MOBILIZA110HS: Prlca basad on a1 mobililollon(s). 

! ., 5608 
DATf 

01/19/11 

SALES TAX: Prlcas lncludelha appllcablo Connoclicul solos lux an molortalo and olhor rololod lo<oblo Items lo ba usod on this projocl. 

NOTICE: Thla Dgreem~:~nt Ia subjecl to the Connecticut Home So Hell a lion Act: You ths buyer (owner), may cancel this tranact\cn at any time prior to midnight 
of lholhlrd buelneos dey oner lho dale ollhlolronaacllon. See tho olloehed nolloe of oenoellotlon form lor on "!'Pianalkm or lhlo right 

"·, Unleaa o lump 1um price io to ba paid for tha foregoing work ond Ia clearly 110 stated it !11 underotood and etgread that tho quantities referred to 
Obova ere eetlmatas unly end that poymont ehoU bo made ot tho stated unit prlo11111 on the aotulll quantltioo of woJk p!!!tformad by tha Company as 
determined ut~on completion of tho work. 

If tht~ forgoing meats with your acceptanoo, kindly elgn and return tho etlachl!ld copy of our proposal. Upon lls rooalpt ltls undennood the 
forcgolng,lnoludlng lho terma end conditions set forth on th!! revarso side hereof, will oonatltute tha full end complete agroamar.t botwaan us.· 

This propoQel aJCplraa thirty (301 doyo !rom tho dfltO hereof, but moy be oooCJptud ot eny !alar dste at thCJ solo option of th11 Company. 

ACCEPTED: 
tgry and or~ barcby attGpttd. 

Title 

ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF SALE APPEAR ORIGINAL 
T • ' 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

GREGORY J. P ADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

Memo to: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission s;9· 
From: Gregory Padick, Director of Planning . 
Date: Thursday, March 31, 2011 
Re: 3/31111 Draft Revisions to the Zoning Regulations 

Please find attached 3/30/11 draft revisions to various sections of the Zoning Regulations. The draft 
revisions include: 

1. Incorporation of a new intent section and new Design Ctiteria for the Planned Business-3 zone 
(Four Comers Area). 

2. Incorporation of revised application and approval criteria designed to protect historic resources 
and add new zoning permit, site plan and special permit approval criteria that would apply to 
exterior construction in Plan of Conservation and Development designated historic village areas. 

3. Incorporation of new reference revisions to existing Architectural and Design Standards and 
specific revisions and additions to these standards. 

4. Incorporation of new setback provisions for outdoor recreational facilities. 
5. Incorporation of revised site plan and special permit submission and approval criteria for lighting 

improvements. 
6. Incorporation of revised provisions for sidewalk, bikeway, trail and other pedestrian and bicycle 

improvements and construction details for recreational improvements. 
7. Incorporation of revised notification provisions. 
8. Incorporation of revised standards for refuse areas. 

The draft revisions have been worked on the past months by the PZC Regulatory Review Committee. 
They were refined at the 3/30/11 committee meeting and are considered ready for PZC consideration and 
the scheduling of a public hearing. May 16'h has been tentatively identified as an appropriate public 
hearing date. Explanatory notes will be added before referrals are distributed. It also is noted that the 
Committee is continuing to refmed proposed revisions to the agricultural regulations. It is expected that 
dra:ft agricultural regulation revisions will be submitted to the Commission for review at the April 19'11 

meeting. If the Commission considers the 3/30/11 draft revisions ready for public hearing the following 
motion should be considered: 

MOVE seconds, that a public hearing be scheduled for Mav 16'h, 2011 to 
hear comments on the attached 3/30/11 draft revisions to the Zoning Regulations. The draft 
regulations shall be specifically referred to the Town Attorney, WIN COG Regional Planning 
Commission, adjacent municipalities, Town Council, Zoning Board of Appeals, Conservation 
Commission, Eastern Highlands Health District, Open Space Preservation Committee, Four 
Corners Water ·and Sewer Advisory Committee and Design Review Panel. 



PAGE 
Hl{RAK 



March 30, 2011 Draft 

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions 
Re: Planned Business-3 Area (Four Corners) 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(Explanatory Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

1. In Article VII, Section N; revise the title of this section to insert "Four Corners" between "44" and 
"Area'' 

N. Uses Permitted In The Planned Business 3 Zone (Route 195/Route 44 Four Corners Area) 

2. Add a new Section N.l. to read as follows: 

1. Intent 

The Planned Business-3 zone is situated in the "Four Corners" area of Town at or near the 
intersection of State Routes 44 and 195. Tlris historically important crossroads area has provided in 
part commercial services to Mansfield residents and visitors for over 200 years. Due in part to the 
lack of public sewer and water services. many properties in this area have deteriorated over the past 
few decades and a number of businesses have closed. Consistent with Mansfield's Plan of 
Conservation and Development, it is the Town's objective to revitalize the Four Corners area and 
Town officials are working to address existing infrastructure needs. 

Due to current infrastructure deficiencies, the current listing of permitted uses in the Planned 
Business zone is limited. However, upon approval of commitments to provide public sewer and 
water services to this area, it is the intent of the Planning and Zoning Commission to review and, as 
appropriate, modify zone classifications and zone boundaries; the listing of permitted uses maximum 
height and coverage requirements and all other associated land use regulations. In the interim. the 
Commission has established in Article X, Section A, initial design criteria that will help establish a 
design framework for the planned revitalization and growth of this area. 

3. Renumber Article VII Section N.l. as N.2 and revised and reformat existing provisions to read as 
follows: 

2. General 

The uses listed or referenced below in Section N.2 in separate categories and associated site 
improvements are permitted in the Planned Business 3 zones provided: 

a. Any special requirements associated with a particular use are met; 

b. [provided] Applicable provisions of Article X, Section A are met; and 

c. [provided] Special Permit approval is obtained in accordance with the provisions of Article 
V, Section B for any of the activities delineated in Article VII, Section A.2. 



Article VII, Sections A.3, A.4 and A.5 also include or reference provisions authorizing the 
Zoning Agent to approve changes in the use of existing structures or lots and authorizing the 
PZC Chairman and Zoning Agent to approve minor modifications of existing or approved site 
improvements. 

4. Add a new Article X, Section A.ll to read as follows: 

11. Special Provisions for the Planned Business-3 Zone (Four Corners Area-Route 195/44) 

Four Comers Design CI"iteria 
To facilitate the coordinated development or redevelopment of properties in the Four Corners area, 
the following design criteria have been established. In addition to addressing the Architectural and 
Design standards contained in Article X. Section R, all proposed development in the Four Corners 
area shall comply with the following design criteria: 

a. Developments along Routes 44 and 195 and along North Hillside Road shall incorporate a 
prominent pedestrian oriented and extensively landscaped streetscape. The streetscape area shall 
include a walkway/bikeway, street trees and other landscape enhancements and, as deemed 
appropriate by the Commission, pedestrian sitting areas, bicycle racks, bus stops and bus 
shelters. The required streets cape area shall be a minimum width of fifty (50) feet (from edge of 
street) unless specifically reduced by the Commission based on site characteristics and the site 
specific development plan. 

b. To enhance vehicular and pedestrian safety, site layouts shall be designed with the primarv goals 
of minimizing curb cuts along public roadways and providing or facilitating interior connections 
between adjacent properties. 

c. Except where specifically waived by the Commission based on site characteristics and the site 
specific development plan, new buildings and associated landscape areas shall be located 
immediately adjacent to streetscape areas to further enhance roadside aesthetics and a significant 
pedestrian orientation. 

d. Exceyt where specifically waived by the Commission based on site characteristics and the site 
specific development plan, parking, loading, waste disposal and storage areas shall be located to 
the rear or side ofbuildings and screened from adjacent roadways and walkway/bikeways. 

e. All parking areas shall be designed to provide clearly defined pedestrian pathways within the 
parking area and to and from building entries. 

f. New buildings shall be designed to minimize mass by utilizing smaller visual components 
through the use of projections, recesses, varied facade treatments, varied rooflines and pitches, 
and where appropriate, variations in building materials and colors; 

g. Site specific landscape and lighting plans shall be designed by qualified professionals and 
implemented to reduce visual impact, minimize light spill (undesirable light that falls outside the 
area of intended illumination) and promote compatibilitv with neighboring agricultural and 
residential uses. 

h. Developments consisting of more than one structure shall.exhibit a high degree of coordination 
in site planning, architectural design, site design and site detailing. All physical components 
shall be designed to complement an overall plan. 

1. Building materials are a significant factor in defining the appearance of a building and 
coordinating development within an area. Traditional high quality building materials, such as 
brick and wood siding. that reflect Mansfield's architectural tradition shall be used in the Four 
Corners area. Modern materials, such as fiber cement siding that have the same visual 
characteristics as wood, may be used but the following materials are examples of materials that 



are not considered acceptable in the Four Comers area: highly reflective metal or plastic siding 
or panels, brushed aluminum, bronzed glass, concrete siding, unfinished concrete block and 
corrugated fiberglass. 

J. National franchise uses shall utilize building designs and building materiaJs that reflect 
Mansfield's architectural traditions in their form, detailing and material. 

Explanatorv Note: 
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March 30, 2011 Draft 

Proposed Zoning Regnlation Revisions 
Re: Historic Preservation criteria/Historic Village Areas 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(Explanatory Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes 
are not part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

1) In Article V, Section A.3.d.15 incorporate the following revisions: 

Existing and proposed fencing, walls, screening, buffer and landscaped areas, including the location, 
size and type of significant existing vegetation and unique or special landscape elements; historic 
features including but not limited to old foundations, dams, sluiceways, mill races, rip-rapping, wells 
and other utility features, walks, paths, hitching posts and former gardens, arbors or enclosed areas; 
and the location, size and type of proposed trees and/or shrubs. Plants identified in the current State 
Department of Environmental Protection Agency listing of invasive species shall not be used. 
[Areas to remain as natural or undisturbed and areas to be protected through the use of conservation 
easements shall be identified on the site plan.] 

2) In Article V, Section A.S.d incorporate the following revisions: 

d. The proposal has made safe and suitable provisions for water supply, waste disposal, flood 
control, fire and police protection, the protection of the natural environment, including air quality 
and surface and groundwater quality and the protection of existing aquifers and existing and 
potential public water supplies, cemeteries, historic structures and other features of historic 
value[;L 

For all properties within one of the ten (10) historic village areas identified in Article X, Section 
J, the special historic village area review criteria contained in Article X, Section J.2 also shall be 
complied with; 

3) In Article V, Section A.S J add "or other historic features" after "stonewalls" and replace "specimen" 
with "significant". 

4) In Article VITI, Section A, (Schedule of Dimensional Requirements Chart), add a new footnote 21 
for the minimum front, side and rear setback line columns. The new footnote 21 shall read as 
follows: 

21. The Planning and Zoning Commission shall have the right to reduce or increase front, side 
andlorrear setback line requirements for properties within one of the ten (10) historic village 
areas identified in Article X, Section J. Setback reductions or increases shall only be approved 
or required where the reduction or increase in setback is considered necessary to address the 
special historic village area review criteria contained in Article X. Section J.2. 

I 



5) In Article X, delete existing Section J (Special Provisions for multi-family housing without sewers) 
in its entirety and replace it with a new Article X, Section J to read as follows: 

J. Special Provisions for Plan of Conservation and Development designated Historic Village Areas 

1. Intent 
Mansfield's Plan ofConservation and Development emphasizes the importance of preserving 
historic structures, historic neighborhoods and other historic and/or archaeological resources. 
Although seventeen (17) separate historic village areas are identified in Mansfield's Master 
Plan, ten (10) of these areas have retained.common characteristics that warrant special 
protective measures. To help preserve and enl1ance the character of these remaining village 
areas, the following special provisions have been adopted. These provisions shall apply to 
the following historic village areas as specifically identified on Map 5 of Mansfield's Plan of 
Conservation and Development: Eagleville, Gurlevville, Hanlcs HilL Mansfield Center, 
Mansfield Depot, Mansfield Four Comers, Mansfield Hollow, Mount Hope, Spring Hill and 
Wormwood Hill. 

2. Special Historic Village Area Review Criteria 
All exterior construction within the ten (1 0) historic village areas noted above in Section 1, 
including but not limited to new primarv or accessory structures, building additions, 
swimming pools, signs and site work or site improvements, that require site plan or special 
permit approval pursuant to Article V, Sections A orB of these regulations and/or Zoning 
Permit approval pursuant to Article XI, Section C of these regulations shall comply with the 
following provisions: 
a. New buildings and site improvements shall be designed to fit the individmil 

characteristics of their particular site and village neighborhood. Careful consideration 
shall be given to promoting compatibilitv in architectural form, massing, detail and 
materials. Compatible designs do not require uniformity in building styles. 

b. All structural elements shall be in scale with and proportionate to adjacent buildings and 
other visual structures. 

c. Overall spacing between roadside structures within the village area shall be maintained. 
d. Setbacks from roadways and property lines shall be consistent with neighboring 

structures within the village areas. 
e. The height of new building shall be consistent with neighboring structures within the 

village area. One and one-half to two and one-half story structures are tvoical in 
Mansfield's historic village areas. Through the use of variations in building height, roof 
line and grade definition, the perceived high of buildings can be influenced. 

f. Building and site improvements shall be designed to avoid inwacts on significant trees, 
stone walls, scenic views and vistas and other features that contribute to a historic village 
area. 

g. Traditional building materials, such as wood siding and brick that reflect Mansfield's 
architectural tradition shall be used. Modern materials, such as fiber cement siding, that 
have the same visual characteristics as wood are considered acceptable. 

2 



6) In Article X, Section R.2.b. add the following to the end ofthe existing section: 

(see Article X. Section J. 2 for special historic village area review criteria) 

7) In Article XI, Section C.l (Zoning Permit Applicability) add a new section C.l.7. to read as follows: 

7. The erection, placement or enlargement of any structure, sign, fence, wall or similar site 
improvement for properties within one of the ten (] 0) historic village areas identified in Article 
X, Section J. 

8) In Article XI, Section C.3 (Approval Considerations for Zoning Permits) add a new Section C.3.j. to 
read as follows: 

J. For all properties within one of Mansfield's designated "Historic Districts" and/or one of the ten 
(] 0) historic village areas identified in Article X. Section J, no zoning permit shall be issued 
until: 
1. Any required "Certificate of Appropriateness" has been granted by Mansfield's Historic 

District Commission; 
2. The Planning and Zoning Commission has reviewed the proposed development and 

determined compliance with the special historic village area review criteria contained in 
Article X, Section J.2. 

3 





March 30, 2011 Draft 

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions 
Re: Architectural and Design Standards 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(Explanatmy Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

1. Revise Article V, Section A.l to incorporate the following revision: 

As required in other sections of these Zoning Regulations, the approval of a site plan [application] may 
be necessary for new construction, including expansion; site modifications; new uses and changes in 
use. The following site plan requirements are designed to ensure the appropriate and orderly use and 
development ofland within Mansfield's assorted Zoning Districts; to minimize any detrimental effects 
on neighborhood character, the natural environment and property values; and to protect and promote 
Mansfield's health, welfare and safety. 

For all projects involving new construction, the Architectural and Design Standards contained in Article 
X. Section R shall be utilized as determinants to organize a site layout and to develop the composition 
and character of new buildings and site improvements. The use of these standards will facilitate 
Mansfield's application review and approval processes. 

2. Revise Article V, Section B.l to incorporate the following revision: 

It is recognized that there are certain uses that would only be appropriate in Town if controlled as to 
area, location, or relation to the neighborhood so as to promote the public health, safety and general 
welfare. As provided for elsewhere in these regulations, such uses shall be treated as special permit uses 
and provided procedures, standards and conditions set forth or referenced herein are complied with, 
these uses may be permitted in their respective zoning districts. All such uses are considered to have 
special characteristics and accordingly each application must be carefully reviewed on a case-by-case 
basis. 

For all projects involving new construction, the Architectural and Design Standards contained in Article 
X, Section R shall be utilized as determinants to organize a site layout and to develop the composition 
and character of new buildings and site improvements. The use of these standards will facilitate 
Mansfield's application review and approval processes. 

3. Revise Article X, Section R (Architectural and Design Standards) to incorporate the following revisions: 

A. Revise Section 2.f. to read as follows: 

f. Vehicular and pedestrian safety and accessibility shall be addressed in a comprehensive and 
intermodal manner. Design site entrances and, where appropriate, building entrances, to be 
clearly visible and identifiable from public accessways or any other primary vantage points. 
[Vehicular and pedestrian safety issues need to be addressed.] Provide safe and attractive 
walkway/bikeways and. where appropriate, public transit amenities and interconnected 



development that promotes walking and cycling to, and within. the area and enhanced public 
transit opportunity. 

B, Revise Section 3.g, to read as follows: 

g. [Consider n]Natural materials, or modern materials with the same visual characteristics, in their 
traditional applications (e.g., wood, stone, brick, glass, metal, etc.) should be used as primary 
building materials. [Limit t]Ihe number of different materials on the exterior building elevation 
should be limited and attention shall be given to detail at corners, trim, openings and wherever 
there are abutting materials. Long term maintenance shall be an important consideration in the 
selection of building materials. 

C, Add a new Section 3.h. to read as follows: 

h. National franchise uses shall utilize building designs and building materials that reflect 
Mansfield's architectural traditions in their form, materials and details. 

D. Add a new Section 3.i. to read as follows: 

1. Secondary rear or side building facades that are visible from public spaces or adjacent properties 
shall be designed to complement the architectural treatment of primary facades. 

E. Add a new Section 3.j. to read as follows: 

J. The design of signage, lighting fixtures, accessory structures, fences, storage enclosures, bicycle 
racks, benches, trash baskets and other site improvements shall be coordinated with primary 
buildings in form, materials and details. 

F. Add a new Section 3 .k. to read as follows: 

k. · Buildings shall be sited and designed to promote energy conservation. Consideration should be 
given to solar orientation, insulation, lighting, plumbing, landscaping and other energy efficient 
design elements. 

G. Revise Section 4.c. to read as follows: 

c. Utilize landscape buffers, berms, fencing, etc to screen parking areas and waste storage areas 
from adjacent streets, walkways, bikeways. other pubic spaces, and, as appropriate, neighboring 
properties. 

Explanat01y Note: 



March 30, 2011 D1·aft 

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions 
Re: Setbacks for Outdoor Recreational Facilities 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(ExplanatOJy Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

A. In Article VIII, Section A, revise the heading of the Schedule of Dimensional Requirements Chart to 
read as follows: 

Unless specific exceptions are noted in other sections of these regulations, (particularly Article VIII, 
Section B, Article VII and Article X), this schedule of dimensional requirements shall apply to all lots, 
buildings, structures and site improvements, including parking, loading, outdoor recreational facilities 
such as tennis. volleyball or basketball courts that are distinct from driveway /parking areas or lawns, 
and outside storage areas. See other side of this page for notes included in this Schedule. 

B. In Article VIII, revise Section A to read as follows: 

Unless specific exceptions are noted in other sections of these regulations, all lots, buildings, structures 
and site improvements, including parking, loading outdoor recreational facilities such as tennis. 
volleyball or basketball courts that are distinct from driveway /parking areas or lawns, and outside 
storage areas erected or altered after the enactment of these Zoning Regulations, shall conform to the 
dimensional requirements for the subject zone in which the building, lot, structure or improvement is 
located as specified in the Schedule of Dimensional Requirements which is included in these 
Regulations. 

Explanato1y Note: 
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March 30, 2011 Draft 

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions 
Re: Lighting Requirements 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(ExplanatOI)' Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. These notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

A. In Section A.3.d.17 incorporate the following revisions: 

Existing and proposed outdoor illumination, including method and intensity of proposed lighting and 
manufacturer's installation charts. Comprehensive lighting plans with foot candle details can be 
required as determined by the Commission. 

B. In Section A.S.g. incorporate the following revisions: 

The proposal has adequately considered all potential nuisances such as noise and outdoor lighting. 
Except where specifically authorized by these Regulations, all lighting shall be the minimum necessary 
to address safety and security needs talcing into account manufacturer's installation charts and spacing 
recommendations for the proposed lighting. All lighting fixtures shall be designed to prevent 
undesirable illumination or glare above the site or beyond the site's property lines. All lighting fixtures 
shall be shielded and aimed downward unless it can be demonstrated that alternative designs will not 
result in spill light (undesirable light that falls outside the area of intended illumination). 

Explanato1y Note: 
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Mm-ch 30,2011 Draft 

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions 
Re: Recreational and Pedestrian Improvements 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(Explanatol)' Notes are provided to assist with an understanding oftne proposed revisions. These notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

A. In Article V, Section A.3.d.l3, replace "pedestrian ways" with "sidewalks, bikeways, paths and trails". 

B. In Article V, Section A.3 .d.l8 incorporate the following revisions: 

Location of existing and proposed recreational facilities including appropriate construction details for 
trails, ball fields, playgrounds. swimming pools, tennis, volleyball or basketball courts or other 
recreational improvements. 

