MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

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

MONDAY, JULY 18, 2016 = 6:45 PM
OR UPON COMPLETION OF INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY MEETING

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. JUNE 20, 2016 — REGULAR MEETING

ZONING AGENT’S REPORT

PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. 6:45 PM = AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS RELATED TO STORMWATER MANAGEMENT, WATER
SERVICE CONNECTIONS, ALCOHOL, AND LIVE MUSIC; AND AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS AND
MAP TO CREATE A WATER PIPELINE OVERLAY DISTRICT (PZC FILE 907-41)

OLD BUSINESS

A. AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS RELATED TO STORMWATER MANAGEMENT, WATER SERVICE
CONNECTIONS, ALCOHOL, AND LIVE MUSIC; AND AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS AND MAP TO
CREATE A WATER PIPELINE OVERLAY DISTRICT (PZC FILE 907-41)

B. ZONING REGULATION REVISIONS — MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING
Referred to Advisory Committees for review and comment

C. OTHER

NEW BUSINESS
A. UNITED SERVICES REQUEST FOR EXTENSION (PZC FILE 1302)
Memo from Director of Planning and Development

B. REFERRAL FROM COUNCIL RE: OUTDOOR WOOD BURNING FURNACES
Memo from Director of Planning and Development

C. SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION, EFFICIENCY UNIT, D. HEMPLE, 11 SUMMIT ROAD (PZC FILE 1342)
D. OTHER

REPORTS FROM OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES
A. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGULATORY REVIEW COMMITTEE

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR’S REPORT
OTHER

mo 0w

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



8. COMMUNICATIONS AND BILLS

A. REBECCA SHAFER MEMO TO PZC (JUNE 17, 2016)

B. DEEP NOTICE OF TENTATIVE DETERMINATION STATEWIDE GENERAL PERMIT

C. UCONN 2015 CONSUMER CONFIDENCE REPORT-STORRS CAMPUS WATER SYSTEM

D. TOWN COUNCIL COMMUNICATION TO CTDOT RE: PROPOSED ANDOVER NATURAL GAS INFUSION
STATION

E. OTHER

9. ADJOURNMENT



MINUTES



DRAFT MINUTES

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

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

MONDAY, JUNE 20, 2016 = REGULAR MEETING

MEMBERS PRESENT: J. Goodwin, C. Ausburger, B. Chandy, R. Hall, G. Lewis (left at 8:13 p.m.),
K. Rawn, B. Ryan, S. Westa
MEMBERS ABSENT: V. Ward

ALTERNATES PRESENT:  P. Aho, K. Fratoni

ALTERNATES ABSENT: T. Berthelot

STAFF PRESENT: Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development
Janell Mullen, Assistant Planner, Zoning Agent
Jennifer Kaufman, Inland Wetlands Agent

Chairman Goodwin called the meeting to order at 6:44 p.m. and appointed Aho to act.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

A. JUNE 6, 2016 — REGULAR MEETING
Chandy MOVED, Hall seconded, to approve the 06-06-2016 minutes as presented. MOTION PASSED
with all in favor except Westa and Aho who disqualified themselves.

ZONING AGENT’S REPORT:

Mullen reported on the status of various enforcement actions.

PUBLIC HEARING:
A. SPECIAL PERMIT RENEWAL REQUESTS FOR REMOVAL OF ROCK SAND OR GRAVEL FROM:

o PROPERTY OF BANIS, NORTH SIDE OF PLEASANT VALLEY RD., APPROX. 300 FEET EAST OF WOODS RD.
(PZC FILE 1164)

o PROPERTY OF HALL, NORTH OF MANSFIELD HOLLOW ROAD (PZC FILE 910-2))
o PROPERTY OF GREEN, 1090 STAFFORD ROAD (PZC FILE 1258)

Chairman Goodwin opened the Public Hearing at 6:45 p.m. Members present were Goodwin,
Ausburger, Chandy, Hall, Lewis, Rawn, Ryan, Westa and alternates Aho and Fratoni. Aho was
appointed to act. Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development read the legal notice as it
appeared in The Chronicle on 6/7/16 and 6/15/16 and noted the following communications received
and distributed to members of the Commission: A 6/20/16 Memo from Janell Mullen, Assistant
Planner/ZEO and a 6/13/16 email from Robert and Christine McCarthy, 89 Mansfield Hollow Road.

Chairman Goodwin asked for Commission and Public Comment on each of the applications. There
were no questions or comments on the Banis or Green requests for renewal.

Robert McCarthy, 89 Mansfield Hollow Road, summarized his concerns regarding the Hall property
contained in his 6/13/16 email. Janell Mullen, Assistant Planner/ZEQ, stated that the property
referred to by Mr. McCarthy is not property subject to this gravel permit, but that she will visit this



property with the former Zoning Agent to make a determination as to whether any changes have
occurred since the former ZEO last inspected the property and/or whether there is any zoning
violation. Ed Hall, applicant, stated that the issues raised by Mr. McCarthy are not subject to this
gravel permit and should be addressed at a separate time.

Hall MOVED, Rawn seconded, to close the Gravel Permit Renewal Public Hearing at 7:01 p.m. MOTION
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

OLD BUSINESS:

E.

SPECIAL PERMIT RENEWAL REQUESTS FOR REMOVAL OF ROCK, SAND OR GRAVEL (BANIS PROPERTY,
PLEASANE.T VALLEY ROAD; HALL PROPERTY, MANSFIELD HOLLOW ROAD; GREEN PROPERTY, 1090 STAFFORD
ROAD)

Chandy MOVED, Ausburger seconded, to approve the renewal requests of the gravel operation of
Banis of Pleasant Valley Road, Green at Stafford Road, and Hall at Mansfield Hollow Road subject to
their specific conditions of approval which generally include strict adherence to the cubic yard
limitations, the hours of operation, and the condition that the areas of disturbance will be re-
planted. The work should also be confined to the area of activity as indicated on submitted plans
and described in the renewal requests and as presented at the Public Hearing on June 20, 2016. This
approval is granted because the applications as hereby approved are considered to be in compliance
with Article Ten, Section H, and Article Five, Section B of the Zoning Regulations. The renewals will
expire on July 1, 2017. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:
B. AMENDMENT TO ZONING REGULATIONS RELATED TO THE BUSINESS ZONE, S. SCHRAGER (PZC FILE 1341)

Chairman Goodwin opened the Public Hearing at 7:05 p.m. Members present were Goodwin,
Ausburger, Chandy, Hall, Lewis, Rawn, Ryan, Westa and alternates Aho and Fratoni. Aho was
appointed to act. Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development read the legal notice as it
appeared in The Chronicle on 6/7/16 and 6/15/16 and noted the following communications received
and distributed to members of the Commission: A 6/16/16 Memo from Janell Mullen, Assistant
Planner/ZEQ; a 6/14/16 letter from Karla and Alexander Fox; a 6/16/16 letter from Gregory and
Patricia Frantz; and a 6/16/16 email from Beverly Nass.

Attorney Samuel Schrager, representing the property owner, reviewed the proposal, explaining that
the proposed amendment will affect only the Business Zone which consists of 3 properties on
Flaherty Road.

Karla Fox, 1 Storrs Heights, referred to her letter and added that if one of the proposals is chosen,
she prefers the Special Permit option.

Gregory Frantz, 14 Minnesota Road, is opposed to the regulation change because of the minimum
proposed lot size of 8,000 square feet, noting potential difficulties if a well or septic required
replacement because these properties do not have municipal water or sewer.

Attorney Samuel Schrager replied that if a well or septic on any of the three affected properties
should fail and there was not suitable space for replacement, then the property could not be
developed/renovated.



Jim Makuch, property owner at 17 Flaherty Road, reviewed how his property has been used since his
purchase and stated he intended to continue to use it as a residential dwelling.

Rawn MOVED, Hall seconded, to close the public hearing at 7:18 p.m. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS RELATED TO STORMWATER MANAGEMENT, WATER SERVICE
CONNECTIONS, ALCOHOL, AND LIVE MUSIC; AND AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS AND MAP TO
CREATE A WATER PIPELINE OVERLAY DISTRICT (PZC FILE 907-41)

Chairman Goodwin opened the Public Hearing at 7:19 p.m. Members present were Goodwin,
Ausburger, Chandy, Hall, Lewis, Rawn, Ryan, Westa and alternates Aho and Fratoni. Aho was
appointed to act. Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development read the legal notice as it
appeared in The Chronicle on 6/7/16 and 6/15/16 and noted the following communications received
and distributed to members of the Commission: a 6/16/16 memo from Linda Painter, Director of
Planning and Development; a 5/20/16 letter from Sandra Bobowski, Chairman of CRCOG which was
read into the record; a 5/26/16 letter from Thomas Seidel, Senior Planner of SECCOG which was
read into the record; a copy of the 5/26/16 draft Mansfield Economic Development Commission
minutes; a copy of the 6/7/16 draft Four Corners Water and Sewer Advisory Committee minutes;
and a 5/31/16 email from Alison Hilding.

Chairman Goodwin stated that each regulation will be taken in turn commencing with an
explanation of the revision by the Director of Planning before opening the hearing to public
comment.

Alcohol
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development, reviewed the proposed changes to the
regulations regarding alcohol.

Alison Hilding, 17 Southwood Road, submitted a packet of materials to the members regarding the
proposed changes to the regulations in general. With respect to the revisions concerning alcohol,
she cited the potential water usage increases; a concern for the elimination of separating distances
and asked for on-site sales only and a restriction on wholesale activities.

Live/Amplified Music
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development, reviewed the proposed changes to the
regulations regarding live music. There was no public comment.

Stormwater Management
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development, reviewed the proposed changes to the
regulations regarding stormwater management.

Alison Hilding, 17 Southwood Road, submitted written technical revisions and asked that the
Assistant Town Engineer address these issues.

Water Service Connections and Water Pipeline Overlay District:
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development reviewed the proposed changes to the




regulations regarding water service connections and the creation of a Water Pipeline Overlay
District.

Alison Hilding, 17 Southwood Road, submitted written comments and recommended that the
regulations clearly exclude undevelopable land such as wetlands, steep slopes, etc. from density
calculations and that the overlay district be expanded to apply to University or state-owned
properties with significant natural resources as these properties could potentially be sold in the
future and become subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction.

Painter noted that the Public Hearing must be continued to July 18 for receipt of the Town
Attorney’s opinion. At 7:50 p.m. Rawn MOVED, Ausburger seconded, to adjourn the Public Hearing
to the 7/18/16 meeting. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

OLD BUSINESS:
C. AMENDMENT TO ZONING REGULATIONS RELATED TO THE BUSINESS ZONE, S. SCHRAGER (PZC FILE 1341)

Westa MOVED, Ausburger seconded, to approve the April 25, 2016 petition (File #1341) to amend
Article 7, Section Q.2 of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations to add one and two-family dwelling units
to the categories of permitted uses in the Business Zone requiring site plan approval as described in
application submissions and heard at Public Hearing on June 20, 2016. The subject regulation
amendments shall become effective as of July 15, 2016.