C. In Article V, Section A.5.e. incorporate the following revisions: 

Vehicular and pedestrian access to the property and egress from the property and internal vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic patterns are safe and suitable and have been designed to maximize safety and avoid 
hazards and congestion. Adequate provisions have been made to address accessibility problems of 
handicapped individuals. All curb cuts shall have adequate sightlines and adjacent streets shall have 
adequate capacity to safely accommodate the traffic flows associated with the proposed use(s). As 
deemed necessary, offsite road and drainage improvements may be required by the Commission; 

Sidewalks, bikeways, trails and/or other improvements designed to encourage and enhance safe 
pedestrian and bicycle use shall be required, unless specifically waived by a three-quarter {3/4) vote of 
the entire Commission (7 votes), for all sites within or proximate to Plan of Conservation and 
Development designated "Planned Development Areas; proximate to schools, playgrounds, parks and 
other public facilities; or proximate to existing or plarmed walkway, bicycle or trail routes. In evaluating 
any waiver request, the Commission shall consider the size and the location of the proposed 
development, its relationship to existing or planning development. school sites, playground areas and 
other public areas and the location and nature of existing or plarmed sidewalk, bikeway or trail 
improvements. 

Explanaton' Note: 
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March 30, 2011 Draft 

Proposed Zoning Regulation Revisions 
Re: a. Notification Requirements, b. Refuse Areas, c. Other 

(New provisions are underlined or otherwise indicated) 
(Deletions are bracketed or otherwise indicated) 
(ExplanatOI)' Notes are provided to assist with an understanding of the proposed revisions. TI1ese notes are not 
part of the proposed zoning revisions.) 

A. Notification Requirements 

1. In Article V, Section A.3.c. delete "return receipt" in line 6; 

2. In Article V, Section B.3.c. insert "and" between "owners" and "a listing" in line 9 and delete "and 
return receipts from certified mailings" in lines 9 and 10. 

B. Refuse Areas: 

1. In Article V, Section A.3.d.14. incorporate the following revisions: 

Existing and proposed off-street parking and loading areas, fire access lanes, outside storage and 
refuse areas, and underground and aboveground fuel and chemical storage tanks. All required 
parking spaces, loading areas, fire lanes, etc. shall be clearly delineated with pavement markings or 
other suitable measures. All refuse areas shall be adequatelY sized for both refuse and materials to 
be recycled and shall be screened to minimize visual impact. 

C. Other: 

1. In Article V, Sections A.2 and A.3 replace "Town Planner" with "Director of Planning" 

Explanato1y Note: 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

GREGORY J. P ADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

Memo to: Town Council 
From: Gregory Padick, Director of Planoing 
Date: March 31,2011 
Re: March 2011 Draft UConn Water Supply Plan 

This memo updates my 3/23/11 memo. The Town has submitted a written request to the University of 
Com1ecticut to extend the deadline for Town comments until April26'11

• This requested extension which 
is expected to be approved, will allow additional time for the Plmming and Zoning Commission, 
Conservation Commission, Town Council and staff to review the draft and formulate consolidated 
comments. I expect formal approval of the extension request prior to Monday's meeting. 

Assuming UConn approval, the Commission should be expected to act on this issue at its April 19'11 

meeting. Discussion should begin on Monday and my staff report will be provided in the April19'11 

agenda packet. 



TUWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPI\1ENT 

GREGORY J. PADICK, DIRECTOR OF PLANNil'lG 

Memo to: 

From: 
Date: 
Re: 

Town Council 
Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission 
Conservation Commission 

Gregory Padick, Director of Planning 
March 23, 2011 
March 2011 Draft UConn Water Supply Plan 

Please find attached the Table of Contents, Lists of Tables and selected pages from a March 2011 Draft 
UConn Water Supply Plan as prepared by Milone and MacBroom Inc. This draft plan would replace 
UConn's existing Water Supply Plan. I also have attached selected pages from associated "Water 
Conservation" and "Wellfield Management Plans". Complete copies of all three draft plans are available 
at: http://www.facilities.ucoru1.edu/vvtr-swr.html Copies also are available at the Library and Town 
Clerk's Office. 

The subject plans provide important infonnation about UConn' s existing water facilities, supply issues, 
existing and anticipated demands and recommended system improvements. The draft plans will be 
submitted 'to the State Department of Public Health in May 2011. Prior to this submission, Univers.ity 
Officials will consider potential revisions based on public comments submitted on the draft plan. The 
deadline for submitting public comments is Aprill8, 2011. 

Consistent with past Town practices, an effort will be made to forward consolidated Town comments 
prior to the Aprill8'h public comments period deadline. Mansfield staff members are in the process of 
reviewing the March 2011 draft plans and it is anticipated that staff comments will be available prior to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission's April4'h meeting. Subsequently, Planning and Zoning 
Commissions comments and any comments then available from the Conservation Commission will be 
forwarded to the Town Council prior to the Council's April 11th meeting. It is noted that the Conservation 
Commission does not have a regularly scheduled meeting ui:ltil April 20'h and it may be appropriate for 
the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Town Council to authorize the PZC Chairman and Mayor 
to incorporate supplemental comments provided by the Conservation Commission. 

It is understood that all comments received on the draft plan will be included in the submittal to the State 
Department of Public Health. University representatives also plan to include a description of any changes 
made to the plans in response to received comments. Comments on the draft plans should be sent in 
writing to Mr. Jason Coile, Environmental Compliance Analyst, UConn Office of Environmental Policy, 
31 LeDoyt Road, Unit 2088, Storrs, CT 06269. 

Please contact me at (860) 429-3329 or padiclcgj@mansfieldct.org if you have any questions regarding 
the water supply plan review process. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The University of Connecticut currently provides potable water to the area of Storrs, 

Connecticut and portions· of the sutTounding Town of Mansfield. This water supply plan 

is an update of the University of Connecticut ("University") Water Supply Plan dated 

November 2004, revised January 2006, and approved by the Connecticut Department of 

Public Health (DPH) on May 23, 2006. The subject water supply plan addresses both the 

Main Campus water system (public water system #CT0780021) and the Depot Campus 

water system (public water system #CT0780011) that are identified separately by the 

DPH 1• Figure 1-1 depicts the area served by the University of Connecticut. 

Certain regulated water utilities in Connecticut must complete water supply plans in 

accordance with Section 25-32d of the Connecticut General Statutes, Section 25-32d of 

the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, and the updated Water Supply Plan 

regulations2 adopted in the year 2005. The Water Supply Plan regulations and the 

supporting statutes recognize that planning is a critical management activity of all water 

utilities. The principal goals of water system planning as defined by the DPH are to: (I) 

ensure an adequate quantity of pure drinking water, now and in the future; (2) ensure 

orderly growth of the system; and (3) makeefficient usc of available resources. 

Although the University is not considered a "water company" as set forth in Connecticut 

General Statute (CGS) Section 25-32a, the University views the Water Supply Plan as an 

integral device in plmming for a safe and adequate water supply system through the 

foreseeable future. Thus, this plan addresses (when possible) the requirements of CGS 

Section 25-32d and the University will distribute the plan to reviewing agencies and 

interested parties for review and comment. 
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The University is fortunate to have access to high quality drinking water through its 

Fenton River and Willimantic River wellfields. These resources have served the 

University for decades and will continue to serve the University for years to come. The 

supply and distribution system also includes a water treatment facility at each wellfield, 

three booster pumping stations, six water storage tanks, and 23 miles of water 

transmission and distribution mains. 

Currently, the University withdraws water from eight production wells, with four 

production wells located at each wellfield. Seven of the eight wells are gravel packed 

wells, and all eight wells are constructed as high-capacity wells in stratified drift. Recent 

environmental studies, namely the "Fenton River Study" of20063 and the "Willimantic 

River Study" of 20104
, have demonstrated that operating the wells results in diminution of 

river flows. Under certain low river flow conditions, extended pumping may result in 

adverse environmental impacts. As such, both wellfields have been recently operated in 

accordance with individual management plans that are hereby consolidated in the 

Wellfield Afanagement Plan developed in association with this Plan. 

The University also has a considerable amount of water storage capacity with over eight 

million gallons (MG) available. This storage volume, in combination with the 

University's booster pump capacity and well production capacity, enables the University 

to accommodate all of its system demands, including peak day demands. The University 

could tum off its wellfields and be able to meet average day demand from storage alone 

for several days. 

Average daily demand was 1.29 million gallons per day (mgd) in 2010. The construction 

and development of the "UConn 2000" and "21'' Century UConn" initiatives have not 

adversely stressed the University's water system. In fact, the University is using less 

water today than it did back in the 1980s and early-to-mid 1990s. This is due to water 

conservation efforts and capital improvement programs aimed at reducing water leakage 
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and overall consumption. The University continues to be committed to conserving water 

and installing water efficient devices in new construction. 

This Water Supply Plan evaluates various components ofthe University's water system 

for the 5-, 20-, and 50-year planning periods. The five-year planning period is projected 

from the year ofthe plan preparation (2010). The 20- and 50-year planning periods are 

projected from the most recent decennial census (201 0). Accordingly, these planning· 

periods correspond to the years 2015,2030 and 2060. 

This Plan assesses the ability of the University to meet the intended goals of the Statutes 

and Regulations of the DPH, and outlines capital improvements and operations necessary· 

to meet those goals in the future. The information contained in this Plan was obtained 

from a variety of sources, including a review of University files and written and verbal 

information obtained from University staff. Additional information was obtained from a 

review of reports and records relative to the water supply system that were formulated 

since the previous Plan. Where appropriate, portions of these documents have been 

incorporated. 

Budgetary estimates are referenced in this docum.ent. These are preliminary estimates 

and arc intended to be used for planning purposes only. Opinions of probable capital and 

operational costs are based on best estimates. Actual costs may substantially vary from 

Lhe costs reported in this planning document. 

Special thanks is given to the following individuals from the University, the Town of 

Mansfield, and The Connecticut Water Company for their time, effort, and input 

throughout the preparation of this plan: 

0 Mr. Thomas Callahan, Vice President, University of Connecticut 

o lvlr. Eugene Roberts, Facilities Operators Director, University of Connecticut 

o Mr. Michael Pacholski, University of Connecticut (retired) 
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0 Mr. Rich Miller, University of Connecticut Office of Environmental Policy 

0 Mr. Tim Tussing, Facilities Manager, Water & Sewer, University of Connecticut 

0 Mr. Jason Coile, University of Connecticut Office of Environmental Policy 

o Mr. Pete Puhlick, Utility Maintenance Engineer, University of Connecticut 

0 Mr. Stanley Nolan, Energy Engineer, University of Connecticut 

o Mr. Lon Hultgren, Town of Mansfield Department of Public Works 

0 Mr. Greg Padick, Town of Mansfield Planning Department 

o Mr. Pete Pezanko, Contract Operator, Connecticut Water Company 

o Mr. Robert Wit1enzellner, Contract Operator, Connecticut Water Company 
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TABLE2-4 
Recent Water Supply System Upgrades and Initiatives 

',);i ;L::';;+•J';:, c ,; ·''' \, ;,. 
Production meter cleaning and ca\ibration1 

Repair Depot water treatment meter and r~___E]ace flow chart recorder 
Troubleshoot Fenton well pacing 
Install High Head level with chart recorder 
Rcpair.Willimantic transmission line 
Complete distribution m?-pping · 
Replace pumps on Willimantic Wells 1 & 3 
Install Willimantic pump controls/ protection- Wells l & 3 
Replace Fenton production meters 
Flow test Fenton booster pumps 
Repair Fenton chemical fiow meter/pacing 
Install temporarv pump/motor Willimantic Well 3 
Replace pompon Willimantic Well4 
Install Willimantic pump controls/protection- Well 4 
Re-drill Well]- Screen collapse 
Install Bone Jvlill Road tank level control 
Horsebarn Hill leak detection 
Instal1 \Villimantic wcllfield radio controls 
Replace Fenton caustic storage 
Integrate Fenton controls 
Repair Depot clay valve and replace contra l 
Repair Fenton Well D 
Insta11 Towers tank controls 
Re~air 550 gpm Clearwater tank booster 
Replace six-inch pipe to Central Utility Plant 
Four-year sub-metering program 
Fenton/Willimantic River USGS streamflow gages 
South Campus express line modifications 
New 16" water main- Towers to Glenbrook and North Eagleville Road 
R~laccment of two smaller Towers tanks with new 1 MG tank 
New Well Water Treatment Facility -Willimantic River Wellfield 
:toiH1't~hi(ti1W c:r,'l'· ::·····::: . .:e' ,,,.,,.,,"'''· ··u:: ::.:<· i.'··.·:t.v·:.:, 
Fenton River Instream Flow study 
Fenton River invertebrate study 
Water Supply Master Planning 
Water Conservation Study 
Willimantic River Level A Study 
Water System Hydraulic Study 
Reclaimed Water Feasibility Study 
Willimantic River Instream Flow Study 
NEWUS Operation and Management (2006-2009) 
Streamflow gauge operation (by USGS, per year) 
Compliance and Sustainability 

i:'ftH ,,,. ,.,,. " ''l''. 
I Now perfonned annually underNE\VUS contracl 
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$5,605 
$2,965 
$2,090 
$4,650 

$677,000 
$600 

$1,16,975 
$1,520 

$14,7?0 
.t620 

$15,250 
$8,065 

$78,265 
$2,265 

$48,100 
$18,580 

$1,520 
$30,075 
$90,500 

$1,520 
$2,840 

$85,500 
$18,300 
$62,230 

$110,000 
$2,400,000 

$22,000 
$360,000 

$2,300,000 
$2,500,000 
$3,500,000 

i'sh~.i·h'ris~•.: :''i 
$564,000 

$87,000 
$115,000 

$78,000 
$9,700 

$45,000 
$25,000 

$173,000 
$667,000 

$30.000 
$300,000 
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Professional Office Zone 1 (PO-l, associated with a few properties in Storrs), Planned 

Business Zone 2 (PB-2, associated with a few additional properties in Storrs), and 

Planned Business Zone 4 (PB-4, located along King Hill Road/North Eagleville Road) 

are currently in the water service area, as are the I zone (the Main and Depot Campuses) 

and the RDILI zone (North Campus). Of the residential zones, sections ofthe DMR, R-

90, and RAR-90 zones overlap with the water system. 

Future service areas described below in Section 6.2.6 are located in the PO-l and PB-2 

zones (Storrs Center); PB-4 zone (King Hill Road/North Eagleville Road), RDfLI zone 

(North Campus), and I (Depot Campus). All future committed developments to be 

served by the University's water system are believed to be appropriate for their zoning. 

6.2.5 General Discussion of Potential Future Service Areas 

The Town of Mansfield Water Supply Plan (Milone & MacBroom, Inc., 2002) 

summarized projected new water demands in the Town of Mansfield, including 

developable land as well as small public water systems that were considered candidates 

for an expanded University or municipal water supply. The discussion was broken into 

two categories: "Existing and! or Committed UConn Water Service" and "Not Served by 

UConn Water System." 

The category "Existing and/or Committed UConn Water Service" in the Mansfield plan 

included the North Campus area, Storrs Center project area, additional new University 

housing, I-Iolinko Apartments, the Nortl1 Eagleville Road/King Hill Road planned 

business area, and the Depot Campus. All of these areas were denoted as Plarmed 

Development Areas in the previous Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development, 

and some of them remain as such in the current Plan of Conservation and Development 

Much of the new University housing has been completed since 2002 (such as Hilltop 

Apartments, Charter Oak Apartments, and Charter Oak Suites), although the portion of 
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the new University housing that was p·redicted to be located at or west ofNorthwood 

Apartments is no longer proposed. The Storrs Center project, North Campus 

Development, and Depot Campus development arc all pending with different timetables. 

Finally, current plans are not in place for redevelopment ofthe North Eagleville 

Road/King Hill Road planned business area, although redevelopment could occur at any 

time. 

The category "Not Served by UConn Water System" included the following areas of 

interest: p01iions ofMeadowood Road, Mansfield Four Comers inclusive ofRosal 

Apartments, Carriage House Apartments, Club House Apartments, Hunting Lodge 

Apartments, Jensen's Rolling Hills Mobile Home Park, and undeveloped parcels off 

Hunting Lodge Road, Separatist Road, and South Eagleville Road. All of these listed 

areas are relatively proximal to the University water system. To date, none of the areas 

listed above have been connected to the University water system. Some of the areas 

remain undeveloped; some continue to use community water systems; and some continue 

to rely on individual private wells. 

Based on their inclusion in the Town of Mansfield Water Supply Plan, the above 

categories of future potential water demand were discussed in the University's Water and 

Wastewater Master Plan in 2007. The master plan included an additional category of 

future potential water demand based on a review of the Mansfield Plan of Conservation 

and Development. This review took an aggressive point of view relative to future water 

demands but did not attach timetables or likelihoods to the listed water demands: 

0 Orchard Acres Apartments off Separatist Road- Existing apartment complex with 

community water system; 

o . Parcels soutlnyest ofKnollwood Acres Apartments- Proposed medium- to high­

density age-restricted residential use; 

0 A parcel north of Route 44 and west of Cedar Swamp Road- Proposed medium- to 

high-density age-restricted residential use; 
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0 Parcels north of Jensen's Mobile Home Park adjacent to the Four Comers planned 

business area- Proposed medium- to high-density age-restricted residential use or 

medium- to high-density residential use; 

0 Parcels southwest of Hunting Lodge Apartments at Birch Road and Hunting Lodge 

Road- Proposed medium- to high-density residential use; and 

0 Parcel southeast ofHunting Lodge Apartments on Hunting Lodge Road- Proposed 

medium- to high-density residential use. 

Projected water demands for these parcels were primarily based on discussions with the 

Town of Mansfield Planning Department to detennine the potential number of units 

except for the following parcels, where alternate estimation methods were used: for the 

Orchard Acres apartment complex, population was reported in the DPH sanitary survey 

report; and for the small parcel located southwest of Hunting Lodge Apartments, zoning 

was used to estimate a nominal build-out of two housing units. 

During the development of the master plan, the Town of Mansfield also indicated that 

adjustments need to be considered for existing housing complexes that may increase 

density if water and sewer became available. The following complexes in particular were 

cited as potential candidates for additional water demands equal to 50% of the current 

estimated demands: Orchard Acres, Club House, Hunting Lodge and Carriage House 

Apartments. 

In total, the following future potential water demands were estimated in the Water and 

Wastewater Master Plan: 

0 Committed Service- 357,700 gpd 

0 Areas Identified in the Mansfield Water Supply Plan- 170,600 gpd 

0 Additional Areas- 118,900 gpd 
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Including all of the above demands and irrespective of time lines or actual likelihoods of 

development, the total future potential additional water demand for the University water 

system would be 647,200 gpd. 

6.2.6 Committed Future Service Areas 

Subsequent to the completion of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan, the University 

has revisited its commitments for water servicc·and currently has a finn understanding of 

future water demands that (1) are likely to occur and (2) will be served from the existing 

water system. These arc known as 11 COtnmitted water demands 11 and arc summarized in 

Table 6-3. 

TABLE 6-3 
Committed Water Demand Estimates 

Description 
CommiUcd Demand 

Estimate 
North Campus Development 89,600 APd 
Storrs Ccn ler 169,300 gpd 
North Eagleville Road/King Hill Road PBA 5,000 gpd 
Depot Campus (New Development) 93,800 gpd 
Total 357,700 f!pd 

A description of the estimate for each is provided below. 

North Campus- This area has been the focus of several studies and planning eiTorts. An 

Environmental Impact Evaluation (ElE) was first completed in 1994. The Outlying 

Parcels Master Plan (2000) and North Campus Master Plan EIE (2001) first provided 

detailed estimates of water demands on the order of 90,000 gpd exclusive of the 

residential components of the project (which have been constructed as the Charter Oak 

Apartments). The figure was based on an estimate of0.1 gpd per square foot of research, 

office, or retail. This multiplier is provided in the DPH design guidelines for estimating 

wastewater flows from non-residential buildings. 
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The current Draft Environmental Impact Statement (2007) has not directly revised water 

demands, although the total square footage has been modified very slightly from 900,000 

square feet to 896,000 square feet. Applying the same 0.1 gpd/square foot multiplier, the 

current estimate for water demand is 89,600 gpd. Table 6-4 provides a breakdown of the 

parcels and their respective square footage and water demand . 

. TABLE6-4 
North Campus Water Demand Estimates 

Parcel Building Squnrc Foot:1gc 
Average Day \Vater 
Demand Estimate 

B 281,000 28,100 gpd 
c 173,000 17,300 gpd 
D !27,000 12,700 gpd 
E 190,000 19,000 gpd 
G 90,000 9,000 gpd 
H Charter Oaks Apartments No new water demand 
J 35,000 3,500 gpd 

Total 89,600 f!pd 

The University recognizes that applying a multiplier of 0.1 gpdlsquare foot is not the 

most ideal means of estimating water demands, as an analysis of actual building usage is 

typically preferred. However, until such time that plans are in place for any one of the 

North Campus parcels, the estimate of 89,600 gpd is a reasonable figure to use for 

planning purposes. 

Storrs Center- The Storrs Center project has been in planning and development since 

2001, and is currently expected to include approximately 200,000 square feet of 

retail/restaurant use and 700 residential units. Of the 700 units, 290 are anticipated to 

consist of upscale apartment homes with a mixture of studio, one-bedroom, two-bedroom 

and three-bedroom units. Scheduled to be completed in 2012 and 2013, respectively, the 

first two phases will include both commercial and residential components. Phase IA will 

include 125 residential rental units and 30,000 square feet of retail/ restaurant space, 

while Phase ffi will include !50 residential rental units and 40,000 square feet of 

retaillrestaurant space. 
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Water demand estimates for the Storrs Center project were previously estimated in the 

Mansfield Water Supply Plan (2002) and the University's Water and Wastewater Master 

Plar1 (2007), with the most recent estimate at 169,300.gpd. 

Businesses at 1254 Stom Road, 13 Dog Lane, 10 Dog Lane (sometimes known as Phil's 

building), and 4 Dog Lane will be affected by the construction of Storrs Center, as are the 

University of Connecticut Design Center, Print Shop, and former Publications building. 

The University has been relocating its facilities throughout campus. The businesses will 

be relocated to the project site. Specifically, Select Physical Therapy (13 Dog Lane), 

Tailoring by Tima (10 Dog Lane), Storrs Automotive (4 Dog Lane) and the businesses at 

1254 Storrs Road (Wings, Travclplanners, Campus Cuts, Body Language, and Slcoras 

barber shop) are current businesses that will be relocated to the new development. 

The leasing process for Phase lA began in 2009. Twelve tenants have signed leiters of 

intent, including some existing businesses. These are Vanilla Bean Cafe, Cosimos, 

Insomnia Cookies, Moe's Southwest Grill, Storrs Automotive (to be relocated from 4 

Dog Lane), and the following to be relocated from 1254 Storrs Road: Wings, 

Travelplanners, Campus Cuts, Body Language, Tailoring by Tim a, Slcoras and Select 

Physical1l1erapy. Negotiations are underway with other potential tenants. 

This Storrs Center area is currently served by !he University's water system. Phil's is a 

metered water customer with a demand of approximately 60 gpd to 100 gpd, whereas 

Storrs Automotive and the plaza at 1254 Storrs Road are non-metered water customers 

that are included in the 15% non-metered category discussed in Section 5.0. Phil's, Stons 

Automotive, and the tenants of 1254 Storrs Road together utilize a nominal quantity of 

water that is included in the overall estimate for Storrs Center. 

North Eagleville Road/Kim; Hill Road- This area already contains some commercial 

establishments and is zoned for additional development. The area is already served by 
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the University water system already, and therefore has continued access to the water 

system. Additional demand would be only a few thousand gallons per day. A figure of 

5,000 gpd has been utilized in previous planning documents such as the Town of 

Mansfield Water Supply Plan and the University's Water and Wastewater Master Plan, 

and is carried forward to this plan. 

Depot Campus (New Development!- Additional development of this area was addressed 

in the Outlying Parcel Master Plan. A mixture of housing, offices, and classrooms has 

been proposed. Water demands were estimated in the Mansfield Water Supply Plan on a 

parcel-by-parcel basis, utilizing the previously-available notations of "Parcel 1" through 

"Parcel 7" and taking into account the square fo"otage of existing buildings that will 

remain on-site, as well as square footage of proposed buildings that may be developed. 

Based on these estimates, a water demand of95,300 gpd was calculated. Water demand 

was not estimated for existing occupied buildings (such as Parcels 3 and 5), because 

these already use water from the existing supply. 

The Center for Clean Energy Engineering ("Enterprise Building") was constructed on 

Parcel 2 in 200 L This metered building had a water demand of approximately 1,500 gpd 

in 2010. Therefore the previous calculation for Parcel2 has been revised downward by 

1,500 gpd. Table 6-5 provides a breakdown of the parcels and their respective square 

footage and water demand. 
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TABLE6-5 
Depot Campus Water Demand Estimates 

Parcel Building Square Footage 
Average Day \Vater Dcm~md 

Estimntc 
J 315,000 3],500 gpd 

lB 48,800 4,900 gpd 
2 135,000 l3,500 gpd 
2 Entc!:Erisc Building -],500 gpd 

oc 23,300 2,300 gpd 
3 &3B 96,000 9,600 gpd 
4&4B 255,000 25,500 gpd 

5 Currently occuried No new water demand 
5B 80,000 8,000 gpd 

Total 93,800 J(pd 

As with the North Campus estimates, the University recognizes that applying a multiplier 

of 0.1 gpd/square foot is not the most ideal means of estimating water demands. 

However, until such time that plans are in place for any one of the Depot Campus 

parcels, the estimate of 93,800 gpd is the most reasonable figure to use for planning 

purposes. 

6.3 POPULATION AND WATER DEMAND PROJECTIONS 

6.3.1 Population Projections 

Universitv of Connecticut- Residential and Non-Residential Populations 

Although fluctuations will occur from year to year, the University's on-campus 

residential population is not projected to increase or decrease substantially throughout the 

five, 20, and 50-year planning horizons. Therefore, the associated water demands have 

been captured in the recent production and consumption figures. 

On-campus transient and nOll-transient non-residential water demands will increase in the 

speciftc areas already targeted for growth, such as North Campus and additional 
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SECTION 7.0 

ASSESSMENT AND SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
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7.0 ASSESSMENT AND SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

7.1 PROJECTED l\1ARGINS OF SAFETY 

Projected water demands are presented in Section 6.0 of this Plan. Projected margins of 

safety are discussed herein. Recall from Section 3.10 that monthly margins of safety 

dropped below 1.0 in September and October 2010 as water production ramped up to 

accommodate returning students combined with high water demands at the CUP. The 

University has met demands for the past few years by operating the Willimantic River 

Wellficld for 19 to 20 hours per day as needed, exceeding the safe yield of the supply but 

not exceeding the hydraulic capacity of the well field or its transmission system. 

Tables 7-1,7-2,7-3, and 7-4 present the monthly margins of safety for the University for 

2015,2030, and 2060 without consideration of any potential future supplies. 

TABLE 7-1 
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety, 2015 

Projc.ded Available Supply Available Supply 
l\1argin of 

Month \Vater Demand from \Villimantic from Fenton River 
(mgd) River Wells [mgd) Wells (mgd) 

Safety 

January 1.29 1.48 0.84 1.80 
February 1.75 1.4 8 0.84 1.33 
March 1.40 1.48 0.84 1.66 
April 1.68 1.48 0.84 1.38 
May 1.14 1.48 0.84 2.03 
June 1.17 1.48 0 1.27 
July 1.24 1.48 0 1.19 
August 1.26 1.48 0 1.17 
September 1.79 1.48 . 0 0.82 
October 1.66 1.48 0 0.89 
November . 1.46 1.48 0.84 1.59 
December 1.38 1.48 0.84 1.68 
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TABLE7-2 
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety, 2030 

Projected Available Supply· Available Supply 
fVIargin of 

Month \Vater Demand from Willimantic from Fenton River 
lmo•dl River Wells fm2dl Wells (nigd) 

Safety 

Januarv 1.51 1.48 0.84 1.53 
Februarv 2.07 1.48 0.84 1.12 
March 1.65 1.48 0.84 1.41 
Aoril 1.99 1.48 0.84 1.17 
Mav 1.31 1.48 0.84 1.77 
June 1.34 1.48 0 1.10 
Julv- 1.42 1.48 0 1.04 
Aueust 1.44 1.48 0 1.02 
Sentembcr 2.11 1.48 0 0.70 
October 1.96 1.48 0 0.76 
November 1.71 1.48 0.84 1.36 
December 1.62 1.48 0.84 1.44 

TABLE7-3 
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety, 2060 

Projected Available Supply Available Supply 
Margin of 

Month Water Demand from \Villirnuntic from Fenton River 
(me d) River Wells (m2d) Wells (m2dl 

Safety 

Januarv 1.53 1.48 0.84 1.51 
Februarv 2.09 1.48 0.84 1.11 
March 1.67 1.48 0.84 1.39 
Ami[ 2.01 1.48 0.84 1.15 
Mav 1.33 1.48 0.84 1.75 
June 1.35 1.48 0 1.09 
Julv 1.43 1.48 0 1.03 
AU2USt 1.46 1.48 0 1.01 
Seotember 2.13 1.48 0 0.69 
October 1.98 1.48 0 0.75 
November 1. 73 1.48 0.84 1.34 
December 1.64 1.48 0.84 1.42 

Without new sources of water supply, margins of safety will decrease as committed water 

demands are realized in the system. By 2015, average monthly margins of safety are 

projected to drop below 1.0 in September and October. Peak day margins of safety are 

likewise lacking as new committed water demands are realized. Tables 7-4 through 7-6 

present the peak day margins of safety for the years 2015, 2030, and 2060. 
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TABLE7-4 
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safely, 2015 

Projected Available Supply Available Supply 
Month \Vater Demand from \Villimantic: from Fenton River 

(mgd) Rive~ Wells (mgd) Wells (mgd) 
January 2.00 1.97 0.84 
February 2.24 1.97 0.84 
March ?.39 1.97 0.84 
April 2.23 1.97 0.84 
May 1.89 1.97 0.84 
June 2.01 1.97 0 
July 2.04 1.97 0 
AuJ!ust 2.45 1.97 0 
September 2.32 1.97 0 
October 2.21 1.97 () 

November 2.32 1.97 0.8'1 
December 2.16 1.97 0.84 

TABLE7-S 
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety, 2030 

Projected Available Supply Available Supply 
Month Water Demand from \Villimantic: from Fenton River 

(mgd) 
January 2.30 
February 2.67 
March 2.72 
April 2.64 
May 2.l! 
June 2.23 
Juh' 2.27 
August 2.69 
September 2.74 
October 2.60 
November 2.65 
December 2.47 
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River Wells (mgd) Wells (mgd) 
1.97 0.84 
1.97 0.84 
1.97 0.84 
1.97 0.84 
1.97 0.84 
1.97 0 
1.97 0 
1.97 0 
1.97 0 
1.97 0 
1.97 0.84 ' 

1.97 0.84 
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I\1argin of 
Safety 

1.40 
1.25 
1.18 
1.26 
1.49 
0.98 
0.97 
0.80 
0.85 
0.89 
1.21 
1.30 

Margin of 
Safety 

1.22 
1.05 
1.03 
1.06 
1.33 
0.88 
0.87 
0.73 
0.72 
0.76 
1.06 
1.14 



TABLE7-6 
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety, 2060 

Projected A'•ailable Supply Available Supply 
Margin of 

Month YVatcr Dcm~md from Willimantic from Fenton River 
(rn~d) River v~i-clls (m_g4J Wells ( rn gd) 

Safety 

January 1"' ..... .J.J 1.97 0.84 1.21 
February 2.71 !.97 0.84 1.04 
March 2.75 1.97 0.84 1.02 
April 2.68 !.97 0.84 1.05 
Ma~ 2.13 1.97 0.84 1.32 
June 2.75 !.97 0 0.87 
July 2.29 !.97 0 0.86 
August 2.71 !.97 0 0.73 
September 2.78 1.97 0 0.71 
October 2.6tl !.97 0 0.75 
November 2.68 1.97 0.84 1.05 
December 2.50 1.97 0.84 1.13 

The University of Connecticut has identified a number of pending and potential water 

supplies to address the projected margin of safety shortfalls. These are described in the 

next section. 

7.2 ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLIES 

The most feasible alternatives for meeting near-term future water demands include the 

use of Fenton Well D for potable water-supply and the use of treated effluent to supply 

non-potable water needs at the CUP. Intermediate and long-term water demands may be 

met by relocating Fenton Well A to a site with lesser environmental impacts, using new 

interconnections with nearby water utilities, and/or development of new sources of 

supply. Each of these alternatives is described in the discussions that follow. 

7.2.1 Fenton River Well D 

As stated in Section 3.1 0, the University is committed to bolstering its available water 

supply and restoring monthly margins of safety to levels greater than 1.0 in the short 

term, and greater than I. 15 in the long !enn. The addition of Well D to the total available 
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supply in September and October of any given year will effectively restore average 

monthly margins of safely to levels greater than 1.0. Refer to Table 7-7 and Table 7-8 for 

the projected monthly and peak day margins in the year 2015, respectively. 

TABLE7-7 
l'rojected Monthly Margins of Safety With Well D, 2015 

Projected Available Supply Av:tilablc Supply 
Margin of 

IHonth \Vater Dem:md from \Villimantic from Fenton River 
(mgd) River Wells (mgd) Wells (mgd) . 

Safety 

Januaa 1.29 1.48 0.84 1.80 
February 1.75 1.48 0.84 1.33 
Ivfarch 1.40 1.48 o:s4 1.66 
April 1.68 1.48 0.84 1.38 
May 1.14 1.48 0.84 1.03 
June 1.17 1.48 0 1.27 
July 1.24 1.48 0 1.19 
August 1.06 1.48 0 1.17 
September 1.79 1.48 0.35 1.02 
October 1.66 1.48 0.35 1.10 
November 1.46 1.48 0.84 1.59 
December 1.38 1.48 0.84 1.68 

TABLE 7-8. 
l'rojected Peak Day Margins of Safety With Well D, 2015 

Projected Available Supply Available Supply 
l\1argin of Month W:tter Demand from \Villi mantic from Fenton River 

(mgd) River Wells (mgd) Wells (mgd) 
Safety 

January 1.00 1.97 0.84 1.40 
February 2.24 1.97 0.84 1.25 
March 2.39 1.97 0.84 1.18 
April 2.23 1.97 0.84 1.26 
Mav 1.89 1.97 0.84. 1.49 
June 2.01 1.97 0 0.98 
July 2.04 1.97 0 0.97 
August 2.45 1.97 0 0.80 
September 7 "" __ .:J. 1.97 0.35 1.00 
October ?.21 1.97 0.35 1.05 
November 2.37 1.97 0.84 1.21 
December 2.16 1.97 0.84 1.30 

Tlms, Well D will accomplish the goal of bolstering available supply in the short term. 

However, by the subsequent platming horizon, Well D will not be sufficient as the sole 
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future "new" supply to the University. Refer to Table 7-9 and Table 7-10 for the 

projected monthly and peak day margins in the year 2030, respectively. 

TABLE 7-9 
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety With Well D, 2030 

Projected Available Supply Available Supply 
Milrgin of Month Vh1ter Dcm~md from \Villim~mtic from Fenton River 

(mgd) River Wells (mgrl) Wells (mgd) 
Safety 

January 1.5 I 1.48 0.84 1.53 
February 2.07 1.48 0.84 1.12 
March 1.65 ].48 0.84 1.41 
April 1.99 1.48 0.84 1.17 
May 1.31 1.48 0.84 1.77 
June 1.34 1.48 0 I. I 0 
lui¥ 1.42 1.48 0 1.04 
August 1.44 1.48 0 1.02 
September 2.11 1.48 0.35 0.87 
October 1.96 1.48 0.35 0.93 
November 1.71 1.48 0.84 1.36 
December 1.62 1.48 0.84 1.44 

TABLE 7-10 
Projected Peak Day Margins of Safety With Well D, 2030 

Projected Available Supply Available Supply 
Mltrgin of 

Month \Vater Demand from Willimantic from Fenton River 
(mgd) River Wells (mgd) Wells (mgd) 

Safety 

January 2.30 1.97 0.84 1.22 
February ?.67 1.97 0.84 1.05 
March 2.72 1.97 0.84 1.03 
April 2.64 1.97 - 0.84 1.06 
May 2.11 1.97 0.84 1.33 
June 2.23 1.97 0 0.88 
July 2.27 1.97 0 0.87 
August 1.69 1.97 0 0.73 
September 2.74 1.97 0.35 0.85 
October 2.60 1.97 0.35 0.89 
November 1.65 1.97 0.84 1.06 
December 2.47 1.97 0.84 1.14 

Furthermore, the usc of Well D is not intended to fuel development and expansion of the 

water system, including even those demands that have been committed and are viewed as 
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important!o the University and the Town of Mansfield. Additional new sources are more 

appropriate for meeting committed demands. 

7.2.2 Reclaimed Water Project 

The 2004- Campus Sustainable Design Guidelines developed for the University proposed 

several water reuse strategies. The infrastructure conditions assessment performed for 

the University in 2006 recommended an expansion of the wastewater treatment plant to 

include a new water treatment system capable of providing up to 0.5 mgd of treated 

effluent for reuse on campus. The project was recommended as a means for reducing the 

demand of water on the Fenton River Wellfield and reducing the overall impact of the 

wastewater discharge to the Willimantic River. 

As a result of the 2004- and 2006 studies and recommendations in the Water and 

Wastewater Master Plan in 2007, the University authorized a feasibility study to evaluate 

the usc of highly treated cfiluent from the University's Water Pollution Control Facility 

(WPCF) to produce reclaimed water. If feasible, it was believed that reclaimed water 

could then be used to reduce the reliance on potable water for non-potable uses such as 

heating and cooling at the CUP. Since the CUP requires an average of0.4 mgd during its 

peak month each year, a significant benefit to margin of safety could be realized through 

the use of reclaimed water. 

The reclaimed water feasibility study was completed by the firm Hazen & Sawyer in 

2008. Hazen & Sawyer was then retained to complete design and permitting ofthe 

facility from 2009 through 2010. Bids for construction of the reclaimed water facility 

(RWF) were received irt mid-2010, and the project is planned for construction from 2011 

through 2012. The facility will likely be completed prior to occupancy of Phase IA of the 

Storrs Center project, allowing for the University to begin serving the first of its 

committed water demands without development of a new source of supply. 