In approving this application, the Planning and Zoning Commission considered all Public Hearing
Testimony and communications. In accordance with the approval criteria identified in Article XIII,
Section D of the Zoning Regulations, the Commission makes the following findings in approval of
these amendments:
= The proposal is complete and contains all required information.
= The proposal is consistent with the goals, policies, and recommendations contained within the
Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development. This finding shall be stated on the record,
pursuant to section 8-3A of the State Statutes.
= The proposal is consistent with the expression of regulatory intent and purpose contained in the
provisions of Article | of these regulations and Section 8-2 of the Connecticut General Statutes,
as amended.
= The amendments are appropriately worded, legally sound and suitably coordinated with other
provisions in the Mansfield Zoning Regulations.

MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Hall who was opposed.

**At 8:13 p.m., Lewis left and Fratoni was seated.



OLD BUSINESS:
A. ZONING AMENDMENT APPLICATION, 91 & 93 MEADOWBROOK LANE (PZC FILE 1338)

Hall MOVED, Chandy seconded, to approve, the application of Uniglobe Investment LLC (File #1338)
to rezone 4.6 acres of land located at 91 and 93 Meadowbrook Lane from R-20 to DMR, as described
in application materials dated February 9, 2016 and shown on a map dated January 8, 2016 as
revised to April 11, 2016 and as heard at a Public Hearing on May 16, 2016.

This zone change shall become effective on the date the associated Meadowbrook Gardens Special
Permit application (PZC File 1284-3) is filed on the Land Records. Approval is granted for the
following reasons:

1. The subject rezoning is consistent with mapping and goals identified the Mansfield Tomorrow
Plan of Conservation and Development. The subject property and properties to the north, east
and west are designated as Compact Residential which is intended to accommodate residential
growth in compact, walkable developments accessible to employment, the University (ECSU) and
shopping areas. The proposed rezoning is also considered to be consistent with the 2010
Windham Region Land Use Plan; 2014-2024 Capitol Region Plan of Conservation and
Development and 2013-2018 Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut.

2. The subject site is proximate to existing multi-family housing and commercial uses and will be
served by public sewer and water systems. The proposed rezoning is an expansion of the
existing DMR zone and multi-family residential project located on the east side of the subject
property.

3. The site is physically capable of supporting multi-family residential development. An associated
special permit application suitably addresses potential environmental, traffic and neighborhood
impacts associated with a specific development plan.

4. The proposed rezoning is considered to be consistent with approval considerations contained in
Articles | and XlII of Mansfield’s Zoning Regulations and Section 8-2 of the State Statutes.

MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Fratoni who disqualified herself.

B. SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION, MEADOWBROOK GARDENS, 91 & 93 MEADOWBROOK LANE (PZC FILE 1284-3)

Hall MOVED, Chandy seconded, to approve the Special Permit application of Uniglobe Investment
LLC (File #1284-3) for a multi-family housing development on property located at 91 and 93
Meadowbrook Lane in an expansion of the DMR zone, as described in application materials and
shown on plans dated January 8, 2016 as revised to May 16, 2016 and as heard at a Public Hearing
on May 16, 2016.

This approval is granted because the application is considered to be in compliance with Article V,
Section B, Article X, Section A.6 and other provisions of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations, and is
granted with the following conditions:

1. Extent of Approval. This approval is specifically tied to the applicant’s submissions and the
conditions cited in this motion. Unless modifications are specifically authorized, the proposed
uses and site improvements shall be limited to those authorized by this approval. Any questions
regarding authorized uses, required site improvements and conditions cited in this approval shall



be reviewed with the Zoning Agent and Director of Planning and Development, and, as deemed
necessary, the PZC.

2. Permits. No Zoning Permits shall be issued and no construction shall commence, until final plans
have been approved by the Windham Water Works (water supply), Windham Engineering
Department (sewer), Mansfield Water Pollution Control Authority (sewer); Mansfield Public
Works Department (encroachment, driveway, drainage permits) and all permits required by the
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection.

3. Dedications. Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Permit, dedication of right of way along
Meadowbrook Lane and the conservation easement shall be submitted by the developer,
approved by the PZC Chairman with staff assistance and filed on the Land Records. The
easement shall utilize the Town’s model format.

4. Removal of Material. Any excess material removed from the site shall be deposited in
appropriate locations that comply with municipal zoning and inland wetland requirements.

5. Erosion and Sedimentation Controls. Prior to the commencement of any site work and the
issuance of any Zoning Permit, a financial guarantee in the amount of $5,000 shall be submitted
to and approved by the PZC Chairman with staff assistance. This financial guarantee will help
address any drainage and erosion and sedimentation problems that are not appropriately
addressed by the developer.

6. Phase 1 Modifications. No Zoning Permits for development of the subject property shall be
issued until the following conditions have been met:

o Asolid fence has been installed along the shared boundary of Phase 1 and Eastbrook Heights
Condominiums.

o The Chair and Zoning Agent have approved a revised landscape plan for the frontage of
Phase 1 along Meadowbrook Lane. The revised landscape plan shall be consistent with the
landscape design for Phase 2 and shall be designed to screen the rear of the buildings facing
Meadowbrook Lane at maturity.

o The Chair and Zoning Agent have approved a revised plan for the central open space in Phase
1 to include the elements described in the April 26, 2016 letter from Michael Yenke of
Uniglobe Investment LLC.