THE UNIVERSITY OF CONNECflCOT 
'VATER SUPPLY PLAN 
1V£A. V 201 I 

~~~ lv1ILONE &MACBROOM, 

-61-



Tables 7-11 and 7-12 provide monthly and peak day margins of safety for the year 2015 

with the reclaimed water facility available to the University, in addition to Fenton Well 

D. In these tables, the water made available as a result of the reclaimed water facility is 

shown as a subtraction from future water demand rather tl1an as a future supply. Because 

average annual committed water demands will remain relatively low at 0.11 mgd by the 

year 2015, the projected monthly margins of safety are all above 1.15 in 2015. With 

regard to the peale day analysis, projected margins of safety will likely drop below 1.15 in 

August and September, and may drop below 1.0 for brief periods of time in August. The 

University's 5.4 million gallon reservoir will easily provide the buffer needed to address 

peak days. 

It is important to note that this peale day margin of safety analysis relies on average 

monthly requirements ofthe CUP instead of peak day requirements ofthe CUP. This is a 

approximate approach since it is well understood that peak demands at the CUP exceed 

the average month demands. For example, during the peak month at the CUP (July), the 

maximum amount of water needed on the day with maximum cooling tower demands 

exceeds 0.4 mgd. The reclaimed water facility is designed to have a peale capacity of 1.0 

mgd, and in reality it will provide a subtraction of greater than 0.4 mgd when CUP 

demands are peaking. 
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Current 
Month Production 

(mgd) 

January l.l s 
February l.59 
!vi arch l.28 
April !.53 ' 
Jvlay 1.06 
June l.09 

July 1.16 
August 1.17 

September 1.64 

October 1.52 
November 1.34 

December 1.27 
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TABLE 7-11 
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety with Well D and RWF, 2015 

Future 
Associated 

Future Total 
Available Water Supply (mgd) 

Committed 
Unaccounted 

RWF Future Margin of 
Demands 

Wate1· (mgd) 
Offset Demand \Villimantic Fenton Safety 

(mgd) (mgd) (mgd) River \V ells River \Veils 
Total 

0.10 0.005 -0.20 l.D9 1.48 0.84 2.32 2.14 
0,15 0.007 -0.20 1.54 1.48 0.84 2.32 1.50 
0.11 0.006 -0.19 1.21 1.43 0.84 2.32 l.92 

0.14 0.007 -0.18 1.50 1.48 0.84 2.32 \.55 

0.08 0.004 -0.34 O.Sl' 1.48 0.84 2.32 2.88 

0.08 0.004 -0.35 0.82 1.48 0 1.48 1.81 

0.08 0.004 -0.40 0.84 1.43 0 I 1.48 1.75 

0.08 0.004 -0.37 0.89 1.48 0 1.48 1.66 

0.14 0.007 -0.27 1.53 1.48 0.35 1.83 1.20 

0.13 0.007 -0.23 1.43 1.48 0.35 1.83 1.28 

0.11 0.006 -0.25 1.21 1.48 0.84 2.32 1.92 
0.11 0.005 -0.25 1.13 1.48 0.84 2.32 2.06 
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TABLE 7-12 
Projected Peak Margins of Safety with Well D and RWF, 2015 

Current 
Month Production 

(mgd) 

January 1.86 
February 2.04 
March 2.23 

Aoril 2.03 
May 1.78 
June 1.90 
Julv 1.93 
August 2.33 
September 2.12 

October 2.02 
November 2.16 

December 2.01 
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Future 
Committed 
Demands 

(mgd) 

0.14 

0.20 
0.16 
0.20 
O.ll 
0.11 
0.11 
0.12 
0.20 I 
0.19 I 
0.16 I 
0.15 I 

Future Total 
Available Water Supply (mgd) 

RWF ·Future 
Offset Demand '\Villimantic Fenton River 
(mgd) (mgd) River 'Veils Wells 

Total 

-0.20 2.00 1.97 0.84 2.81 
-0.20 2.24 1.97 0.84 2.81 
-0.19 2.39 1.97 0.84 2.81 
-0.18 0.23 1.97 0.84 2.81 
-0.34 1.89 1.97 0.84 2.81 
-0.35 2.01 1.97 0 1.97 
-0.40 2.04 1.97 0 1.97 
-0.37 2.45 1.97 0 1.97 
-0.27 2.32 1.97 0.35 2.32 
-0.23 2.21 1.97 0.35 2.32 

-0.25 2.32 1.97 0.84 2.81 

-0.25 2.16 1.97 0.84 2.81 

Margin of 
Safety 

1.56 

1.38 
1.28 
1.37 
1.81 

l.l9 
1.20 
0.95 
1.13 

1.17 
. 1.36' 

1.47 



The University will continue to require additional water supplies beyond the offset 

provided by the RWF. Relocation of Fenton Well A, interconnections, and/or future 

groundwater supplies will need to supply the next increment of water demand. Refer to 

Figure 7-1 for an overview of potential interconnections. Refer to Figure 7-2 for an 

overview of potential groundwater supplies. 

7.2.3 Relocation of Fenton Well A 

Section 9.0 of the Fenton River Study report ("Testing of Selected Wellfield 

Management Scenarios") evaluated 11 diiierent pumping scenarios comprised of 

ditierent combinations of withdrawals from the four Fenton River wells. Scenmios 10 

and 11 considered that Well A was relocated to a point 250 to the south or somewhat 

further to the south toward Well D, respectively. Both scenarios assumed that Well A 

was pumping for 14 hours at 300 gpm, or an equivalent of 252,000 gpd (0.25 mgd). 

The study concluded that "it appears that the best management scenarios (Scenario 10 

and 11) call for relocation of Well A by moving it either 250 feet in the South direction 

(i.e., without requiring a new permit) or approximately halfway between the original 

location of Well A and D (on university property)." Furthennore, "The new location of 

Well A was chosen under the premise that a we11located in the paris of the aquifer where 

the Stratified Driit has greater thiclmess will have substantially reduced effects on the 

Fenton River stream flow [but] based on this preliminary analysis and with the caveat 

emptor statement above, the cost of relocating Well A beyond the 250 feet distance niay 

not be justified as the decrease in L;Q is only minimaL" 

The University believes that further investigation is warranted to evaluate whether 

relocating and pumping Well A in accordance with Scenario 10 (within 250 feet of the 

cunent location) may prove to have lesser impacts to instream flow than the well 

emTently is believed to cause. 
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Because field investigations have not been conducted, it is impossible to know precisely 

what volumes of water could be available on a daily basis. However, at least 0.25 mgd 

may be assumed for planning purposes. 

7.2.4 Interconnection with Windham Water Works 

Windham Water Works is a municipal department of the Town of Windham. Windham 

Water Works operates a public water system that serves the Willimantic and South 

Windham portions of Windham, and the southern portion of the Town of Mansfield. 

The Windham Water Works water supply plan was prepared by Milone & MacBroom, 

Inc. for the Windham Water Commission and submitted to DPH in early 2009. The plan 

is currently under review. Table 7-13 presents the projected water demands and margins 

of safety of the Windham Water Works system. 

TABLE 7-13 
Windham Water Works Projected Margins of Safety 

Average Day Maximum Month 
Peak Day Demand/ 

Year Demand/ Demand/ 
Margin of Safety Margin of Safety 

Margin of Safety 

2007-2008 2.16 mgd 1.90 2.56 mgd 1.60 3.06 mgd 1.34 
2013 2.16 mgd 1.90 2.44 mgd 1.68 3.13 mgd 1.31 
2020 2.33 mgd 1.76 2.63 mgd 1.56 3.38 mgd 1.21 
2050 2.43 mgd 1.69 2.75 mgd 1.49 3.52 mgd 1.16 

Note: Available water~ 4.1 mgd 

The sole source of supply for Windham Water Works is the Willimantic Reservoir. The 

reservoir is a run-of-the river impoundment of the Natchaug River. The reservoir has a 

safe yield of 7.9 mgd, which is largely a function of the relatively stable regulated flows 

released to the Natchaug River from the upstream Mansfield Hollow Dam. However, the 

Windham Water Works filter plant capacity and diversion permit limitation is only 4.1 

mgd. 
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For the purpose of this alternatives analysis, Windham Water Works provided recent 

water production records to Milone & MacBroom, Inc. Table 7-14-lists actual water 

demands and margins of safety for 2008, 2009, and 2010. 

TABLE 7-14 
Windham Water Works Water Demands, 2008-2010 

Average Day Maximum Month 
Peak Day Demand/ 

Year Demand/ Demand/ 
Margin of Safety M:~rgin of Safety 

M:~rgin of Safety 

2008 2.Jom,ct 1.95 2.36 mgd 1.74 2.86 mgd 1.43 
2009 2.12 mgd 1.93 2.31 mgd 1.77 2.81 mgd 1.46 
2010 2_26 mgd 1.8 l 2.50 mgd 1.64 3.02 mgd 1.36 

Note: Available water - 4.1 mgd 

In general, Windham Water Works is producing average day, maximum month, and peak 

day volumes of water that arc consistent with the projections. Because the available 

water is the same for an average day, maximum month average day, and a peak day, 

Windham Water Works is somewhat peale day limited. The system has approximately 

0.5 mgd available as excess supply at the present time, but this increment will decrease as 

Windham's projections arc realized. Much of Windham's projected increase in demand 

(on the order of0.1 mgd) is located in southern Mansfield, although additional demand is 

projected within Windham as well. 

According to the Windham Water Supply Plan, if any water were made available for usc 

by the University of Connecticut, it would be necessary to increase the Windham Water 

Works treatment plant capacity and amend the diversion permit to allow a withdrawal 

that maintains the 15% margin of safety under average, maximum month, and peak day 

conditions. Based on the previous effort that was completed for the current diversion 

pe1mit, any such additional withdrawal from the Willimantic Reservoir would be 

approved only if the Army Corps of Engineers were able to formally commit to operating 

. Mansfield Hollow Lake tor maintenance of instream flows in the Natchaug River. 
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If Windham WaterWorks were to provide water to the University of Connecticut, it may 

request that the University assist in the permit application process and any negotiations 

witl1 the Anny Corps of Engineers. Windham Water Works may also request that the 

University assist in the expansion of treatment plant capacity above 4.1 mgd. Such 

expansion would need to include all aspects of filter plant operations, including pumping, 

filtration, treatment, etc. 

A pipeline installed along 5.2 miles of Route 195 between the Windham Water Works 

system and the University system would be needed for the interconnection. Because the 

elevation change from the water treatment plant to the University system is 

approximately 450 feet (from approximately 200 feet to 650 feet), a pumping station 

would be necessary. The expense associated with a pipeline of that length would include 

significant capital costs for the water main and a pumping station, and operational costs 

associated with operation of the pumping station. Capital costs have not been formally 

estimated, but would likely exceed $4.5 million for the water main and pumping station. 

In order to utilize University funds to upgrade Windham's water treatment plant, 

construct the pumping station, and install tl1e water main, the project would be required 

to proceed through the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) review process 

and be evaluated in an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE). Because the pipeline 

would traverse Preservation and Conservation areas depicted in the Conservation and 

Development Policies Plan for Connecticut, 2005-2010 (also !mown as the State Plan of 

Conservation and Development), the EIE would be required to propose mitigation for 

induced development along the pipeline. Refer to Figure 7-3 for a copy of the state plan 

designations. Typically, mitigation for induced development can include amendments to 

a local Plan of Conservation and Development, zoning regulations, and/or other 

regulations. 
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Finally, in order to deliver water to the University system, the University and Windham 

Water Works would need to apply for and obtain a diversion permit from DEP and a sale 

of excess water permit from DPH. It is possible that the increased withdrawal from the 

Willimantic Reservoir and the interconnection with the University system could be 

authorized in a single diversion permit issued to Windham Water Works and the 

University, although this would need to be verified by DEP. · 

The above obstacles for interconnecting with the University of Connecticut will be 

challenging to overcome. Significant effort will be necessary to authorize additional 

withdrawals from the Willimantic Reservoir, expand the Windham Water Works 

treatment plant, and install a pipeline along Route 195. However, this altcmative water 

supply is believed feasible. 

7.2.5 Interconnection With Tolland Water Department 

The Tolland Water Department manages a municipal water system in eastern Tolland. 

The system obtains water from two wells located along the Willimantic River. Tolland is 

currently operating with peale day margins of safety below 1.0 relative to its diversion 

permit limit of 0.22 mgd. A diversion permit application was submitted to DEP in 2008, 

requesting an increase to 0.41 mgd. The DEP denied the request for an increase in 2009. 

The same year, Tolland's water supply plan was completed and submitted to DPH for 

review. The water supply plan demonstrates a need for an increased diversion permit 

limit, and another diversion permit application was submitted in 20 l 0. 

Even when the Tolland system is authorized to withdraw greater than 0.22 mgd through a 

modified diversion permit, the supply will be completely allocated to meeting future 

demands in Tolland and South Willington. Excess supply will not be available to the 

University of Connecticut. This alternative is not feasible as an additional supply. 
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· 7.2.6 I~terconnection With The Connecticut Water Companv 

CWC has expressed an interest in serving a portion of Mansfield from its Northern 

Region1Westen1 System for at least ten y·ears .. The source of water to th~ University 

\vould be the Shenipsit Reservoir. Unlike Windham Water Works and Tolland, CWC 

currently has excess water supply in the Western System relative to its registered and 

pennitted diversions. 

However, similar to Windham \Vater Works, a treatment plant expansion would be 

necessary to facilitate additional withdrawals and filtration from Shenipsit Reservoir. 

Other project issues are similar to those that would be faced by Windham Water Works. 

A pipeline installed along Route 195 between the CWC and the University system would 

need to be 4.8 miles in length, although a portion of that distance would be overcome by 

utilizing the section of the Tolland system located in Route 195, which in tum requires a 

contract with the Town of Tolland. 

Because the elevation change from the CoventryfMansfield town line (along the 

Willimantic River) to the University system is approximately 300 feet, a pumping station 

in Mansfield would be necessary. The expenses associated with a pipeline would include 

significant capital costs for the water main and a pumping station in northwest Mansfield, 

and operational costs associated with operation of the pumping station. Capital costs 

have been estimated by ewe at $6.5million. 

hi order to utilize University funds to construct the pumping station and install the water 

main, the project would be required to proceed through the CEPA review process and be 

evaluated in an EIE. Because the pipeline would traverse mainly Rural areas and a few 

Conservation areas depicted in the State Plan of Conservation and Development, the EIE 

would be required to propose mitigation for induced development along the pipeline. 

Typically, mitigation for induced development can include amendments to a local Plan of 

Conservation and Development, zoning regulations, andfor other regulations. The 

THE UNfVER5ITY OF CO!'.'NECT!Cur 
WATER SUPPLY PLAN 
MAY 2011 

~~~MILONE &MACBROOM' 

-73-



CEPA-related issues can be avoided if CWC funds the project, which is something that is 

not possible for a pipeline from Windham Water Works. 

Finally, in order to deliver water to the University system, the University and CWC 

would need to apply for and obtain a diversion permit from DEP and a sale of excess 

water permit from DPH. 

The CWC pipeline is believed feasible. Additionally, it has several advantages over a 

pipeline from Windham Water Works: 

o CWC has adequate diversion permits and registrations for its Western System 

sources, whereas Windham Water Works would need to modify its diversion permit 

to allow increased withdrawals from its single source of supply; 

o The CWC pipeline would be shorter than a Windham Water Works pipeline; 

o The CWC pipeline would be mainly traversing Rural areas whereas the Windham 

Water Works pipeline would be mainly traversing Conservation areas depicted in the 

State Plan of Conservation and Development; 

o As an investor-owned water utility, CWC can initiate treatment plant upgrades and a 

pipeline project more quickly than Windham Water Commission can; 

o A pipeline from CWC can serve areas in need of a public water supply such as the 

Mansfield Four Comers area, areas that may benefit from a public water supply such 

as the Route 32/Route 195 intersection in Mansfield, and existing small public water 

systems located along Route 195; 

o The Windham Water Works pipeline would not pass by any significant areas in need 

of a public water supply. 
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7.2.7 New Stratified Drift Ground Water Sources 

It is possible that new sources of ground water supply could be developed in a number of 

locations in the Town of Mansfield. In order to develop a new ground water source 

under current regulatory requirements and sanitary criteria, the following conditions 

generally need to be met or addressed: 

o The wellheads must be raised above flood elevations; 

o The wells must not significantly draw down the water table in adjacent wetlands; 

o Direct impacts to wetlands must be avoided and/or mitigated; 

0 Tl1e wells must not reduce inslream flows in nearby streams lo the extent that it is 

detrimental to fish habitat, water quality, competing water users, or other 

environment'!! receptors; 

o The land within 200 feet of each well must be in the control of the water utility; 

o The wells must not draw contaminants from septic systems, landfills, or other 

potentially contaminated sites; and 

o Existing private and public water supply wells cannot be impacted. 

Stratified drift aquifer ground water supplies are typically used for larger, regional water 

needs as opposed to small local or clustered demands. 1l1ese types of wells tend to 

produce large flow rates; however, they are also more expensive La develop, maintain, 

and protect from contamination, making them better suited for large customer bases. 

The Water and Wastewater Master Plan reviewed the following alternative ground water 

supplies: (1) additional withdrawals at the Willimantic River Wellfield, (2) development 

of the Willimantic River aquifer at Mansfield Depot, (3) development of the Willimantic 

River aquifer at Eagleville, (4) additional withdrawals at the Fenton River Wellfield, and 

(5) development of the Fenton River aquifer near Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. 
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Alternative number 1 was also evaluated as part of the Willimantic River Study 

completed and published in 20 I 0. The alternative was ruled out as part of the 

Willimantic River Study because the incremental supply did not make sense in light of 

the instream flow constraints identified by the study. Alternatives 2 and 3 warrant 

additional consideration and are revisited below, except that they have been combined in 

favor of the Mansfield Depot location and a site that is intermediate between Mansfield 

Depot and Eagleville. 

Relative to similar instream flow concerns, Alternative number 4 was one of the least 

prudent of the five discussed in the master plan. Relocation of ri well such as Well A is 

unlikely to gain back the operational capacity that is needed to bolster margins of safety 

as the committed water demands are developed because the middle section of the Fenton · 

River at the well field is most vulnerable to flow diminution. Instead, the use of Well Dis 

the most appropriate means of restoring operational capacity ofthe Fenton River 

Wellfield. Alternative 5 warrants additional consideration and is revisited below. 

Willimantic River Aquifer 

The Town of Mansfield has previously indicated that a potential well site exists in the 

area of Mansfield Depot where Route 44 crosses the Willimantic River. The mapped 

surficial geology in this area appears to support this assumption. Several successful 

wellfields have been sited along the Willimantic River, including the Willimantic River 

Wellfield and the Tolland Water Department Wellfield. Additionally, a large parcel of 

land is located adjacent to the river near Route 44. The size of the parcel would permit 

the required 200-foot radius of controL 

The USGS drilled a test hole just south of Route 44 in 1963. The hole encountered 

medium sand down to 34 feet, overlying compact sand and gravel (likely glacial till) 

from 34 to 51 feet. Bedrock was encountered at a depth of 51 feet. The static water level 

was only four feet below the ground surface, indicating a saturated thickness of30 feet. 
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Although high-yield production wells are typically deeper, a saturated thickness of 30 

feet would not prohibit development of a well. The surficial material (medium sand) 

most likely has a high hydraulic conductivity, such that a high well yield would be 

expected. 

Site disturbance and associated direct wetland impact may be issues at the site, as it has 

not been developed. Although private water supply wells are located nearby, these wells 

ate drilled into bedrock and would not likely be impacted by a stratified drift well field. 

The area is located in the SFHA along the river, such that the development of a new well 

would require filling to raise the new wellhead above the flood elevation. 

Two natural diversity database polygons are located just east of the potential well site. 

The associated Species of Special Concern are located in upland wooded areas. 

Development of a well site may require evaluation of habitat impacts. Closed 

landfills/dumps are located north and southeast of Mansfield Depot, both within one-half 

mile of the potential well site. Therefore, potential ground water quality problems must 

be considered if siting a well at this location. Certainly, high-quality ground water may 

he available at this site, even with tl1e landfills nearby. 

To deliver water from the Mansfield Depot area to the University system, 4,900 feet of 

water transmission main would need to be installed from the new well site to ilie existing 

16-inch main that delivers water fmm the Willimantic River Well field to the system. 

Refer to Figure 7-4 for a depiction of this potential route. 

In the last two years, a nearby location has been discussed as well. Town-owned land is 

· available off Plains Road, further downstream than Route 44. This location is 

intem1ediate in location between the original alternatives described in the master plan 

(the site in Mansfield Depot and the site in Eagleville) and is superior to any sites further 

downstream due to the increasing distances involved_ 
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This potential well site off Plains Road has similar issues as the site located. near Route 

44. For example, it is located in the SFHA and would require installation of a 5,000-foot 

water main to deliver water to the existing 16-inch transmission main. However, the 

Plains Road site is more favorable than the Route 44 site with respect to instream flows, 

as it is adjacent to the backwater of Eagleville Lake and therefore groundwater 

withdrawals will minimally impact fish habitats. Although the Depot Campus effluent 

discharge was historically located at the upstream end of Eagleville Lake, it has been 

discontinued. Therefore, no water quality concerns are related to sewage effluent. 

One benetlt of developing new ground water supplies along the Willimantic River is that 

the water withdrawn from the resource would ultimately be returned to the river via the 

treated wastewater ef!luent from the University WPCF. Development of ground water 

supplies in the Natchaug River basin (described below) would result in a transfer to the 

Willilljantic River basin, although it is recognized that both rivers are part of the 

Shetucket drainage basin. 

llfalls{ield IIoliOJi' Reservoir alld Lower FelliOIZ River Aquifer 

The master plan included a planning-level evaluation of stratified drift along the lower 

Fenton Rjver and Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. The stratified drift aquifers associated 

with the Fentori River, Mount Hope River, and Natchaug River meet at Mansfield 

Hollow Reservoir. ·Including the areas that are inundated by the existing impoundment, 

the aquifer is 1.5 miles wide and 2.6 miles long where the three rivers meet. According 

to the Water Resources Bulletin for the Shetucket Rivet Basin (USGS, 1966), the 

saturated thickness of the aquifer ranges from less tl1an 10 feet at its edges to more than 

80 feet south of Echo Lake. Beneath the existing r_eservoir, the aquifer is approximately 

40 feet tl1ick, but tbe water column above the aquifer is at least 20 feet deep. 

Tim UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT 
WATERSUPPLYPLAN 
l\iAY 2011 ~~~MILONE &MACBROOM' 

-79-



There are two blocks of glacial till in the interior of the aquifer, between Echo Lake and 

the reservoir, where the stratified drift aquifer is absent. The two glacial till blocks 

significantly limit the location of a we!lfield on the west side of the reservoir. 

Wetland systems adjacent to Echo Lake would likely limit the development of a wellfield 

in close proximity, as drawdown of the water table would be expected. Similar low-lying 

areas with potential wetlands also exist in Mansfield Hollow (on either side of Mansfield 

Hollow Road); along a watercourse that flows in a southerly direction in the vicinity of 

the landfill; perpendicular to Bassett Bridge Road; north of Mansfield Hollow Reservoir 

between the shore and Route 89; and along Bassett Bridge Road near the bridge over the 

reservmr. 

To avoid unacceptable instream flow impacts, a wellfield would need to be distant from 

the main stems of the Fenton River and Mount Hope River, limiting the locations 

available to the northwest and northeast of Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. A well located 

near the lake would be expected to have negligible impacts to instream flows because the 

lake provides a significant control on ground water base. leveL 

Private wells are located at every residential, institutional, and commercial property in 

the vicinity of the Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. Some dug wells operate in this area, and 

these would be susceptible to drawdown caused by pumping of a stratified drift wellficld. 

An aquifer pumping test would be. necessary to evaluate possible dug well impacts in this 

area. Bedrock wells would not be expected to be susceptible to drawdown. 

There are fewer potential environmental impacts and private well impacts east of the 

Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. However, areas east of the reservoir are likely too remote 

for development of a well field, especially as the distance from Bassett Bridge Road 

increases. Additionally, construction of a water main through large tracts of undeveloped 

land is undesirable. 
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Flood elevation constraints would be an important factor for siting a public water supply 

near the Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. A new wellfield here would need to be located 

above the spillway elevation of 257 feet in order to meet the flood elevation criteria. 

This requirement removes the entire reservoir fringe fi·om consideration. 

Natural diversity database polygons are located in the northem and central portions of the 

Mansfield Hollow Reservoir. The frosted elfin moth is associated with each polygon. 

Habitat impacts would need to be evaluated if these areas were selected for well 

development. 

The active town landfill and compost area located off Route 89 severely limit the 

potential for wellfield development northwest of the reservoir near the Fenton River. 111e 

closed town landfill off Cemetery Road significantly limits the location of a wellfield on 

the west side ofthe Manstleld Hollow Reservoir. The necessary separation between the 

landfill and a well field would depend on the pumping rates of the wells, the natural 

ground water flow direction, and contaminants (if any) associated with the landfill. 

With the limitations discussed above, there are very few potential well sites in the 

Mansfield Hollow stratified drift aquifer. The following sites are the only potentially 

feasible choices: 

I. North or south of Bassett Bridge Road, 1,500 feet east of Route 195; 

2. Immediately east of Route 89 at the intersection with Wormwood Hill Road; 

3. Immediately adjacent to Bassett Bridge Road on the east side of the reservoir, above 

the spillway elevation; and 

4. Immediately east of Bassett Bridge Road on the west side of the reservoir, where the 

road abruptly curves to the nmth, on a small "island" above the spillway elevation. 

Of these four locations, development of a water supply would be difficult at locations 1, 

2, or 3 because tl1e parcels are small, and several would need to be acquired to obtain the 
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physical space and setbacks needed and/or deeded control of the land. Option 4 is 

contained wholly within the Mansfield Hollow State Park, lending itself to land-use 

control but requiring pennission from the State of Connecticut and the federal 

government, as well. 

In light of the environmental concerns, and without large tracts of available, contiguous 

land, it is unlikely that development of a community ground water supply in the vicinity 

of Mansfield Hollow Reservoir or the lower Fenton River would be feasible under the 

current regulatory climate. 

7.2.8 Prioritization of Future Supplies 

Well D from the Fenton River Wellfield is already in place and used along with the other 

Fenton River wells when inslream flows in the river are sufficient. Given its immediate 

availability, Well Dis the first logical increment of "new" supply for the University. 

The RWF project is scheduled to begin construction in 2011 and be completed in 2012, 

serving as the second increment of new supply to the University. The project will ensure 

that margins of safety are as high as possible as committed water demands begin to 

materialize. 

However, the next increment of new supply will need to be in progress as of 2015 in 

order to ensure that margins of safety remain above 1.15. Ofthe potential options 

discussed above, the following should be pursued on parallel tracks: 

0 Relocation of Fenton Well A 

0 ewe interconnection 

0 Windham Water Works interconnection 

0 New ground water supply along the Willimantic River 
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A new ground water supply near the lower Fenton River or Mansfield Hollow Reservoir 

is too distant and has too many associated uncertainties to justify its pursuit. 

Discussions with ewe have focused on the provision of 0.5 mgd'to the University. The 

same quantity, 0.5 mgd, is the upper limit of how much water could reasonably be 

supplied by Windham Water Works (in the short-term only) without a diversion permit 

modification or treatment plant upgrade. Because these quantities likely exceed the 

availability associated with a relocated Fenton Well A, they are used here for planning 

purposes. 

Tables 7-15 and 7-16 provide margins of safety for projected monthly and peale day 

demands in 2030, and Tables 7-17 and 7-18 provide margins of safety for projected 

monthly and peak day demands in 2060. These projections assume that 0.5 mgd is 

available as needed, but particularly in late summer and early faiL 

As shown on the tables, the additional increment of 0.5 mgd will provide margins of 

safety above 1.15 for all projected monthly demands. Peak day margins of safety will 

also be above L 1.5 for all projected peak day demaods, except occasionally in the month 

of August when the margin of safety will be above 1.0. The University anticipates that 

slightly more than 0.5 mgd can he supplied by the new source of supply during these 

isolated instances, or storage can be used to buffer the peale days. 
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TABLE 7~15 
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety with Well D, R\VF, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2030 

Current 
Future 

Month Production 
Committed 

(mgd) 
Demands 

(mgd) 

Janumy_ 1.18 0.32 
February 1.59 0.45 
March 1.28 0.35 
April !.53 0.44 
May 1.06 0.24 
June 1.09 0.24 
July 1.16 0.25 
August 1.17 0.26 
September 1.64 0.44 
October 1.52 0.42 

November 1.34 0.35 
December 1.27 0.33 
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Associated 
Unaccounted 
Water (mgd) 

0.016 
0.023 
O.D18 
0.022 
0.012 
0.012 
0.012 
0.013 
0.022 
0.021 

0.01 s 
0.016 

Future Total 
Available Water Supply (mgd) RWF Future 

Offset Demand Willimantic Fenton Additiona 
(mgd) (mgd) River \Veils River Wells l SuJJply 
-0.20 1.31 1.48 0.84 --
-0.20 1.86 1.48 0.84 --
-0.19 1.46 1.48 0.84 --
-0.18 1.81 1.48 0.84 --
-0.34 0.97 1.48 0.84 --
-0.35 0.99 I 1.48 0 --
-0.40 1.02 1.48 0 --
-0.37 l.OS 1.48 0 --

-0.27 1.84 1.48 I 0.35 0.5 

-0.23 1.73 1.48 I 0.35 0.5 

-0.25 1.46 1.48 I 0.84 --
-0.25 1.36 1.48 0.84 --

Margin of 

Total 
Safety 

2.32 1.77 
2.32 1.25 
2.32 !.59 
2.32 1.29 
2.32 2.38 
1.48 1.50 
1.48 1.45 
1.48 1.37 
2.33 1.26 
2.33 1.35 
2.32 1.59 
2.32 1.70 
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TABLE 7-16 
Projected Peak Margins of Safety with Well D, RvVF, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2030 

Current 
Month Production 

(mgd) 

January 1.86 

FebruarY 2.04 
Iviarch 2.23 
April ) .03 

May 1.78 

June 1.90 
July 1.93 
August 2.33 
S"]Jtem ber 2.12 
October 2.02 

November 2.16 
December 2.01 
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Future Future 
Committed KIVF 
Demands Offset 

(mgd) (mgd) 

0.44 -0.20 

0.63 -0.20 

0.49 -0.19 

0.61 -0.18 
0.33 -0.34 

0.33 -0.35 
0.34 -0.40 

0.36 -0.37 

0.62 -0.27 

0.58 -0.23 

0.49 -0.25 
0.46 -0.25 

Total 
Available Water Supply (mgd) Future 

Demand \\'illimantic Fenton River I Additionn 
(mgd) River Wells Wells I Supply Total 

2.10 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 
2.46 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

2.53 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 
2.46 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 
1.77 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 
1.88 1.97 0 0.5 2.47 
1.07 1.97 0 0.5 1.97 
2.33 1.97 0 0.5 2.47 
2.48 1.97 0.3 5 0.5 2.82 
2,37 1.97 0.35 0.5 2.82 

2.40 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

2.22 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

1\fargin of 
Safety 

l.34 

1.14 
1.11 

l.l4 
.1.59 
1.31 
1.32 

1.06 

1.14 
1.19 

1.17 
1.27 
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TABLE 7-17 
Projected Monthly Margins of Safety with Well D, RWF, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2060 

Current 
Future 

Month Production 
Committed 

(mgd) 
Demands 

(mgd) 

January 1.18 0.34 
February 1.59 0.48 
l\t1arch 1.28 0.37 
April 1.53 0.46 

May 1.06 0.25 

June 1.09 0.25 
July 1.16 0.26 
August 1.17 0.28 
September 1.64 0.47 
October 1.52 0.44 
November 1.34 0.37 
December 1.27 0.35 
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Associated 
Unaccounted 
Water (mgd) 

0.017 I 
0.024 
0.019 
0.023 

0.012 
0.013 

0.013 
0.014 
0.024 
0.022 
0.019 
0.017 

Future Total 
Available Water Supply (mgd) 

RWF Future 
Offset Demand 'Villimnntic Fenton Additiona 
(mgd) (mgd) River Wells River Wells I Supply 
-0.20 l.33 1.48 0.84 --
-0.20 1.89 . 1.48 0.84 --
-0.19 1.48 1.48 0.84 I --
-0.18 1.83 1.48 0.84 --
-0.34 0.99 1.48 0.84 I --
-0.35 1.00 1.48 0 --
-0.40 1.03 1.48 0 --
-0.37 1.09 1.48 0 --
-0.27 1.87 1.48 0.35 0.5 

-0.23 1.75 1.48 0.35 0.5 

-0.25 1.48 1.48 0.84 --
-0.25 1.38 1.48 0.84 --

Margin of 

Total 
Safety 

2.32 I 1.74 
2.32 1.23 
2.32 1.57 
2.32 1.27 

2.32 2.35 
1.48 1.47 
1.48 1.43 

1.48 1.35 
2.33 1.25 
2.33 1.33 
2.32 1.57 
2.32 1.68 
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TABLE 7-18 
Projected Peak Margins of Safety with Well D, RWF, and Additional 0.5 mgd, 2060 

Cun-ent 
Month Production 

(mgd) 

JanuarY 1.86 
February 2.04 

March 2.23 
April 2.03 
May 1.78 
June 1.90 

July I .93 

August 2.33 

September 2.12 

October 2.02 
November 2.16 
December 2.01 
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Future Future 
Committed RWF 
Demands Offset 

(mgd) (mgd) 

0.47 -0.20 

0.67 -0.20 

0.52 -0.19 

0.65 -0.18 

0.35 -0.34 

0.35 -0.35 

0.36 -0.40 

0.38 -0.37 

0.66 -0.27 

0.62 -0.23 

0.52 -0.25 

0.49 -0.25 

Total 
Available Water Supply (mgd) 

Future 
Demand 'Villimantic. Fenton River Additiona 

(mgd) River \V ells \Veils I Supply 
Total 

2.13 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 
2.50 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

2.56 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

2.49 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 
1.79 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

1.90 1.97 0 0.5 2.47 

1.89 1.97 0 0.5 1.97 

2.35 1.97 0 0.5 2.47 
2.51 1.97 0.35 0.5 2.82 

2.41 1.97 0.35 0.5 2.82 

2.43 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

2.24 1.97 0.84 -- 2.81 

Mnrgin of 
Safety 

1.32 
1.12 
1.10 
1.13 
1.57 

1.30 
IJJ 

1.05 
1.12 

1.17 
I .16 

1.25 



As shown on the tables, the additional increment of 0.5 mgd will provide margins of 

safety above 1.15 for all projected monthly demands. Peale day margins of safety will 

also be above 1.15 for all projected peale day demands, except occasionally in the month 

of August when the margin of safety will be above 1.0. The University anticipates that 

slightly more tban 0.5 mgd can be supplied by the new source of supply during tbese 

isolated instances, or storage can be used to buffer the peale days. 

In summary, the R WF plus an additional source o{supply of up to 0.5 mgd is needed to 

meet all committed future water demands. The R WF will address the earlier compoi1ents 

ofthe committed future water demands from 2012 through 2015, whereas the additional 

supply will address subsequent components of committed future demands. 

7.3 SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 

Source and system improvements have been identified and described in detail throughout 

this Plan. The improvement schedules summarized in Tables 7-19, 7-20, and 7-21 relate 

these recommended improvements to the time frame in which tbey are believed to be 

necessary. The Short, Intermediate, and Long Term Improvement Schedules correspond 

to the five, 20, and 50-year planning periods. Cost estimates, financing sources, and tbe 

year in which each is anticipated to occur are also listed. 

TABLE 7-19 
Short Term Improvement Schedule, 2011 - 2015 

Item 

Proceed with construction of reclaimed water facility 
Continue mete1;ng Of service connections and groups of buildings 
Safe yield pumpin• test of Willimantic River Wellfield 
Replace Hillside Road water main 
Permitting and design of interconnections with The Connecticut 
Water Company and/or Windham WaterWorks 
Work with Town of Mansfield regarding other potential water 
supplies such as new wells along the \Villimantic River 
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Estimated Cost Year. 
Funding 
Source 

$25,000,000 2011-2012 CI 
$100,000 2011-2012 OB 

$25,000 2011-2012 OB 
$200,000 2011-2012 OB 

$500,000 2012-2015 OS& 
OB 

$75,000 2012-2015 
OS& 
OB 
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TABLE 7-19 (Continued) 
Short Term Improvement Schedule, 2011-2015 

Item Estimnted Cost Year 
Funding 
Source 

Investigate feasibility of relocating Fenton Well A $75,000 2012-2013 OB 
Additional hydraulic model calibration and expansion as needed $25,000 2012-2015 OB 
System extension and installations for Storrs Center Phase IA $150,000 2011-2012 OS 
Additional system installations for Storrs Center Phase IB $150,000 2012-2013 OS 
Extend system into North Campus area $250,000 2012-2013 C1 
Repair main breaks as needed $2,000/yr As Needed OB 
Repair leaking services as needed $2,000/yr As Needed OB 
Meter testing/calibration/replacement program $5,000/yr Annually OB 
Annual water balance and conservation programs NA Annually OB 
Update water supply plan $50,000 2015 OB 
Begin construction of additional future supply such as 

$3M to $7M 2014-2015 os & cr 
interconnection or new wells ;ilong the \Villimantic River 

Note: Cost estimates arc for p\am1ing purposes only. Where an estimated cost "NA" is shown, this work is 
intended to be conducted by in-bouse staff, or paid for by other departments. 
CI = Capital Improvement funds 
OB = Operating Budget 
OS= Outside Sources 

TABLE 7-20 
Intermediate Term Improvement Schedule, 2016- 2030 

Item 

Complete construction of additional future supply such as 
interco'nnection or new wells along the Willimantic River 
Relocate Fenton Well A iffeasible and prudent 
More fully interconnect the Depot Campus sub-syste111 with the 
Main Campus sub-system such that the Fenton River \Vcllfield 
could provide water during_emergencies 
Redevelop wells as needed 
Repair main breaks as needed 
Repair leaking_services as needed 
Meter testing/calibration/replacement program 
Annual water balance and conservation programs 
In~ect and maintain storage facilities 
Update water supply plan 

THE UNn'ERSITY OF CONNECTICUT 
WATER SUPPLY PLAN· 
MAY2011 

-89-

Estimated Cost 

$3M to $7M 

$100,000 

. 

$700,000 

$20,000-$50,000 
$2,000/yr 
$2,000/yr 
$5,000/yr 

NA 
$50,000 
$50,000 

Year 
Funding 
Source 

2016 OS&Cl 

2016 OB 

By 2030 CI 

Various OB 
As Needed OB 
As Needed OB 
Annually OB 
Annually OB 
Various OB 

2022, 2030 OB 
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TABLE 7-21 
Long Term Improvement Schedule, 2031 -2060 

Item Estimated Cost Year 
Funding 
Source 

Redevelop wells as needed $20,000-$50,000 Various OB 
Repair main breaks as needed $2,000/vr As Needed OB 
Repair leaking services as needed $2,000/yr As Needed OB 
Meter testing/calibration/replacement program $5,000/yr Annually OB 
Annual water balance and conservation programs NA Annually OB 
Inspect and maintain storage facilities $50,000 Various OB 
Update water supply plan $50,000 2038, 2046, 2054 OB 

7.4 FINANCING OF PROPOSED IMPROVE!YillNTS AND PROGRAMS 

Three types of fmancing are planned for the above improvements. Operating budget 

expenses such as metering, meter testing, main breaks, and routine repairs are paid from 

tl1e annual budget of the Facilities Department. Revenue from water rates is the main 

contributor to this budget. 

Capital improvement funds are necessary for significant projects like the RWF, which 

oilierwise could not be constructed using funds from annual budgets and water 

ratepayers. Capital improvement funds may also be used for interconnections, depending 

on the contributions of other parties. The Cormecticut Water Company will likely 

contribute a significant percentage of the total funds needed for an interconnection from 

its Western System, whereas Windham Water Works would contribute little if anyiliing 

toward an interconnection with the University. 

The Connecticut Water Company is an example of the third category of funding. Outside 

sources will be necessary for some of the projects listed in the improvement tables, such 

as the Storrs Center water system infrastructure. Without these outside sources, some of 

the University's projects would be difficult to fund using annual budgets and State funds. 
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1.0 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

1.i GENERAL 

This Water Conservation Plan has been prepared for the University of Connecticut 

("University") to promote long term water conservation and to ensure an adequate supply 

of water to meet essential needs. 

This Plan has been prepared in accordance with existing statutes and regulations currently 

in effect. The State guidelines for water conservation planning, prepared by the 

Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPI-I), Department of Public Utility Control 

(DPUC), Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), the Office of Policy and 

Management (OPM), and Office of Consumer Counsel (December 1990) have also been 

consulted and utilized, where appropriate. These guidelines, as well as "Conserving 

Water- Plan On It" (1987), have been used in the preparation of this plan. 

1.2 REGULATORY OVERVIEW 

Although the University is not considered a "water company" as set forth in Connecticut 

General Statute (CGS) Section 25-32a, the University views its Water Supply Plan as an 

integral device in planning for a safe and adequate water supply system through the 

foreseeable future. Thus, the University's Water Supply Plan addresses (when possible) 

the requirements of CGS Section 25-32d and the University distributes the plan to 

reviewing agencies and interested parties for review and comment. 

Section 19-13-B I 02{s) of the Connecticut Public Health Code requires conservation 

practices, including a program to reduce the amount ofwater that cannot be accounted 

for. This plan is consistent with the Public Health Code requirements. 
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The University developed its initial Water Conservation Plan in 2000 as part of the 

revisions to its 1999 Water Supply Plan. That initial plan was revised in 2001 and again in 

2004 concurrent with the previous Water Supply Plan update. This plan is a revision and 

update of the 2004 Water Conservation Plan. 

L3 GOALS & OBJECTIVES 

It is the objective of the State of Connecticut and of the University in developing this plan to 

manage and conserve the University's water resources through the following goals and 

policies: 

o To make water resource conservation a priority in policy setting and in practice; 

o To conserve water resources through technology, methods, and procedures designed 

to promote efficient use of water and to eliminate the waste of water; 

o To balance competing and conflicting needs for water equitably at a reasonable cost 

to all; 

0 To reduce or eliminate the waste of water through water supply management 

practices; and 

0 To prevent contamination of water supply sources or reduction in the availability of 

future water supplies. 

These goals and objectives are reflected in the strategies and practices set forth in this 

document. 

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE SYSTEM 

Table 1-1 is a system fact sheet for the University water supply system. 
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TABLE 1-1 
System Fact Sheet 

Are you currently under agency order or consent agreement? If yes, describe _,_N"o'-------------

Number a( service connections: 330 Estimated population in selVice area1: ----"-':.::____ ____ _ 15,000 

Number of new service connections added over the last year: _<::_5 ________________ _ 

Annual dcma.nd: -'4-'-7"-0.~8~lv.cf~G'--"(2'-'0'-'i-"O-'-)---- Annual average day demand: 1.19 mod (2010) 

Max. month average day demand: 1.64 mgd (912010) Max. one day (peak) demand: 2.23 mod (3/7010) 

Max. month-to-average-day ratio: 1.27 (20 1 0) Peak day-to-average-day ratio: 1.72 (2010) 

System sa[C yield and availnble supply or treatment capacity: Varies by month; treatment capacity exceeds supply 

Estimate non-metered water for each of the last five years: 

Year: '07-'09 Year: 2006 Year: 2005 Year: 2004 Year: 2003 

L Non-Metered: 194,146 gpd NIA N/A NIA NIA 

L Percentage: 15% N/A N/A NIA N/A 

On 
On Campus Off-Campus Off-Campus Off- Off-

Non-2007-2009 Campus Campus Campus Total 
Res. 

Non-Res. Res. Homes Res. Complex 
Com. In st. 

metered 

Average day 
413,143 484,732 15,646 47,273 30,575 78,005 194,146 1,263,520 demand (gpd) 

%of total water 
33% 38% 1 Ul 4% 2% 6% 15% 100%2 

use " 
No. of service 

17 170 115 7 17 4 NIA 330 connections 
No. of connections 

17 45 98 7 15 4 NIA 186 metered 

1. Estimated· service populalton mcludmg resident, non-transient, and transient classrficatJOns. 
2. Totals do not sum to 100% exactly due to rounding. 

Water is supplied to the University system from eight wells located in two wellfields 

(Wells A, B, C, and D in the Fenton River Wellfield and Wells I, 2, 3, and 4 in the 

Willimantic River Wellfield). Refer to Figure 1-l for the locations of key system 

features. Figure 1-2 presents a schematic plan of the system. 
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Legend 

UConn Existing Service Area 

Main Campus System 

Depot Campus System 

EnsJncmns. 
Lnnt!w•pr Atchil..-tuu 

auaEm;mnmwlniScL ... ~ University \Vater System Mansfield, CT 
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Other water system components include five distribution storage tanks, one transmission 

storage tank, four booster pumping stations, three treatment facilities, and 23 miles of 

water transmission and distribution mains. The University has no interconnections with 

outside water utilities, although the Main Campus System and the Depot Campus system 

are considered interconnected with one another for regulatory purposes. 

1.5 EVALUATION OF PRESENT AND FUTURE WATER DEMANDS 

Based on an examination of consumption data, the breakdown of water use by user 

category for the last three years was presented in Table 1-1. The average daily water 

production from the wells was 1,263,520 gpd in for the period 2007 to 2009. On-campus. 

demands accounted for 71% of the overall usage during this period, with 15%of 

demands (including unrnetered users and lost water) remaining unmetered. 

Future water demands have been estimated in the Water Supply Plan. The University bas 

committed to service an additional357,700 gpd to proposed developments on its campus 

(North Campus and Depot Campus) and developments adjacent to its system in 

Mansfield (Storrs Center and North Eagleville Road I King Hill Road). Out of these 

demands, 106,555 gpd will be realized by 2015, and 340,100 gpd will be realized by 

2030. 

The above demands do not account for seasonality or peaking factors. Any future water 

consumption near the University will exhibit seasonality similar to that already 

experienced by the University's water system. These water use patterns essentially 

require a monthly basis for an,alysis. 