7. Affordable Housing. The Affordable Housing Plan dated February 2016 shall be updated to
remove references to income levels for affordable units as the applicant does not intend to
restrict units on that basis.

8. Bicycle Racks. Final locations of bicycle racks may be adjusted after construction to meet the
needs of residents.

9. Excavation. All excavation and trucking activity shall comply with the requirements of Article 10,
Section H.5.a.

10. Final Plans. Finals plans shall incorporate the following revisions:

o Plans shall be signed and sealed by the respective professionals.

o Revisions to the lighting plan to address lighting in the courtyard and along pedestrian
walkways. Footcandle details shall be provided to ensure that adequate pedestrian lighting is
provided and that there is no light spill off-site or into the wetlands.

o Revisions to the landscape plan as may be determined by the Director of Planning and
Development through consultation with Rudy Favretti, a landscape architect on the Design



Review Panel that provided detailed recommendations regarding screening and plant
selection.

o The dumpster pads and enclosures shall be enlarged to accommodate two dumpsters, one
for recycling and one for regular waste. The containers shall be plugged and curbing shall be
provided between the enclosures and the wetlands to prevent wastewater from flowing into
the wetlands. Sizing of enclosures and pads shall be coordinated with Willimantic
Wastepaper.

o The Stormwater Management Plan shall be updated to address the requirements of Article 6,
Section B.4.m regarding use of salts and chemicals for ice management.

11. Validity. This permit shall not become valid until the applicant obtains the special permit form
from the Planning Office and files it on the Land Records.
MOTION PASSED with all in favor except Fratoni who disqualified herself.

D. AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS RELATED TO STORMWATER MANAGEMENT, WATER SERVICE
CONNECTIONS, ALCOHOL, AND LIVE MUSIC; AND AMENDMENTS TO ZONING REGULATIONS AND MAP TO
CREATE A WATER PIPELINE OVERLAY DISTRICT (PZC FILE 907-41)

Tabled pending 7/18/16 continued public hearing.

NEW BUSINESS:

A. CANCELLATION OF JULY 5:2016 MEETING
Rawn MOVED, Aho seconded, to cancel the 7/5/16 IWA and PZC meetings and schedule a Special
Meeting of the IWA on 7/18/16. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

REPORTS FROM OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES:

Painter noted her 6/16/16 Director’s report calling attention to the Sustainability Award from CROG;
Westa noted a recent CROG Regional Planning Meeting and the “Walkability” presentation.

COMMUNICATIONS AND BILLS:

Painter distributed the following communications that were received after publication of the meeting
packet and distributed to the members:

= A 6/17/16 email with attachments from Rebecca Shafer, Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation
Group.

= A 6/20/16 email from Rebecca Michlin, Assistant Director, American Legion Auxiliary Laurel Girls
State.

ADJOURNMENT:
The Chair declared the meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Bonnie Ryan, Acting Secretary
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MANSFIELD DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

ZONING AGENT REPORT = JUNE 2016

JANELL MULLEN, ZONING AGENT ISSUED ON JULY 18™, 2016

ZONING PERMITS ISSUED

ADDRESS

DESCRIPTION

507 Stafford Road

Deck

372 Bassett’s Bridge Road

Front Porch

149 Browns Road

In-ground pool

734 Storrs Road

Deck

109 Highland Drive

Free-standing deck

10 Charles Lane

Above ground pool

CERTIFICATES OF ZONING COMPLIANCE

ADDRESS

DESCRIPTION

156 Stafford Road

In-ground pool with deck

42 Marybell Drive

Replacement mobile home with decks

Storrs Center-Kathmandu

signs

Storrs Center-Town House Buildings 5, 7, 8

Construction of Town Houses

ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY DURING THE MONTH OF JUNE

ADDRESS/BUSINESS

DATE OF ENFORCEMENT/TYPE

DEADLINE TO RESPOND/STATUS

15 Agronomy Road

Spring Semester/Over-
Occupancy

Property Owner Ted Panagopolous has
requested an appeal for Citation #16-1

32 Riverview Road

Over-occupancy/unregistered
vehicles

This property has had a car on blocks
in the midst of repair for years
according to the file. A letter was
written in re neighborhood concerns
of the coming and goings of the
occupants. Police activity has occurred
at the property since initial complaint.

30 Old Kent Road

Keeping of animals

This property owner has been cited for
the keeping of too many chickens. The
chickens have been moved from the
property to RAR 90 site in town.

46 Clover Mill Road

Spring Semester/Over-
Occupancy

Property Owner Gregory Roy has
requested an appeal hearing for
Citation #16-4




109 Hunting Lodge Road

Spring Semester/Over-
Occupancy

Property Owner Penny Tavar has
requested a hearing for Citation #16-
10.

195 Hunting Lodge Road

Spring Semester/Over-
Occupancy

Property Owner Ted Wrubel has
requested an appeal hearing for
Citation #16-19. Steve Bacon is
conflicted out of the hearing.

205 Hunting Lodge Road

Spring Semester/Over-
Occupancy

Property Owner Steve Rogers has
requested an appeal hearing for a
Citation. Steve Bacon is conflicted out
of this hearing.