Table 1-2 presents a summary ofrecent and projected monthly water demands. The 20-

year and 50-year planning periods are excluded from this discussion as this document 

will be updated again before such planning periods arc realized. The projections suggest 

that monthly water demands will average around 1. 7 mgd in February, April, September, 
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and October, with a noticeable drop-off in demand for the remaining months. These 

peaks equate to the return of students (February and September) from semester break as 

well as higher water needs at the Central Utility Plant (CUP). The September and 

· October months are also two of the months when available supply is restricted due to 

environmental concerns. 

TABLE 1-2 
Projected Monthly Water Demands, 2015 

M:uimum Monthly 
New Commiited Additional 5°A, as 

Total Water 
Water Dcrn:utd by Un:tccounted W:~tcr 

Month Pmduction, 2008- lOIS Associ:tted with New 
Demand by 2015 

2010* (mgd) 
(IJ.ll mgd average) W:iter Demand (mgd) 

(mgd) 

January 1.18 0.10 0.005 1.29 
February 1.59 0.15 0.007 1.75 
March 1.28 0.12 0.006 1.40 
April 1.53 0.14 0.007 1.68 
May 1.06 0.08 0.004 J.J4 
June 1.09 0.08 0.004 l.J7 
July 1.16 0.08 0.004 1.25 
August 1.17 0.09 0.004 1.26 
September 1.64 0.14 0.007 1. 79 
October 1.52 0.14 0.007 1.66 
November 1.34 0.11 0.005 1.46 
December 1.?7 0.10 0.005 1.38 

*Includes current non-metered and unaccounted water demands; these are prOJected to rem am stable although the 
University will continue to work toward more comprehensive metering. 

1.6 SYSTEM MARGIN OF SAFETY 

Table 1-3 presents the margins of safety under existing conditions and for the 5-year 

planning horizon with existing supplies. Margins of safety would drop below 1.15 for 

· average day demands in the months of September and October within the 5-year plmming 

period. However, the availability of Well Din September and October along with the 

construction of the proposed Reclaimed Water Facility (RWF) will ensure that margins of 

safety will remain above 1.15. 
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TABLE 1-3 
Current Demands and 2015 Margins of Safely for Monthly Average Day Demands 

2015 Water Margin of 

Month 
Current Water Dem:md (mgd) Safety with 
Demand (mgd) with RFW Well D and 

Offset RWF Available 
January 1.18 1.09 2.14 
February 1.59 1.54 1.50 
March 1.78 1.21 1.92 
April 1.53 1.50 1.55 
May 1.06 0.81 2.88 
June 1.09 0.82 1.81 
July 1.16 0.84 1.75 
August 1.17 0.89 1.66 
September 1.64 1.53 1.20 
October 1.52 1.43 1.28 
November 1.34 1.21 1.92 
December 1.27 l.l3 2.06 

However, even with the Reclaimed Water Facility, the margin of safety on peak days will 

drop below 1.15 in August and September and below 1.0 in August by 2015 as 

summarized in Table 1-4. However, the University will be able to handle peak days 

through water in its storage facilities (7.6 MG of useable storage), or by pumping the 

Willimantic River Wellfield for greater than 18 hours per day. 

TABLE 1-4 
Projected Peale Day Margins of Safety, 2015 

Month 

Janl!~~ 
February_ 
March 
A_]Jfil 
May 
.June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
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Projected Margin of Safety 
'Vater Demand with Well D and 

(mgd) RWF Available 
2.00 1.56 
2.24 1.38 
2.39 1.28 
2.23 1.37 
1.89 1.81 
2.01 1.19 
2.04 1.20 
2.45 0.95 
2.32 1.13 
2.21 1.17 
2.32 1.36 
2.16 1.47 
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The University understands that operating below a margin of safety of 1.15 is not an ideal 

operating scenario, particularly in regards to operating wells for periods longer than 18-

hours per day. As such, the Water Supply Plan evaluates several alternative sources of 

supply. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The University of Connecticut (the University) withdraws water from two stratified drift 

wellfields in the town of Mansfield, Connecticut. These arc !mown as the Fenton River 

Well field located to the east of campus along the Fenton River, and the Willimantic River 

Wellfie!d located to the west of campus along the Willimantic River. The four Fenton 

River wells are registered with the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

(DEP) for a maximum withdrawal rate of 0.8443 miJiion gaJions per day (mgd). The four 

Willimantic River WeJifield weJis are registered with the DEP for a maximum withdrawal 

rate of 2.3077 mgd. Both \Ve!lfie!ds are integral sources of supply for the University of 

Connecticut, which also provides water to portions of the town of Mansfield. 

As a result of ongoing concern aboutthe envirorunentalimpacts of withdrawing water 

from the Fenton River Wellfield and in conjunction with the Environmental Impact 

Evaluation of the North Campus Master Plan, the Fenlon River and its stratified drift 

aquifer have been extensively studied. The University's "Fenton River Study" was 

published in March 2006 with the formal name Long-Term Impact Analysis of the 

University of Connecticut's Fenton River Water Supply Wells on the Habitat of the Fenton 

River. The study was conducted to determine whether and how water withdrawals from 

the Fenton River Wcllfield affect the fisheries habitat of the Fenton River adjacent to the 

weJifield. 

The Fenton River Study found that fisheries habitat became perceptibly reduced when the 

upstream flow in the Fenton River was flowing at less than 7.0 cubic feet per second (cfs) 

and the Fenton River WeJifield was operating. The amount of available habitat became 

significantly reduced by the pumping of the wellfield when the upstream flow was at 3.0 

cfs. Thus, the primary recommendation of the Fenton River Study was to institute a series 

of successive reductions in the daily volume of pumping when the upstream flow in the 
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Fenton River dropped from 6.0 cfs to 3.0 cfs, with the well field being shut down when 

upstream flows dropped below 3.0 cfs. 

With a better undetstanding·ofthe··aquifer processes in the Fenton River and the impacts 

of ground water withdrawals, attention then turned to the Willimantic River aquifer and 

associated well field. The University's "Willimantic River Study" was published in June 

2010 with the formal name Report of the Willimantic River Study: An Analysis of the 

Impact oft he University of Connecticut Water Supply Wells on the Fisheries Habitat of 

the Willimantic River. Similar to the Fenton River Study, the Willimantic River Study 

was conducted to determine whether and how water withdrawals from the Willimantic 

River Wellfield affect the fisheries habitat of the Willimantic River adjacent to the 

wellfield. 

The Willimantic River Study found that the amount of available fisheries habitat in the 

Willimantic River is much greater tl1an that in the Fenton River. For this reason, and the 

fact that the Willimantic River Wellfield is the University's only remaining source of 

supply after the Fenton River is shut off during low-flow periods, the Willimantic River 

Study recommended a progression of voluntary and mandatory water conservation 

measures as upstream flows in the Willimantic River dropped from approximately 19 cfs 

to approximately 8.0 cfs. The ability of the University to enact these water conservation 

measures was tested inunediately following the completion of the study, as dry conditions 

prevailed in summer 20 I 0 and low river flows occurred. 

One of the primary recommendations of the Willimantic River Study was to develop the 

subject comprehensive Wellfield Management Plan to conjunctively manage the 

University's water supplies at the Fenton River Wellfield and the Willimantic River 

Wellfield. This plan would then enable the University to fonnally incorporate the results 

of the Fenton River Study and the Willimantic River Study into its various plans and 

·procedures for operating the University water system. 
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1.2 PURPOSE 

As discussed above, the primary purpose of this document (the University's initial 

Wei/field kfanagement Plan) is to allow the University to formally incorporate the results 

of the Fenton River Study and the Willimantic River Study into the overall management 

of the University's water system. This document includes a review of both the Fenton 

River Study and the Willimantic River Study, a review of system operational history, and 

protocols for operating both well fields throughout the year. As suggested by the 

Willimantic River Study, this document further includes: 

o A detennination for how the University will monitor USGS-measured upstream 

discharges at each wellfield and correlate pumping rates to the habitat threshold 

triggers detem1ined in both the Fenton River Study and the Willimantic River Study. 

0 A formal update to the Drought Response Plan, including response timing arid 

recovery guidelines. 

0 Recommendations for limited use of the Fenton Well D when the Fenton River 

We!lfield would otherwise be shut down. This may allow for brief decreases in 

pumping at the Willimantic River Wellfield to provide short periods ofreliefto the 

fish species in the Willimantic River, while also restoring the system margin of 

safety. 

L3 RELATIONSHIP TO WATER AND WASTEWATER MASTER PLAN 

On September 26, 2005, the Connecticut Department of Public Health issued a consent 

order to the University of Connecticut to address what it characterized as deficiencies in 

the operation and management of its water supply system. As part of the consent order, 

the University agreed to develop a Water System Master Plan to identify and evaluate 

viable options for meeting the University's future drinking water needs. Additionally, the 

University voluntarily expanded this charge to include evaluation of its wastewater 

collection and treatment needs as well. 
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The Water and Wastewater Master Plan was published in June 2007. The document was 

designed to convey an understanding of the extent and condition of water and wastewater 

infrastructure owned and operated by the University of Connecticut; evaluate the 

capacity ofthe system to meet current and future water demands and wastewater 

treatment needs; estimate the value of water and wastewater assets owned by the 

University; assess management and ownership options for the water and wastewater 

systems; and develop recommendations relative to future management and operation of 

the water and wastewater systems. 

Most ofthe recommendations of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan are more 

directly applicable to the Individual Water Supply Plan than to this Wellfield 

Management Plan. With regard to the two wellfields, the Water and Wastewater Master 

Plan recommended the following: 

o Perform, as planned, the Willimantic River Study (completed in 2010); 

o Continue to operate the Fenton River as outlined in the Fenton River Study 

(ongoing); 

0 Relocate Fenton Well A further from the river but within the distance available [250 

feet] for a diversion permit exemption (pending additional study); and 

0 Provide emergency power to Well #2 and Well #4 at the Willimantic River Wellfield 

(completed in 2011). 

As this document recommends a monthly-based operating strategy derived from the 

current understanding of the characteristics of the two wellfields and the associated 

rivers, this Wellfield Ma~agement Plan supersedes the hypothetical operating scenarios 

presented in the Water and Wastewater Master Plan. 
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1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER WATER SYSTEM PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

This Wellfield Management Plan presents a review of historical operational procedures 

as well as a review of the recent environmental studies that presented recommendations 

for reducing or curtailing withdrawals during periods of low streamflow. In addition, this 

plan provides guidelines for the incorporation of well field management procedures into a 

variety of other University documents, including the Water Supply Plan, the draft 

Drought Response Plan, the Emergency Contingency Plan, and the Water Conservation 

Plan. As such, a large portion of this initial Wellfield Management Plan provides 

background information above and beyond the scope of a typical operational reference 

document. It is envisioned that future versions of this Wellfield Management Plan will 

be more streamlined to be used as operational reference guides. 

1.4.1 Relationship to the Individual Water Supply Plan 

Whereas the Individual Water Supply Plan is the University's comprehensive water 

system planoing document, this Wellfield Management Plan is intended toward 

incorporating the operational recommendations of the two recent envirorunental studies 

into a comprehensive operations document. As such, this document is designed to be 

included as part of the Water Supply Plan but can also serve as a stand-alone document. 

The monthly margin of safety projections prepared for the Water Supply Plan are 

influenced by the recommendations of this Wellfield Management Plan, particularly 

regarding the proposed operation of Well D during low-flow periods. It is envisioned 

that the University may choose to update or amend the Wellfield Management Plan 

concurrent with the Water Supply Plan in the future. 
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1.4.2 Relationship to the Drought Response Plan 

Several months prior to the extreme dry period in 2007, the University prepared a draft 

"Drought Response Plan" to augment to the pre-existing Emergency Contingency Plan. 

A copy of this plan (revised through August 22, 2008) is included in Appendix A. 

Designed to serve as a set of protocols more than as a plan document, the Drought 

Response Plan establishes trigger levels, describes responses, lists conservation 

measures, and describes recovery from "emergency." The levels of response in the plan 

are denoted as follows: 

o Stage IA- Water Conservation Alert 

0 Stage IB -Water Supply/Drought Advisory 

0 Stage II- Water Supply/Drought Watch 

o Stage III- Water Supply/Drought Warning 

0 Stage IV- Water Supply/Drought Emergency 

The University's protocols begin with an Alert stage, which is not specifically called for 

1n the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan published in August 2003. 

However, the terms Advisory, Watch, Warning, and Emergency are consistent with the 

Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan. 

The University's draft Drought Response Plan links the projected available supply 

(including the available supply from the Fenton River Wellfield in accordance with the 

recommendations oftl1e Fenton River Study) and High Head Reservoir levels to the 

trigger levels. An itemized list of response protocols was presented in the plan for each 

of the stages listed above to enable the University to respond according to each particular 

trigger level. 

The Connecticut DPH reviewed the draft Drought Response Plan and offered the 

following comments by memorandum on September 9, 2008. Considerations related to 
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these comments have been incorporated, where appropriate, into the Emergency 

Contingency Plan and this Wellfield Management Plan: 

o Initial Trigger Level: Issue Stage IA when the flow in the Fenton River reaches 4.0 or 

5.0 cfs instead of3.0 efs to allow additional time to prepare for implementing 

conservation measures. 

o Source-Based Trigger Levels: It may be more appropriate to base trigger levels for 

Stage IB, Stage II, Stage III, and Stage IV on groundwater levels rather than levels in 

the High Head storage facility. 

0 lif~"ater Audits: Water audits of the system's largest users should be performed when 

demand reductions are not met at each response stage. Such water audits should be 

part of the water system's normal business practice. 

o System Recove1y: Recovery triggers should be based on groundwater levels and 

streamflows in addition to the High Head storage facility levels. 

0 Term Clarification: Clarification was recommended for what constitutes a projected 

available supply being "significantly less" than projected water usage, and what 

constitutes an "overall decrease in tank storage." These statements could be 

quantified in units or percentages. 

0 Emergency Sources: The plan should identifY all potential sources of water supply 

within a reasonable proximity to its distribution system that could potentially be 

tapped during a Stage IV emergency. This would necessitate an emergency order that 

is unlike the one outlined in prior stages, would require water boiling and possibly 

other public health precautions contingent on the quality of the emergency source. 

The draft Drought Response Plan was considered during the Willimantic River Study to 

correlate its protocols to those recommended when the Willimantic River falls below the 

threshold streamflow triggers outlined in its environmental study. The protocols 

suggested in the Willimantic River study repmt were then followed during the dry 

summer of 20 l 0. 
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This Wellfield Management Plan fully incorporates the University's Drought Response 

Plan. Because a dry spell or moderate drought is not necessarily a water supply 

emergency and therefore should not always be .treated as such, this Wellfield· 

Management Plan instead uses the guidelines from the two river studies to revise the five 

stages of water conservation triggers. 

1.4.3 Relationship to the Emergency Contingency Plan 

The purpose of the Emergency Contingency Plan is to outline protocols to follow when 

actual emergencies occur, such as failing wells, water main breaks, tank levels falling 

rapidly, contamination of water, or other disasters. It is understood that such events can 

curtail the University's ability to provide potable water, which may result in a threat to 

public health. 

This Well field Management Plan docs not consider the impact of such emergencies, but 

rather considers day-to-day operation of the wellfields under normal operating conditions 

and during periods of low river flows when wellfield operation could cause adverse 

environmental stress to the habitat of the rivers adjacent to each wellfield. Seasonal low 

streamflows are not considered an emergency situation for the University, but instead a 

situation that advises conservation and results in the utilization of response protocols. 

On the other hand, it is understood that a sustained drought such as the drought of record 

in the 1960s could result in low groundwater levels that could in tum cause wells to go 

dry. This situation would be considered an emergency. 

Currently, the draft Drought Response Plan offers reasonable response protocols for 

instituting water conservation measures when available supply is limited due to declines 

in available storage. These response protocols have been folded into the Emergency 

Contingency Plan as appropriate for the Water Supply Plan. Low groundwater levels 

were also added to the Emergency Contingency Plan as this scenario would represent an 
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emergency situation. These modifications were necessary to provide a clear, workable 

set of emergency response protocols for the University and differentiate emergency 

response from typical drought response for the majority of low-flow events. 

1.4.4 Relationship to the Water Conservation Plan 

The purpose of the Water Conservation Plan is to describe how to accomplish University­

wide water conservation measures both in the long-term and in the shmi-term when 

triggered by the Drought Response Plan, the Emergency Contingency Plan, or this 

Wellfield Management Plan. The protocols for water conservation are similar between 

the three documents, although the timing of water conservation initiatives may need to be· 

expedited during emergency situations. 
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL 

· ELIZABETH C. PATERSON, Mayor 

March 21, 2011 · 

Stephen B. McPherson, President 
Masonicare 
Corporate Services 
22 Masonic Avenue 
Wallingford, CT 06492 

Dear Steve: 

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

I am writing concerning your continued interest in developing an Independent/ Assisted Living 
facility in Mansfield. As you are aware, it does not appear that the university is in a position at 
the present -time to authorize any additional connections to their water supply that are not listed 
as a committed use under the university's water and wastewater master plan. · 

Given the limitations of the existing water supply, the Town of Mansfield is committed to 
partnering with UConn to develop additional water sources to address our collective needs, as we 
have recognized that the current situation is untenable and will not support any future 
development. As our Town Manager has highlighted in his recent letter to you, we are 
aggressively pursuing a number of different options, including wellfields and interconnections to · 
existing water utilities, in order to meet our future water needs.' The town has retained an 
engineering firm for this project, and we will be testing our preliminary water supply options 
over the next several months. While it is difficult to estimate an exact date when additional 
public water supply would be available, we believe that a 24-48 month timefrarne is reasonable. 
Obviously, the permitting and construction of additional supply would require a number of 
authorizations at the state and local level as well as approval from our voters to appropriate 
additional bond funding for the project. 

The Town of Mansfield is committed to supporting the development of an independentlassisted 
living facility in town, and we would view a connection to Masonicare's proposed property on 
Maple Road as having !he highest priority for new users. As the designated "preferred 
developer" for this facility, we are interested in working collaboratively with you to support the 
success of this initiative, and we understand that access to water is critical to the project 

-·· 



The Mansfield Town Council appreciates your organization's continued interest in this project. 
We are committed to working with you to bring this plan to fruition and fully support tl1e Town's 
effmts to secure water and wastewater service for the project. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional questions. 

Sincerely, 

fiM.tLk!~ CPdit~ 
Elizateth C. Paterson 
Mayor 

CC: Town Council 
Matt Hart, Town Manager . 
Four Corners Water and Wastewater Advisory Committee 
Kevin Grunwald, Director of Human SerVices 
Lon Hultgren, Director of Pla!Uling · 
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning 



. Jown Manager's Office 
''Town-oTNiansfietd ·· · ·--=------'-

Memo 
To: Town Council 

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager 

CC: Maria Capriola, Sara-Ann Bourque, Audrey Conrad 

Date: March 28, 2011 

Re: Quarterly Status Report: October- December 2010 

Below please find a status report regarding the current projects, initiatives and 
responsibilities of the Town Manager's Office. This list does not encompass every activity, 
but does provide a summary of the more important items. I welcome any questions or 
comments that the Town Council may have. 

Major Projects and Initiatives/Areas of Focus · 
1) Community/campus relations 

• Preparations underway for Spring Weekend 2011 
• Assisted Community Quality of Life Committee (CQLC) with its review of 

proposed nuisance house ordinance and draft assembly permit ordinance to 
regulate certain large gatherings 

• In collaboration with Mansfield Community-Campus Partnership (MCCP), 
implemented pilot blight and litter reduction program in the Hu·nting Lodge Road 
neighborhood, including litter pick-up and changing the day of trash service. 
Refuse and recycling containers to be installed along Hunting Lodge Road in 
Spring 2011. 

• MCCP awarded $20,000 Healthy Campus Grant to strengthen policy 
development and enforcement efforts related to hosting parties where alcohol 
is served. As part of this grant, MCCP to work with Celeron Square 
Apartments to create a "normative environment" relative to party hosting and 
alcohol use. 

2) Community water and wastewater issues 
• Continued to serve as member of UConn Water and Wastewater Advisory 

Committee; this Spring committee to review update to UConn water supply 
plan 
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3) Economic Development 
• Provided Council with update regarding staffs work to develop more 

comprehensive economic development program. Staff committee will continue 
business visitation and other activities; will discuss governance and policy 
issues with Council post budget. 