78 Lynwood Spring Semester/Over- Property Owner Ryan McDonald has
Occupancy requested an appeal hearing for
Citation #16-9 & #16-16.
14 Westwood Spring Semester/Over- Property Owner Lynn Kuo has

Occupancy

requested an appeal for the Citation
#16-8. Steve Bacon is conflicted out of
this hearing.

98 Depot Road

Keeping of animals

Neighbor complaint in re 3 chickens
and horses. The chickens are allowed.
The horses are kept in a 25 acre lot
across the street so they have ample
land as well.

= Attorney Stephen Bacon has volunteered as a Zoning Citations Hearing Officer. Cases
will be heard in July-August. The following Zoning Report will indicate the ruling of the
over-occupancy cases for 78 Lynwood, 15 Agronomy Road, 46 Clover Mill Road, 109
Hunting Lodge Road. The other cases will need to be heard by a different Citations

Hearing Officer.
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O’'MALLEY, DENEEN, LEARY, MESSINA & OSWECKI

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
20 MAPLE AVENUE
WILLIAM C. LEARY P.O. BOX 504 THOMAS J. O'MALLEY (ret)
Of Counsel WINDSOR, CONNECTICUT 06095 DONALD J. DENEEN (ret)
VINCENT W. OSWECKT, JR. ANDREW G. MESSINA, JR.
MICHAEL P. DENEEN TELEPHONE (860) 688_8505 (1940-2000)

KEVIN M. DENEEN
RICHARD A. VASSALLO
JAMES P. WELSH

Fax (860) 688-4783

July 12, 2016

Linda M. Painter, AICP

Director of Planning and Development
Town of Mansfield

4 South Eagleville Road

Mansfield, Connecticut 06268-2599

Re:  Proposed Amendment to Zoning Regulations
Alcohol and Music Regulations

Water Overlay District
Storm Water Regulations

Dear Linda:

I have reviewed the attached proposed regulations. The proposed Water Overlay District
and Storm Water Regulations are acceptable as drafted. I have made some minor edits
and changes to the attached Alcohol and Music regulations.

Please feel free to contact me with any further questions.

r}ytrul yours,

/ _
“Kevin M. Deneen |

KMD/ile 5
Enclosures ;



**Attorney Deneen’s recommended changes are noted in red.

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE SEVEN. Section D.7.g.

g. The sale of alcoholic liquor shall be permitted as accessory to the following uses provided the
liquor permit type is authorized pursuant to Chapter 101 of the Mansfield Code of Ordinances
and the following primary use is permitted in said zone or district:

= Retalil
= Restaurant
=  Hotel

=  Place of Assembly-Banquet Hall

= Commercial recreation facility

= Brewpub/Restaurant, Brewpub, and Brewery
=  Farm Winery

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE TEN, Section I.3.

3.

4.

Outdoor Music. Outdoor music will be allowed during the following days and times.

Outdoor Music Permitted
Thursday-Saturday 12:00 pm =10 pm
Sunday 12 pm -6 pm

Outdoor music on days or times other than those identified in the above table may be authorized by
Special Permit approval.

Noise and Nuisance Regulations. All events involving live and/or amplified music shall comply with
the noise and nuisance regulations contained in Chapters 134 and 135 of the Code of Ordinances.

Violations. In addition to penalties for violation identified in Article Eleven, Section F of these
regulations and Chapters 134 and 189 of the Mansfield Code of Ordinances, the Zoning Permit for
any live/amplified music use may be revoked by the Zoning Agent if there are two or more noise
and/or nuisance violations within a 12 month period. Special Permit approval shall be required for
reinstatement of any Live/Amplified Music Permit that has been revoked.



lune 20, 2016
To: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission

Subject: Comments on proposed Mansfield Zoning Regulations

The proposed zoning regulations will be an important addition to the town’s efforts to control
stormwater discharges — both from a quantitative and qualitative perspective. They will also provide
needed controls over development in areas served by the Connecticut Water Company waterline that
has recently been installed in Mansfield.

However, for the regulations to achieve their objectives, we recommend that the following clarifications
and improvements are needed:

Stormwater Management Plan {Section 4.b): This section requires the developer to develop a design
report to include “an evaluation of existing on site and off site hydrology including estimates of pre-
construction and post construction development from 1, 2, 25, 50 and 100 year, 24 hour storm event.”
This sentence should be clarified to read as follows: “an evaluation of existing on site and off site
hydrology including estimates of pre-construction and post construction development runoff volumes
from 1, 2, 25, 50 and 100 year, 24 hour storm event (added text in bold font).”

Part 2: Proposed Stormwater Regulations

Stormwater Management Plan {Section 4.c}: This section requires the developer to develop an
improvement plan to “provide a zero net increase in runoff from the 10, 25 and 100 year storm events
unless the applicant demonstrates this would be a detriment to downstream properties.” The
commission needs to clarify under what circumstances such exceptions should be made, including the
factors that would contravene the “zero net increase standard” for 10, 25 and 100 year storm events.
Also it is not clear whether this element of the improvement plan would entail the development of a
retention or a detention basin. Will the “zero net increase standard” be based on a retention basin that
meters out discharges to storm events of less than a 10 year peak? Without some clarification on the
exceptions to this improvement plan, the proposed regulations, if adopted, could leave the commission
with little guidance on managing stormwater discharges that fail to achieve the “zero net increase
standard.” If the commission is concerned about the potential downstream impacts caused by
withholding water during peak storm events for the 10, 25 and 100 year storm, it should also be
concerned about the potential impacts of NOT discharging stormwater downstream at a sufficient rate
to maintain groundwater supplies, stream flows and wetland ecosystems affected by the proposed
stormwater management plan.

Stormwater Management Plan (Section 4.c): This section requires the developer to develop an
improvement plan to “reduce peak runoff from the 2 year 24 hour post development event to 50
percent of the pre-development conditions for that storm event or to the equivalent q\f the 1year 24"

1



hour storm event, unless the cammission determines such reduction is impractical.” Unlike the previous
section, this provision places the decision making for the exceptions in the hands of the commission.

We would recommend that the language of both sections should be the same with respect to who
decides — or more importantly who collects and analyzes the data that supports the decisions to make
exceptions. Once again, without criteria concerning what constitutes an impractical reduction, the
commission will be left without standards to support its decision.

Stormwater Management Plan (Section 4.a): This section requires the developer to develop a
stormwater management plan that, among other things, requires the development of an operations,
maintenance and monitoring program developed by a professional engineer. While this is a laudable
objective and is critical to the success of any stormwater management plan, it is equally important that
the interests of the town of Mansfield be represented in this process. A professional engineer
represents the interests of the developer - not those of the town of Mansfield. An operations and
maintenance and monitoring {OMM) program is an integral element of any stormwater management
plan since the ability to retain or detain water on site is determined by maintenance and monitoring
over the life of the system. The town needs to include provisions in the proposed regulations that
ensure these systems are maintained without town expense. Requiring long term escrow accounts,
bonds or other financial instruments for the guarantee of work is critical to the success of large scale
stormwater systems. These financial instrument must be accessible to town officials when a developer
or successor holding companies are in default of their obligations. Moreover, the town should develop
specific OMM program criteria that can be referenced as basic minimum standards of performance to
be used by professional engineers working in the town of Mansfield.

Part 2: Proposed Brewery Regulations

The draft of the revisions address the economic benefits without giving due consideration to the social
and public safety and environmental issues or their tax consequences to the community. The tax
contribution of the brew pub needs to be evaluated against the associated economic impacts to the
community. One of the requirements of the water diversion permit was that a long range water
conservation plan be created. Has such a plan been created? If s0, has this proposed zoning
amendment been considered as a factor to be addressed in the Water Conservation Plan? Will there be
an annual limit placed on the volume of water used in a brewery? Additionally, in a period of low flow or
drought conditions would a brewery be required to reduce its consumption consistent with similar
edicts to other water consumers? Wil the regulations restrict the sale of bottled products to on site
purchases? This would enable a customer to purchase product and |eave to consume at home but would
restrict wholesale activities of their brewpub product. Restrictions on wholesale activity makes sense in
that this is not intended to be a manufacturing activity in a commercial zone which is intended for retail
sales and assaciated social activity.

Is it wise to increase the availability of alcoho! beverages in the town of Mansfield? Has the Planning and
Zoning Commission sought guidance from UCONN Health Services, UCONN counseling services,
Windham Hospital, the State Police and the Region 19 School District? What metrics have been used to
evaluate the costs versus the benefits of this proposal? If the regulations are adopted as proposed, what
mechanism would exist to avoid a string of bars in the zones designated for breweries or brewpubs?
With new development anticipated at Four Corners, would it benefit the atmosphere of this



neighborhood to have a surfeit of bars given this area given this is the gateway to the town of Mansfield.
What atmosphere and what type of traffic do we want to promote in the Four Corners neighborhood?

A key issue is the potential for a brewery across from E.O. Smith High School where underage students
might be attracted to drink and/or to be exposed to inebriated persons on or near their own high school
campus. A nearby brewery may also increase vandalism at the high school from inebriated customers.
Moreover, a location near the school would change the social and educational atmosphere. For this
reason, would the elimination of distance requirements that separate breweries from public schools be
a good idea? We certainly believe the Region 19 School District should be asked directly to comment on
the proposed regulations so that these issues can be shared with the parents of the students attending
from Mansfield, Willington, and Ashford.

is it advantageous to have a brewery on King Hill Road given its proximity to the underage “on campus”
student population and its proximity to the large off campus population on Hunting Lodge Road and
North Eagleville Road? These areas have a history of alcohol abuse issues including traffic accidents and
related social problems associated with high alcohol consumption by students. The negative effects on
year round residents as well as the students themselves from this behavior is measurable.

Part 3A: Proposed Water Pipeline Overlay Zone Regulations

With one caveat, the proposed water pipeline overlay zone appears to provide controls over increased
density of development that might otherwise occur by the availability of water service. Our chief
concern is that the proposed regulations address the potential for higher density development to occur
on a portion of the property while preserving the remainder of the property as open space provided
that overall density of development is no greater than could be achieved in the underlying zone (see
Section 4e. Development requirements). The proposed regulations would be acceptable if the
commission based its determination of the underlying zone’s density on a requirement —not an option —
for the developer to prepare a density analysis that fully identifies and discounts land that is identified
as wetlands, water courses, steep slopes (i.e., 15% or more), unstable soils conditions and land needed
for access. We also recommend that land subject to the 100 year flood also be discounted from these
calculations. The density allowed must be based on developable land — not the total acreage of any
given parcel of land. Without a requirement that undevelopable land be discounted in the density
calculations, the proposed regulations will actually increase the densities of developments built in the
water pipeline overlay zone.

Should the existing water pipeline along Bone Mill Road north and south from the Pink Ravine reservoir
to the Mansfield Deport campus and to North Eaglevilie Road and from there east to the UCONN
campus be subject to the proposed overlay zone? The Furthermore, is there an existing water main from
the Willimantic River Wells that runs along Birch Road that should be subject to the proposed overlay
zone regulations?