4) FY 2011/12 Operating Budget and Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
• Submit Proposed FY 2011/12 Budget and CIP to Council on 03/28/11; will assist 

Council with review and development of its proposed budget for presentation to 
voters at 05/1 0/11 Town Meeting 

5) Four Comers water and sewer project 
• Environmental Partners reviewed draft report with Four Corners Advisory 

Committee in January 2011; Environmental Partners to test ground water well 
sites during the Spring and Summer of 2011 

6) Independent/assisted living project 
• Assisted Masonicare with review ofwater supply issues; Masonicare to 

purchase property on Maple Road within next 90 days 
• Staff recommends Council meet with Masonicare in near future to discuss 

program; Council also to consider re-establishment of advisory committee to 
serve as liaison to Masonicare and various stakeholders 

7) Mansfield Community Center 
• Made plans for renovation and maintenance for 2011 
• Prepared FY 2011/12 CIP proposal for equipment replacement and other 

needs 

8) Mansfield 2020: A Unified Vision (strategic plan) 
• Conduct strategic planning team meeting and provide update to Council in 

late Spring 2011 

9) Mansfield Downtown Partnership and Storrs Center 
• Continued work to prepare Storrs Center parking management plan 
• Executed Storrs Center Development Agreement as authorized by Council 
• Design of all public and private improvements underway 
• Mansfield Downtown Partnership preparing update to Council and community 

for April 2011 

1 0) PQiice Services Study 
• Staff and Committee are awaiting a draft version of the study from the 

consulting team; consulting team will present initial findings to Steering 
Committee and then to Council in Spring 2011 
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11) Policy on Open and Transparent Government 
• Town Council adopted policy proposed by Personnel Committee 

12) Regionalism/shared services collaborative 
• Staff conducted meetings with ECSU and WIN COG, and selected UConn 

Master of Public Administration program to retain group of UCONN MPA 
students to research potential opportunities for sharing services between 
Mansfield and Windham parks and recreation departments; study is targeted 
for completion in late April 2011 

• Continued to participate in ongoing WIN COG efforts to examine service­
sharing opportunities, including code enforcement, engineering and economic 
development 

13)School Renovation Project 
• Council decided not to send proposed two new elementary schools and 

selected renovations to Mansfield Middle School (Option E) to voters at 
referendum this Spring 

• Will assist Council in determining next steps for this project 

14) Senior Services 
• Implemented the Council initiated service improvement to increase the senior 

services social worker schedule to four days per week effective January 1, 
2011. 

15) Sustainability 
• Sustainability Advisory Committee provided update to Council at 02/14/11 

meeting 
• Evaluated ways to provide additional staff support to coordinate Town's 

sustainability efforts; presented proposal to establish part-time position as 
part of proposed FY 2011-12 budget 

Capital Projects 
1) ARRA projects 

• Construction of Birch Road bikeway well underway and grading and base 
course is complete; final prep and paving remain to be followed by 
landscaping and finish work; project currently in "winter shutdown" and will 
resume in early Spring 2011 

2) Bridge Projects 
• Laurel Lane bridge project in final design; project should be ready to bid in May 

2011 
• Stone Mill Road bridge project currently out to bid; bids are due in mid- April2011 

3) Salt Shed 
• Salt Shed erected; completing punch list items and final sitework 
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Gregory J. Padick 

From: Connecticut Planning Professionals [CT_PLANNING_PROFESSIONALS-L@LISTSERV.UCONN.EDU] 
on behalf of Roberts, Richard P. [ROBERTS@HALLORAN-SAGE.COM] 

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2011 11:59 AM 

To: CT_PLANNING_PROFESSIONALS-l@LISTSERV.UCONN.EDU 

Subject: Participation in hearings and deliberations by non-seated alternates 

Today, in Komondy v. Chester ZBA, the CT Appellate Court issued a decision 
addressing this question. The gist of it appears to be that unseated alternates may 
participate in the hearing but should not participate in the deliberations. 

Whether or not that participation is fatal to the commission's decision depends on 
whether the alternate's participation had a "profound effect", although the court frowned 
on such participation (See footnote 10- "In light of our conclusion in part I B of this 
opinion, we emphasize that the participation of an unseated alternate in the board's 
deliberations is not to be condoned. Even if that participation ultimately is deemed 
harmless, it nevertheless raises the specter of impropriety. For that reason, the prudent 
course is to prohibit such participation in all instances."). 

Here's a link to the decision.-
http :1/www .jud .ct.gov/external/supapp/Cases/AROap/AP 127/127 AP282 .pdf 

RESPONSES TO: 

Richard P. Roberts, Esq. 
Halloran & Sage LLP 

. One Goodwin Square 
Hartford, CT 06103-4303 
Telephone: 860-297-4695 

Fax: 860-548-0006 
mailto:roberts@halloran-sage.com 

www.halloran-sage.com 

IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: In compliance with Treasury Department Regulations, we inform you that 
any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written 
to be used by any taxpayer, and cannot be used, for the purpose of: (i) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code that may be imposed on the taxpayer; or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

Confidentiality: The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the use of the 
individual or entity named above and is privileged and confidential. Any dissemination, distribution, or 
copy of this communication other than to the individual or entity named above is strictly prohibited. If you 
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone. 

3/30/2011 



·PAGE 
BRRAK 



***************************:l'***:l'********************** 
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Ophtion 

GRUENDEL, J. In this certified zorring appeal, the 
plaintiff, Marguerite Komondy, appeals from the judg­
ment of the Superior Court dismissing her appeal from 
the decision of the defendant, the zorring board of 
appeals (board) of the town of Chester (town), which 
denied her appeal from two decisions of the zorring 
enforcement officer and her application for a variance 
from § 113B.5 of the town zorring regulations (regula­
tions). She contends that the board acted illegally In 
permitting an unseated alternate member to participate 
in both the public hearing and the board's deliberations 
thereon. We affirm the judgment of the Superior Court. 

This appeal concerns the use of a mobile home on 
29 Liberty Street in Chester (property), which is located 
in an R-1 residential district of the town and at all 
relevant times was owned by the plaintiff. Section 
113B.5 of the regulations permits the temporary use of 
a mobile home on a property during the construction 
of a permanent dwelltng. That regulation requires notifi­
cation of such use to the zorring enforcement officer 
and expressly limits the use to a period of six months. 1 

The property contained a 6531 square foot historic 
single-family residence, which a fire destroyed In March 
of 2005. Days later, the plaintiff, pursuant to § 113B.5, 
applied for a six month use permit to install a temporary 
mobile home on the property during the reconstruction 
of her home, which was granted on March 14, 2005. 
Approximately one year and four months later, Zorring 
Enforcement Officer Judith R. Brown issued a cease 
and desist order regarding the use of the mobile home 
on the property. In response, the plaintiff requested an 
extension of the permit originally issued In March, 2005, 
which Brown denied on August 25, 2006. 

On August 28, 2006, the plaintiff filed an appeal with 
the board from both the cease and desist order and the 
denial of her request for an extension. In addition, the 
plaintiff applied for a variance from the "[six] months 
time limit" contained In § 113B.5.2 The board held a 
public hearing on the plaintiffs applications on Decem­
ber 18, 2006. In attendance at that hearing were regular 
board members Mario Gioco, Jim Miller, Tom Englert 
and Mark Borton, and three alternate board members, 
Dan Bednarz, Theresa Myers and Andy Vomastek. 
Because only four regular members were present, Bedn­
arz was seated pursuant to General Statutes § 8-5a'1 

After the public hearing concluded, the board deliber­
ated the merits of the plaintiffs applications. The board 
then voted to deny both the appeal from the decisions 
of the zorring enforcement officer and the application 
for a variance from § 113B.5. From that decision, the 
plaintiff appealed to the Superior Court, which rendered 
judgment dismissing her appeal. In so doing, the court 
rejected the plaintiffs claim that the board acted ille-



gally in allowing Myers, an unseated alternate, to partici­
pate in the public hearing and the board's deliberations. 
In addition, the court concluded that the board properly 
denied the variance application because the requisite 
hardship was lacking:' 

On appeal to this court, the plalntiff challenges only 
the court's determination regarding Myers' participa­
tion in the public hearing and the board's deliberations. 
She does not challenge its determination that no 
unusual hardship existed to warrant a variance of the 
zoning regulations. Accordingly, we focus our attention 
on tl1e propriety of Myers' involvement in the December 
18, 2006 proceedings. 

The record before us contains a transcript of the 
December 18, 2006 proceedings on the plalntiff's appli­
cations. It substantiates tl1e court's finding that Myers 
was an alternate who, despite not being seated to act 
on the plalntiff's applications pursuant to § 8-5a, partici­
pated in both the public hearing and the subsequent 
deliberations of the board. During the public hearing, 
Myers asked more than a dozen questions, the majority 
of which were directed at the plalntiff's husband, Chris­
topher Komondy, who offered testimony in support of 
the plalntiff's applications. Her participation in the 
board's subsequent deliberations on the plalntiff's vari­
ance application was even more extensive.' The tran­
script of the deliberations thereon contains more than 
twenty separate statements by Myers-' Myers posed 
various questions to the town's attorney and articulated 
her opinion on various aspects of the variance at issue 
during those deliberations. For example, Myers 
expressed her view that "we have a larger obligation 
to the greater good if you want to call it that. And if 
we decide to write and grant a variance where we put 
limitations in, first of all, without !mowing what enforce­
ment is, what is the good of having a limitation or 
malting a law or saying this is what's going to happen 
if we don't !mow (a) if we can enforce it and (b) how 
we're going to enforce it. And who's going to be respon­
sible for ... checldng all this out and monitoring this, 
and, you !mow, we've already had months of delays 
and people in the town waiting on this decision as well 
as the applicant. You !mow, this could drag out to have 
a life of its own and by the time we're even getting to 
the point of figuring out how to handle it, the. building 
could be gone or could be up, could be not, God !mows 
what could happen in any part of this process in two 
to three years . . . . " 

On the issue of hardship, Myers questioned whether 
this is "a financial hardship or a hardship with [the] 
land." When Gioco and Miller discussed potential condi­
tions related to the tinling of the reconstruction on the 
property, Myers opined that "it was a chronological 
argument, very well said, and, I mean, you could argue 
either way, but that is not necessarily a solid grounding 



for a hardship." She concluded that statement by noting 
that "[y]ou can't talk yourself into a hardship, either it 
is a hardship or it isn't." Similarly, when another board 
member raised the possibility of attaching a condition 
to the variance that would limit the use of a mobile 
home on the property "by time," Myers stated that "then 
it's two months back, three months later, where do you 
just cut it off and stop the bleeding, I mean, when are 
you, obviously, we are all sympathetic, but you know 
what I mean. You Jet them go for two years and then 
they guarantee that they got three more months and 
then you're going to say, well, sorry, and then in three 
more months it's like, you !mow, the world fell apart, 
and it's going to tal<e three or four more months. That's 
the problem with this . . . as much as we want to do 
this, that's the problem with titis, how, where does it 
end; it ends when they're done, not when we decide to 
grant a variance." Near the end of the board's delibera­
tions, Gioco, the board's chalrman, opined that "really 
tltis ... should have been bandied by [the] planning 
and zoning [commission] because it is not clear .... 
Maybe we should give them the chance to fix it as 
opposed to us." In response, Myers stated that "if we 
really have gone through this whole process and 
decided that we shouldn't be hearing tltis and then we 
shouldn't have accepted the application .... We have 
heard it, it is on the books ... I think we have to make 
a decision. I mean, if the applicants or if we want to 
tall< to [the planning and zoning commission] about 
modifying [§ 113B.5] ... but I don't titink we can post­
pone our decision based on that . . . ." (Emphasis 
added.) Plainly, Myers was an active participant in the 
board's deliberations on the variance application. 

I 

The plaintiff clalms that Myers' participation in ti1e 
proceedings ran aioul of General Statutes§ 8-5 (a), ren­
dering the board's action on her applications illegal. 
She argues that the plain language of that statute forbids 
an alternate member from participating in either tile 
public hearing or board deliberations on an application 
unless that alternate has been seated pursuant to § 8-5a. 
Her clalm presents a question of statutory construction, 
over which our review is plenary. See Buttermilk 
Fanns, LLC v. Planning & Zoning Commission, 292 
Conn. 317, 328, 973 A.2d 64 (2009). 

"The process of statutory interpretation involves the 
deterntination of the meaning of the statutory language 
as applied to the facts of the case, including the question 
of whether the language does so apply .... When con­
stnting a statute, [ o ]ur fundamental objective is to 
ascertain and give effect to the apparent intent of ti1e 
legislature .... In other words, we seek to deterntine, 
in a reasoned manner, the meaning of the statutory 
language as applied to the facts of [the] case, including 
the question of whether the language actually does 



apply .... In seeking to detennine that meaning, Gen­
eral Statutes § 1-2z directs us first to consider the text 
of the statute itself and its relationship to other statutes. 
lf, after examining such text and considering such rela­
tionship, the meaning of such text is plain and unambig­
uous and does not yield absurd or unworkable results, 
extratextual evidence of the meaning of the statute shall 
not be considered .... The test to detennine ambigu­
ity is whether the statute, when read in context, is 
susceptible to more than one reasonable interpreta­
tion." (Internal quotation maries omitted.) Id. In addi­
tion, "common sense must be used in statutory 
interpretation, and couris will assume that the legisla­
ture intended to accomplish a reasonable and rational 
result." (Internal quotation maries omitted.) Cannata v. 
Dept. of Environmental Protection, 239 Conn. 124,141, 
680 A.2d 1329 (1996). 

We thus begin with the language of the statute. Sec­
tion 8--5 (a) provides in relevant part: "In each municipal­
ity having a zoning commission there shall be a zoning 
board of appeals consisting of five regular members and 
three alternate members, unless otherwise provided by 
special act. Such alternate members, also referred to 
as 'the panel of alternates', shall, when seated as herein 
provided, have all the powers and duties set forth in 
the general statutes relating to zoning boards of appeals 
and their members. . . . " General Statutes § 8--6 (a) 
enumerates the "powers and duties" of a zoning board 
of appeals as follows: "(1) To hear and decide appeals 
where it is alleged that there is an error in any order, 
requirement or decision made by the official charged 
with the enforcement of this chapter or any bylaw, 
ordinance or regulation adopted under the provisions of 
this chapter; (2) to hear and decide all matters including 
special exceptions and special exemptions under sec­
tion 8--2g upon which it is required to pass by the specific 
terms of the zoning bylaw, ordinance or regulation; and 
(3) to detennine and vary the application of the zoning 
bylaws, ordinances or regulations "7 

A 

The first question we must ask in considering the 
aforementioned statutory language is whether it pre­
cludes the participation of an unseated alternate in the 
public hearing portion of a board's proceedings. We 
conclude that it does not. While quite specific in other 
regards; see, e.g., General Statutes § 8--7 (requiring 
board to "state upon its records the reason for its deci­
sion"); General Statutes § 8--7a (requiring evidence to 
be tal<en by stenographer or recording device); General 
Statutes§ 8-7d (a) (requiring that "[a]ll applications and 
maps and documents relating thereto shall be open for 
public inspection" and permitting any person to "appear 
and be heard" at public hearing); our General Statutes 
do not prescribe any protocols or duties regarding the 
paTticipation of board members in the public hearing. 



See generally R. Fuller, 9 Connecticut Practice Series: 
Land Use Law and Practice (3d Ed. 2007} § 20:1, p. 556 
("[t]he general procedures followed by most land use 
agencies are similar, and acceptable procedures have 
evolved by custom and experience rather than from 
statutory requirements"). 

This legislative silence on the issue of participation by 
board members in the public hearing is understandable. 
Whether it is an appeal from a decision of the zoning 
enforcement officer, a variance application or another 
matter specified by statute, the burden rests with the 
applicant to demonstrate its entitlement to the 
requested relief. See, e.g., Cumberland Far-rns, Inc. v. 
Zoning BoaTd of Appeals, 74 Conn. App. 622, 630, 814 
A.2d 396 ("the board properly exercised its discretion 
in upholding the decision of the zoning enforcement 
officer [because] the plaintiff had not satisfied its bur­
den of establishing the validity of the proposed gasoline 
station use as a preexisting, nonconforming use"), cert. 
denied, 263 Conn. 901, 819 A.2d 836 (2003); Pike v. 
Zoning BoaTd of Appeals, 31 Conn. App. 270, 274, 624 
A.2d 909 (1993) (applicant bears burden of demonstra­
ting existence of hardship). It thus is incumbent on 
an applicant to provide an evidentiary basis, whetl1er 
through testimony, documentation or a combination 
thereof, in support of its plea for relief. Under Connecti­
cut law, active participation by board members in a 
public hearing is not statutorily required. Rather, it is 
entirely permissible, if nevertheless uncommon,' for a 
board to passively observe t11e applicant's presentation 
without asking questions or otherwise malting inquiry 
as to the specifics of the application. We are aware 
of no authority to the contrary, nor has tl1e plaintiff 
provided any. 

The plaintiff argues that the word "hear," as that term 
is used in the phrase to "hear and decide" contained 
in § 8-6 (a) (1) and (2), connotes active participation 
in public hearings. We disagree. Rather, we read that 
term as one indicating that the zoning board of appeals 
is the proper forum for certain appeals and matters as 
specified therein. Put differently, the term expresses 
the board's power to entertain such matters. 

Such expression is necessary because zoning boards 
of appeal are creatures of statute, as every Connecticut 
municipality having a zoning commission is required to 
have a zoning board of appeals. General Statutes § 8-5 
(a). They possess a linlited authority, as circumscribed 
by statute, t11e scope of which cannot be enlarged or 
linlited by either the board or tl1e local zoning regula­
tions. See Langm· v. Planning & Zoning Gormnission, 
163 Conn. 453, 458, 313 A.2d 44 (1972) (board's powers 
"stern directly from the statute" and "are not subject 
to restriction by provisions contained in the ordinance 
or amendments thereto"); Bam v. Zoni:ng Boar·d of 
Appeals, 161 Conn. 297,302, 288 A.2d 89 (1971) (holding 



that board acted illegally by exceeding its power in 
granting variance); 2 P. Salkin, American Law of Zoning 
(5th Ed. 2010) § 13-27, p. 13-82 (zoning boards of appeal 
"are constrained by the limitations of the power granted 
to them by Jaw"). AB often is noted, "[s]ubject matter 
jurisdiction is the power of the court to hea1· and dele!·­
mine cases of the general class to which the proceed­
ings in question belong. . . . The same principle 
applies to administrative agencies . . . including zon­
ing authorities." (Citations omitted; emphasis added; 
internal quotation marks omitted.) Laue'r v. Zoning 
Commission, 220 Conn. 455, 460, 600 A.2d 310 (1991); 
see also KonoveT v. West HaTlfoTd, 242 Conn. 727, 740-
41, 699 A.2d 158 (1997) (no jurisdiction to act unless 
under precise circumstances and inmannerparticularly 
prescribed by enabling legislation); cf. Mitchell Land 
Co. v. Planning & Zon·ing BoaTd of Appeals, 140 Conn. 
527, 531, 102 A.2d 316 (1953) (explaining that "[p]rior 
to 194 7, the statutes did not specifically refer to . . . 
special exceptions [which] the General ABsembly 
[recently] empowered zoning boards of appeal 'to hear 
and decide' "). By delineating precisely what matters 
properly may be acted upon by a zoning board of 
appeals, § 8-6 (a) sets forth tl1e confines within which 
zoning boards of appeals operate. 

ln addition, we note that§ 8-6 (a) (3) does not contain 
the particular language relied on by the plaintiff. lf the 
plaintiff is correct in her contention that the term 
"hear," as it is used in the phrase to "hear and decide," 
constitutes active participation in public hearings, then 
its omission from § 8-6 (a) (3) suggests that the legisla­
ture, in enacting this statute, sought to vest in board 
members the power to actively participate in public 
hearings on the matters set forth in § 8-6 (a) (1) and 
(2) but not in hearings where a variance is sought. 
The legislature could not have intended such a bizarre 
result. See S.I.S. Ente'I]JTises, Inc. v. Zoning Boa1·d of 
Appeals, 33 Conn. App. 281, 286, 635 A.2d 835 (1993) 
(principles of statutory construction require court to 
construe statutes in manner that will not lead to absurd 
results). That § 8-6 (a) concludes by providing that the 
board shall not be required "to hear any application for 
the same variance ... for a period of six months after 
a decision by tl1e board or by a court on an earlier 
such application" further indicates that the term "hear" 
refers to tl1e board's power to entertain certain matters. 

Common sense also persuades us that the legislature 
did not intend to preclude the participation of unseated 
alternate members in public hearings. The convening 
of a public hearing affords an opportunity for the appli­
cant to demonstrate its entitlement to the requested 
relief and for other members of the community "to 
register their approval or disapproval and to state the 
reasons therefor." Couch v. Zoning Commission, 141 
Conn. 349, 357, 106 A.2d 173 (1954); see also CliffoTd 
v. Planning & Zoning Commission, 280 Conn. 434, 



443, 908 A.2d 1049 (2006) (purpose oflocal zoning body 
in holding public hearing is to afford opportunity to 
interested parties to mal<e views !mown and to enable 
board to be guided thereby). Thus, the aim of the public j__ 
hearing is to obtain any and all information relevant to '­
the inquiry on hand, so as to facilitate the rendering of 
an informed decision by the board. See Loh v. Town 
Plan & Zoning Commission, 161 Conn. 32, 42, 282 
A2d 894 (1971) (board members must be sufficiently 
acquainted with issues raised and arguments presented 
at public hearing "in order to exercise an informed 
judgment"); Strain v. Mims, 123 Conn. 275, 282, 193 A. 
754 (1937) ("[t]he purpose of the public hearing is, of 
course, to inform tl1e members of tl1e conunission as 
to the reasons why the change should or should not be 
made"); T. Tondro, Connecticut Land Use Regulation 
(2d Ed. 1992) p. 405 ("the purpose of the hearing is 
to provide the board with information to inlprove the 
quality of its decision"). ln light of tlmt central aim, 
we perceive no good reason why unseated alternate 
members should be relegated to bystander status during 
public hearings. lndeed, we cannot envision any preju-
dice to an applicant resulting from their participation, 
particularly in light of the mandatory disqualification 
of any board member from "any matter in which he is 
directly or indirectly interested in a personal or financial 
sense." General Statutes § 8-11. 