Part 3B: Need for Overlay Zone Regulations for Critical Water Resource Areas

We believe that an overlay zone concept should be developed that would apply to critical water
resource lands owned by the state. Since zoning addresses fong range land development issues and not
current ownership, it is important for the Planning and Zoning Commission to establish zoning
protections for the Pink Ravine Reservoir watershed area since it possesses incalculable water quality
and quantity benefits for the town. While an overlay zone may not be the complete solution, it would
underscore the importance of protecting this precious watershed land from further development and
could be used as a complement to other land conservation strategies for this state owned property. The
land that we believe merits an overlay zone is the UCONN forest land west of Bone Mill Road up top
Northwood Apartment and from North Eagleville Road to Shelter Falls Park. This parcel comprises 150
acres that was taken over by eminent domain in 1918 by the State of Connecticut from the Costello
family farm and the Mansfield Fish and Game Club for the purpose of creating a drinking water reservoir
for UCONN and the Mansfield State Training School. As such, its long term value to the town of
Mansfield is critical from an ecological, water conservation and aquifer protection perspective. This
unique parcel of land is in the watershed of the Cedar Swamp Brook which is currently being monitored
by the state for water quality issues. At no point should the watershed of this brook be subjected to
development at a density more than would be achieved by the calculation procedure we recommend
herein for the overlay zones. Please see bullet eleven regarding formerly used drinking water reservoirs
in the attached letter from the Council on Environmental Quality dated May 31, 2016 to CT DEEP
concerning the state’s “Open Space Acquisition Strategy.”

While some may argue that local zoning can’t control state owned land, it is important to remember
that zoning’s purpose is to establish long term controls over the use of land regardless of the status of
current land ownership. We cite several examples of land sales or transfers that Hlustrate why zoning
applied to state land is appropriate. For example, UCONN sold land to a private developer to create the
Storrs downtown development. Similarly, there is now under consideration the sale of the E.O. Smith
High School for state purchase or potentially for a private use. Likewise, the state owned land at the
Mansfield Deport property could potentially become regionally owned property.

In summary, we would urge the Planning and Zoning Commission to consider the need to strengthen the
proposed zoning overlay zone to minimize any inadvertent increase in the development potential within
that zone and to consider the adverse consequences that may ensue by not addressing the development
potential created by pre-existing water pipelines within Mansfield. We also encourage the Commission
to consider using an overlay concept as a tool to help protect other significant water resources within
the town that could be threatened by development.

Respectfully submitted,

> il

Alison Hilding
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(zmiail Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

Today's Zoning Focus Group Meeting
1 message

Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com> Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 7:33 AM
To: Jennifer Kaufman <KaufmanJS@mansfieldct.org>
Bec: Charles Vidich <cvidich@gmail.com>, etwno1 <etwno1@sbcglobal.net>

Dear Jennifer,

I regret that | will not be able to attend this moming's meeting. 1 fell and have a concussion. | am very
limited in what i can do while | am recovering from this injury. .

Regarding the material that will be discussed today concerning storm water regulations | submit my initial
comments below and | ask that you please share them with the group this moming:

The proposed regulations need a better set of definitions including defining the word 1) disturbance, 2)
retention basins, 3) detention basins, 4) sheet flow, 5) etc. In addition, there are a number of sections that
are too vague (e.g., "incorporate vegetative measures where appropriate - what does that mean and when
would it apply?) or appear inconsistent (e.9., why is the 1 year stormn mentioned under Section 4b but
omitted under section 4¢?). Section 4d is not clearly written and should be totally revised so that its
purpose and intent is understood. What does that section attempt to do? Under Section 5 (smali scale
projects), the ideas are listed as a polpourri of approaches with no clear understanding of which will be
accepled and under what conditions. If this section is a requirement as a matter of right under a zoning
permit process, it will require much more clarity for businessmen interested in knowing what is expected of
their projects.

In summary, while the regulations for projecis that require a site plan or subdivision plan are relatively
straight forward, those for the zoning permit process are not acceptable from a common sense
perspective. There are too many choices for a developer of a small scale project who normally would only
require a zoning pemmil. This process fransforms the zoning permit into a complex process with a high
degree of dependency on the fown's professional staff to complete the process. This would be
unacceptable to the business community. To pass the "stralght face" test, this section needs to identify the
expected approaches for every project and not overwhelm applicants with a grab bag of choices.

The proposed regulations must also address potential conflicts between the DEEP stormwater regulations
and the DOT Drainage Manual and these proposed zoning regulations, It is inevitable that conflicts will
emerge and the regulations need 1o indicale what where conflicts exist, these regulations supersede those
of DEEP and DOT with respect to stormwater management plans. If that is not the approach the town
wishes to take, then it needs to clarify what portions of the DEEP stormwater regulations and DOT
Drainage manual are relevant.

it is my intention to review the proposed regulations further and submit additional comments. | would very
rmuch appreciale it if you would please make available to me the audio recording of today's meeting.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Please confirm that you have received this communication.
With appreciation,

Alison Hilding

https://mail google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2&ik=c9ce454596 & view=pt&q=KaufmanJ$%40ma... 6/20/2016
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Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

storm water regs
1 message

Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com> Wed, Mar 16, 2016 at 8:29 AM
To: Jennifer Kaufman <KaufmanJS@mansfieldct.org>
Bee: Charles Vidich <cvidich@gmail.com>

Jennifer,

| am planning to come this moming but just in case my driver does not show up i would like the following
comments included in the record in response to the staff's remarks that were made at the last meeting
regarding my 3/7/16 email on the storm water regs, and more specifically the proposed concept of "a menu
of choices" without specificity in performance standards with regard to the geography in which these take
place, ie steep slopes, flat land, rocky soil, high water table, or shallow to bedrock:

Too many choices may appear good but without specific guidance on what these really mean, the choices
are meaningless. Having choice is good but having choices that are undefined is not good. What are the
precise meanings of each stromwater choice? How should each choice be applied and under what
circumstances? Where on the properly should each choice be applied and under what circumstances?
Without specificity, these choices assume an understanding about the principles of stormwater mgt that
does not exist within the general public or construction worker. To rake this seclion work, the town planner
needs to provide more details of when and where these choices make sense. For example, sheet flow of
stormwater is a greal idea to avoid erosion but will not work on steep slopes. Similarly, detention and
relention ponds will be extremely challenging to implement on flat land with a high groundwater 1able.

Perhaps a slorm water booklet that gives guidance on how to implement these options would

be beneficial if they are all personal selections as of right under the zoning permit process. Guidance in
matters such as what percent of the disturbed properly needs to adhere to these options, can they have,
for example, five different options, and under what conditions specific options can be employed should be
clarified. Furthermore, are there scenarios where one or more oplions would not work on a site? For
example are there certain soil conditions, slopes, surface bedrock where some of these options would
nol be appropriate. Likewise, how much of the disturbed area would require a storm water solution?
Similarly a detention basin might be an appropriate action in an area of relatively flat land and a high
ground water table. If the options are a matter of right, how do we know that implementation of the
selected option will be effective?

Thank you.

AN

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/ Mi=2&ik=cOced 54596 &view—pt&¢=KaufinanJ$%40ma... 6/20/2016
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dug well (the University’s existing Well A) adjacent to the Fenton River, a pumping
station, a 10-inch water line from the Fenton River to two water tanks on campus. Well
A is a cassion type well. Other sources show that Well A was dug in 1926.

WILLIMANTIC WELLFIELD
The earliest UConn water System records date back to the carly part of

century. About 1920, the Town of Mansfield built a water treatment plant on Cedar
Swamp Brook (commonly known as the Pink Ravine) consisting of a rapid sand filter and
treatment plant. It furnished water for the Connecticut College of Agriculture (precursor
to the University of Connecticut) and the Mansfield Training School. The plant was in

operation from 1921 to 1927 and reporiedly delivered about 100,000 gallons of water a

day to each of these agencies. On the'map is a water main from MTS to the Agricultural
College, labeled Old 6” Main, which connected the pumping station known as the Pi
Ravine, discussed above, to the campus and the training school. Utilijes personnel sfate

that this main is still in operation on portions of the campus.

Shown on the 1929 eld Training School well, Well #1
and a pump house. This well was taken out of service in 1961,

1940 - 1950

FENTON WELLFIELD
Two new gravel packed wells were drilled in the Fenton Wellfield in 1949, Wells
B and C. The 3 Fenton wells were the source of water for the campus. A clear water
basin, consisting of two 25,000 sections was also installed in 1949,

WILLIMANTIC WELLFIELD
MTS Well #2, referenced in 1998-1999 ag UConn Well #4, was drilled in 1948,




2479 PROVISIONS FOR A WATER SUPPLY FOR CONN. AGRICUUTURAL COLLEGE. [Jan.,
Crar, 281 \
A A (Senate Bill No, 613.]
X[n - %e"" .
w’,\h’” : CHAPTER 281, ,
q( An. Act making Provision for a Water Supply for the Connee-
ticut Agricultural College and the Mansfield State
: Training School and Hospital.
Be 1t enacted by the Senate ond House of Bepresentalives in
General Assembly convened:

Approprintion for Seoriox 1. The sum of one hundred thirty thousand dol-
e o oy lars, or 80 much thereof as may be necessary to carry out the

int h 1 v Fal A . . 3 I 1 ] 1 T
v s | purposes of this act, is appropriated for the purpose of acquir

ing land or water, if either shall be necessary or advantageouy
to the state, building a dam or dams, laying water mains and
pipes and furnishing such equipment as shall be found neces-
sary for a sufficient water supply for the Mansfield State
Training School and Hospital and the Connectiont Agrienifurg] ..
O’m\?mm the TMansfield State Training Behool and -
Hospital shall first be connected with such water supply.

¥

Power to take lands Sec. 2. Water necessary for the purpose of carrying out
and streams, the provisions of section ome of this act shall be taken in the

manner provided for taking water under the provisions of sec-
tions 2542 and 2543 of the general statutes, and_any land
liecessary may be taken under the provisions of the general
statutes %’01‘ taking land by condemmation proceedings for any
public purpose as the committee bheveinafter designated may
select. Any land or water or hoth, necessary to be taken, or
work necessary to he done by authority of the provisions hereof,
shall be under the direction of a commities to be appointed
by the governor and shall consist of one member of the board
of trustees of gach of said institutions, and if such members
shall be unable fo agree with respect fo such work, the gov-
ernor shall appoint a third member of said cominission and
upon appointnient of such third member a majority of said
commission shall be sufficient to make decision thereon. '

\ Smc. 8. This act shall take effect from its passage.
Approved, May 21, 1919,

[House Bill No. 745.]
| CHAPTER. 282,
An