We also are mindful of the fact that an alternate 
member who is not seated for a public hearing may 
well be called on to act in the place of a regular member 
in the board's subsequent deliberations. It seems incon­
gruous to vest in such an alternate the statutory power 
to decide the substantive matter before the board yet 
preclude that altemate from asking pertinent questions 
or otherwise commenting during the public hearing. 
Permitting that alternate to explore the merits of the 
application through participation in the public hearing 
contributes to the uitimate aim of an informed decision 
and assures that the applicant and other interested 
members of the community have the opportunity to 
address whatever concerns the alternate has regarding 
the application. 

As a final matter, we note that a degree of deference 
generally is accorded to local land use agencies. See, 
e.g., Fedorich v. Zoning BoaTd of Appeals, 178 Conn. 
610, 614, 424 A.2d 289 (1979) ("because the local author­
ity is closer to the circumstances and conditions which 
create the problem and shape its solution, zoning 
authorities are given wide discretion in determining 
public need and tl1e means of meeting it"); Couch v. 
Zoning Commission, supra, 141 Conn. 359 ("[t]he his­
tory of zoning legislation indicates a clear intent on the 
part of the General Assembly that, subject to certain 
underlying principles, the solution of zoning questions 
is for the local agencies"); Megin v. Zoning Boa1·d of 
Appeals, 106 Conn. App. 602, 607, 942 A.2d 511 (courts 



generally employ deferential standard of review to 
actions of zoning board), cert. denied, 289 Conn. 901, 
957 A2d 871 (2008). It is plausible, if not probable, that 
the legislature's silence on the issue of board member 
participation in public hearings simply reflects a willing­
ness to let local agencies fashion their own protocols 
or duties related thereto. 

In sum, a review of our General Statutes reveals that 
they do not address the issue of board member partici­
pation in the public hearing. Mindful that we must avoid 
a construction that fails to attain a rational and sensible 
result; see S.I.S. Enterprises, Inc. v. Zoning Boa?"d of 
Appea!B, supra, 33 Conn. App. 286; we reject the plain­
tiffs interpretation of § 8-5 (a). Because participation 
in the public hearing is neither a power nor duty set 
forth in the General Statutes relating to zoning boards 
of appeal and their members, we cannot accept the 
plaintiffs contention that Myers' participation in the 
December 18, 2006 public hearing contravened the plain 
language of§ 8-5 (a). 

B 

We next turn our attention to whether the statutory 
language at issue precludes the participation of an 
unseated alternate in the board's deliberations. We 
answer that query in the affirmative. 

Section 8-6 (a) vests the board with the power to 
"decide" certain matters and to "determine and vary 
the application of the zoning bylaws, ordinances or 
regulations .... "The board accomplishes those tasks 
by engaging in deliberations following the close of the 
public hearing. See, e.g., Hescock v. Zoning Board of 
Appea!B, 112 Conn. App. 239, 246-47, 962 A.2d 177 
(2009) (reviewing portions of transcript of both "the 
public hearing" and "the board's decision-malting 
process"). 

One judge who considered the question before us 
analogized the unseated alternate board member to an 
alternate juror. See Weiner v. Zoning Cmmnission, 
Superior Court, judicial district of Litchfield, Docket 
No. CV-94-0066607 (May23, 1995) (Pickett, J.) (14 Conn. 
L. Rptr. 245). The comparison is apt. To deliberate is 
to "weigh, ponder, discuss, regard upon, consider ... 
to weigh in the mind; to consider the reasons for and 
against."· (Internal quotation marl<.s omitted.) Stale v. 
Washington, 182 Conn. 419, 428, 438 A2d 1144 (1980). 
Just as deliberation is "the process by which a jury 
reaches a verdict, as by analyzing, discussing, and 
weighing the evidence"; Black's Law Dictionary (9th 
Ed. 2009) p. 492; the act of deliberating is the process 
by which the board reaches its decision.' 

For good reason, the General Assembly has seen fit 
to require alternate jurors in civil and criminal cases 
alilce to "be segregated from the regular panel . . . 
when the case is given to the regular panel for delibera-



tion .... " General Statutes §§ 51-243 (e) and 54-82h 
(c). "[T]he primary if not exclusive purpose of jury 
privacy and secrecy is to protect the jury's deliberations 
from improper influence." United States v. Olano, 507 
U.S. 725, 737-38, 113 S. Ct. 1770, 123 L. Ed. 2d 508 
(1993); see also TuTk v. SilbeTstein, 48 Conn. App. 223, 
224 n.1, 709 A.2d 578 (1998) (''[t]he risks involved in 
allowing an alternate to sit in during deliberations are 
obvious"). Participation by an unseated alternate tar­
nishes the jury's deliberations. See Statev. Mun-ay, 254 
Conn. 472, 495, 757 A.2d 578 (2000) (en bane) (jury 
deliberations tarnished when jurors come into contact 
with outside influences). Similarly, the participation of i:::­
an unseated alternate tarnishes the deliberations of a 
zoning board of appeals, as it pennits one not author-
ized to vote on the matter before the board to neverthe-
less pass on the merits thereof. See GlifjoTd 
Development Gorp. v. Zoning Gornm·iss·ion, Superior 
Court, judicial district of Litchfield, Docket No. CV-95-
0068705 (May 17, 1996) ("[a]n alternate member of the 
agency who is not needed for the vote should not partici-
pate in the deliberations"); 9 R. Fuller, supra, § 21:4, ..L-_ 
p. 606 (same). The unseated alternate's participation, <.... ~ 

whether by design or inadvertence, injects an improper 
influence into the board's decision-malting process. 

That the board's decision-maldngprocess includes its 
deliberations is evidenced by the linguistic distinction 
contained in the plain language of §§ 8-5 (a) and 8-6 
(a). Section 8-5 (a) provides in relevant part that "[t]he 
board shall keep minutes of its proceedings showing 
the vote of each member and each alternate member 
when seated upon each question . . . . " (Emphasis 
added.) By contrast, § 8-6 (a), in enumerating the pow­
ers and duties of the zoning board of appeals, states 
that it is authorized to "decide" and to "detennine" the 
specified matters. It is well established that, in constru­
ing statutory language, "[n]o part of a legislative enact­
ment is to be treated as insignificant or unnecessary, 
and there is a presumption of purpose behind every 
sentence, clause or phrase ... and no word in a stat­
ute is to be treated as superfluous." (Internal quotation 
marks omitted.) State v. Anderson, 227 Conn. 518, 528, 
631 A.2d 1149 (1993); see also VibeTt v. BoaTd of Educa­
tion, 260 Conn. 167, 176, 793 A.2d 1076 (2002) (every 
word in statute presumed to have meaning). Our inter­
pretation thus must give meaning to that distinction. 
Had the legislature intended to permit the participation 
of unseated alternates in the board's deliberations on 
an application but to preclude their involvement in the 
vote thereon, it simply could have used the term "vote" 
in § 8-6 (a), as it did in § 8-5 (a). That the legislature 
instead utilized "decide" and "determine" to describe 
the powers and duties of the board indicates that the 
board's power in this regard includes something other 
than simply voting on a particular matter. Our objective 
in construing statutory language is to give effect to the 



apparent intent of the legislature. Bullenn-il/c Fa·1·ms, 
LLC v. Plann·ing & Zoning Commission, supra, 292 
Conn. 328. We conclude that the apparent intent of the 
legislature was to include the deliberations of a zoning 
board of appeals among the powers and duties set forth 
in § 8-6 (a). 

Because under § 8-5 (a) only alternate members 
seated pursuant to § 8-5a possess the powers and duties 
set forth in § 8-6 (a), § 8-5 (a) precludes the participa­
tion of an unseated alternate in board deliberations 
following the close of the public hearing. We therefore 
agree with the plaintiff that Myers improperly partici­
pated in the deliberations on the variance application. 

II 

That conclusion does not end our inquiry. We also 
must determine whether that impropriety mandates a 
reversal of the judgment of the Superior Court dismiss­
ing the plaintiff's appeal. 

A 

At the outset, we note that the court employed, in 
essence, a hannlessness test in evaluating Myers' con­
duct. It determined that although Myers "was an alter­
nate that was not seated," her participation in the 
board's deliberations did not have a profound effect on 
the voting members. Three other Superior Court judges 
have employed a similar test. See Optiwind v. Plan­
ning & Zoning Cornrnission, Superior Court, judicial 
district of Litchfield, Docket No. CV-08-4007819--S (Sep­
tember 15, 2010) (Roche, J.) (limited participation of 
unseated alternate "did not have a profound effect on 
the deliberations"); Winston v. Zoning Board of 
Appeals, Superior Court, judicial district of Litchfield, 
Docket No. CV-04-0092297-S (January 6, 2005) (Boz­
zuto, J.) ("[t]he record is devoid of any evidence that 
the alternate . . . had any sort of 'profound' [ e ]ffect 
upon the voting members"); Weinm·v. Zoning Conw~is­
sion, supra, 14 Conn. L. Rptr. 246 (concluding that 
unseated alternate "had a profound effect upon the 
deliberation"). 

The "profound effect" test adopted in those cases is 
aldn to the standard utilized in M~tmch v. Pla.nning & 
Zoning Commission, 196 Conn. 192, 491 A.2d 1058 
(1985), in which a salaried member of the local fire 
department who statutorily was proscribed from mem­
bership on the local planning and zoning commission 
participated in the approval of a zone reclassification. 
!d., 200. In considering "the legal effect" of his participa­
tion; id.; our Supreme Court explained that "we have 
not always adhered to a per se rule of invalidation when 
a member of a board or commission had a conflict of 
interest that should have counseled disqualification in 
a matter upon which the member should not have par­
ticipated." !d., 202. Instead, the court indicated that the 
burden rested with the appellant property owner "to 



show that [the improper member's] disqualification 
tainted the entire proceeding .... " !d., 20,1; see also 
Glimes v. Conservation Commission, 243 Conn. 266, 
278, 703 A.2d 101 (1997) ("the burden is on the plaintiff 
to show that the conunission acted improperly"). The 
court continued: "[N]ot all procedural irregularities 
require a reviewing court to set aside an administrative 
decision; material pmjudice to the complaining party 
must be shown." (Emphasis added; internal quotation 
marl<S omitted.) M1tmch v. Planning & Zoning Com­
mission, supra, 205; accordAnziano v. Bom·d of Police 
Comm·issioners, 229 Conn. 703, 713, 643 A.2d 865 (1994) 
("a demonstration of procedural ilTegularities would 
not require us to set aside the board's decision in the 
absence of a showing of material prejudice"); Owens 
v. New B1·itain General Hospital, 32 Conn. App. 56, 69 
n.5, 627 A.2d 1373 (1993) ("[a]n administrative proceed­
ing is not 'tainted' by procedural irregularities unless 
substantial rights of the parties have been prejudiced"), 
affd, 229 Conn. 592, 643 A.2d 233 (1994). Because the 
disqualified member's "role in this matter was minimal" 
and "he made no attempt to influence or sway the other 
members of the conunission"; (internal quotation marl<S 
omitted) Murach v. Planning & Zoning Commission, 
supra, 204; the court concluded that the appellants 
failed to demonstrate any resulting prejudice. !d., 206. 

A similar standard is employed in the context of juror 
misconduct. ln evaluating the intrusion of an alternate 
into a jury's deliberations, our Supreme Court has noted 
that "prejudice will ... be presumed [where] an alter­
nate juror actually participated in jury deliberations." 
State v. West, 274 Conn. 605, 651, 877 A.2d 787, cert. 
denied, 546 U.S. 1049, 126 S. Ct. 775, 163 L. Ed. 2d 601 
(2005), citing United States v. Olano, supra, 507 U.S. 
739-41. At the same time, that presumption may be 
rebutted by evidence that no harm resulted from the 
participation of the alternate. Stale v. West, supra, 
650-51. 

ln our view, the proper measure to evaluate the par- L.. . 
ticipation of an unseated alternate in a board's delibera- r -
tions is an inquiry into whether the participation 
resulted in material prejudice to the applicant. 111 See 
Mumch v. Planning & Zoning Commission, supra, 196 
Conn. 205. Among the factors relevant to that inquiry 
is a determination of whether the participation 
impacted the board's decision-malcing process. See 
Weinm·v. Zoning Commission, supra, 14 Conn. L. Rptr. 
246 (concluding that unseated alternate "had a pro-
found effect upon the deliberation"). Also relevant is 
the frequency and severity of the unseated alternate's 
participation. Cf. Stale v. Stevenson, 269 Conn. 563, 573, 
849 A.2d 626 (2004) (evaluation of claims of prosecu-
torial impropriety includes inquiry as to frequency and 
severity of misconduct); Stale v. Joynm·, 225 Conn. 450, 
473, 625 A.2d 791 (1993) (prosecutor's single question-
able statement will not, in all probability, impair effec-



tiveness or integrity of defendant's trial); State v. 
Orellana, 89 Conn. App. 71, 105, 872 A.2d 506 (isolated 
misstatement not prosecutorial impropriety), cert. 
denied, 274 Conn. 910, 876 A.2d 1202 (2005). Though 
not dispositive, a finding that the alternate's participa­
tion was minimal militates against a finding of material 
prejudice. Mumch v. Plann·ing & Zoning Com?nission, 
supra, 204; see also Optiwind v. Planning & Zoning 
Commission, supra, Superior Court, Docket No. CV-08-
4007819-S (unseated alternate's "limited participation" 
consisted of "two short statements"); Winston v. Zon­
i:ng Board of Appeals, supra, Superior Court, Docket 
No. CV-04-0092297-S (unseated alternate made only 
one comment during deliberations that was consistent 
with sentiments of other members). In addition, apart 
from the persuasiveness of the unseated alternate's par­
ticipation is the question of whether that alternate 
attempted "to influence or sway the other members" 
of the board. (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Mur­
ach v. Planning & Zoning Commission, supra, 204. The 
aforementioned factors are not exclusive, but rather are 
cornerstones of an inquiry into whether an unseated 
alternate's participation in the board's deliberations 
resulted in material prf\iudice. 

B 

Having clarified that standard, the present case never-
theless does not require its application. The record indi- (-
cates that Myers participated only in the deliberations 
on the plaintiff's variance request. Although that partici-
pation was improper, it remains that the court deter-
mined that no unusual hardship existed to warrant a 
variance from § 113B.5 of the regulations. "Proof of 
exceptional difficulty or unusual hardship is absolutely 
necessary as a condition precedent to the granting of 
a zoning variance." Bloom v. Zoning Boanl of Appeals, 
233 Conn. 198, 207-208, 658 A.2d 559 (1995); see also 
Ward v. Zoning Boa?·d of Appeals, 153 Conn. 141, 143, 
215 A.2d 104 (1965) ("[t]he hardship requirement is a 
fundamental one in zoning law"). The plaintiff has not 
challenged the court's determination that the requisite 
hardship was lacldng. "This court does not presume 
error on the part of the trial court; error must be demon-
strated by an appellant ... . "State v. Tocco, 120 Conn. 
App. 768, 781 n.5, 993 A.2d 989, cert. denied, 297 Conn. 
917, 996A.2d 279 (2010). Thus, irrespective of the impro-
priety of Myers' participation in the board's delibera-
tions, we must conclude that the court properly 
dismissed the plaintiff's appeal. 

The judgment is affirmed. 

In this opinion the other judges concurred. 
1 Titled "Temporary Use During Construction of Home,"§ 113B.5 provides: 

"Wilen used, after notification to the Zoning Compliance Officer, us a tempo­
rary dwelling on premises of the owner tllereof during construction of such 
owner's penmment dwelling upon Ute same premises, provided tlmt such 
mobile horne shall not remain upon said premises for more than sl'l{ months 
from the time that it is first placed thereon; and provided such mobile home 



shall be connected to a water supply 1md sewage disposal system approved 
by tlte Town Director of Health in confomUty witlt the requirements of tlte 
State Health Code and regulations enacted by the State Deprutment of Health 
thereunder and to the requirements of any Town regulations pertaining 
Uteret.o." 

:Under Connecticut law, a property owner is pennitted to simultaneously 
file wiUt Ute zoning board of appeals a variance :tpplication and an appeal 
from the decision of Ute zoning enforcement officer. As this court has 
observed, "[t]he plain hmguage of (Genernl Statutes] § 8-Ga clearly allows 
a party to file a bifurcated claim with a zoning board relying on boUt [Genernl 
Statutes] § 8-G (1) and § 8-6 (3) and requesting simultaneous relief under 
each of Utese subsections. Simply put, § B-6a permits the concurrent filing 
of boU1 an appeal from 11 zoning enforcement officer's ruling and 11 request 
for a vari1mce. When a party applies for a review under both §§ 8-6 (1) and 
8-G (3), § 8-Ga specifically requires tlmt 11 zoning board first decide Ute issues 
presented by tlte § B-6 (1) application for a buildlng permit. Should the board 
uphold the denial of the building permit, it must tl1en act upon the § 8-6 (3) 
request for a variance of tlte zoning ordinance." .Minitcr v. Zoning Board 
of A]Jpeal.s, 20 Conn. App. 302, 306, 566 A.2d 997 (1989). It is undisputed 
th:tt the board complied with tlte foregoing in the present case. 

a Genernl Statutes § B-5a, titled "Designation of altem:tte members to act," 
provides: "If a regular member of a zoning board of appeals is absent, he 
may designate an alternate from the panel of alternates to act in his place. 
If he fails to malce such designation or if he is disqualified, the chninnan 
ofthe board shall designate an altern:tte from such panel, choosing alternates 
in rotation so that tltey shall act as nearly equal a number of times as 
possible. If any alternate is not available in accordance with such rotation, 
such fact shall be recorded in the minutes of tlle meeting." 

1 ln its August 17, 2009 memorandum of decision, the court also found 
that "!t]he mobile home remains on the property today, three and one half 
years later, without the construction of the new house." 

5 The transcript indicates that Myers did not participate in Ute deliberations 
on the appeal from the decisions of the zoning enforcenient officer. 

r. In addition, the transcript is punctuated by numerous statements for 
which the identity of the spealcer is referred to as "unlmown." 

7 We note that General Statutes §§ 8-7, B-7a, 8-7d and B-11 also contain 
provisions pertaining to the activities of zoning boards of appeals. Those 
statutory provisions require, inter alia, the board to "state upon its records 
the reason for its decision"; General Statutes§ B-7; to ensure proper recorda­
tion of evidence submitted at public hearings; to publish notice of public 
hearings; to pennit any person to "appear and be heard"; Genernl Statutes 
§ 8-7d (a); and further require the disqualification of any board member 
from "any muller i.n which he is direcUy or imlirecUy interested in a personal 
or financial sense." General Statutes§ 8-11. Because none of those statutes 
bears on the issue of board member participation in public hearings or 
board deliberations, we focus our inquiry on §§ 8-5 (a) and 8-G (a), as have 
the parties to this appeal. 

8 One conunentator has described Ute typica1 public hearing as follows: 
"The applicant must be a1lowed to present documentary evidence and spealt­
ers supporting the application to build arecord.Afterthe appliCl;mt's presen­
tation, the agency members may ask questions about the application and 
for input from the staff or consultants to tlte agency who are present. The 
chninnan then generally asks if there are any oUter persons present who 
support the application. If so t11ey are allowed to malte or file statements 
in support of the proposa1. . . . After that, opponents of the application 
are allowed to make statements and presentations against it or to ask 
questions of t11e applicant and its representatives. After the opponents con­
clude their remarks and U1e agency members ask .oUter questions, tlte appli­
cant is usually given the opportunity to rebut the opposition and make 
concluding remarks. The clmirman then declares the hearing closed or 
suspends it to anoU1er date so that additional evidence can be presented." 
(Emphasis added.) 9 R. Fuller, supra, § 20:3, p. 558. 

9 We emphasize that the !ma1ogy to altematejurors pertains to the sanctity 
of the decision-malting process and do not suggest that the proceedings of 
a zoning board of appeals othenvise are comparable to tllC work of a jury 
in judicial proceedings. Plainly, local land use proceedings are infonnal and 
transpire without regard to strict rules of evidence; see Megin v. Zoning 
Boanl of Appeal.s, suprn, 106 Conn. App. GOB; due in large measure to the 
fact that such proceedings are conducted by boards "comprised of citizens 
from all walks of life, serving their communities on a voluntary basis ... 



who may not always eA1Jress themselves with the nicety of a Philadelphia 
lawyer." (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Analm v. Zml'i11g Boanl of 
Jlp]Jeals, 127 Conn. App. 125, 145, A.3d (2011) (Grumulef, J., concur­
ring). Similarly, our Supreme Court hns eA"J)lnined that the proceduml right 
involved in such adminisl:mtive proceedings properly is described as a right 
to fundamental fairness, as distinguished from U1e tlue process rights impli­
C'dted in judicial proceedings. Grimes v. Consm"VaUon Commission, 243 
Conn. 266, 273 n.l!, 703 A.2d 101 (1997). 

111 In light of our conclusion in part I B of tl1is opinion, we emphasize that 
the participation of an unseated alternate in the board's delibemtions is not 
to be condoned. Even if tltat pnrticipation ultimately is deemed harmless, 
it nevertheless raises the specter of impropriety. Fortltat reason, t11e prudent 
course is to proh1bit such partidpaflon in all instances. 


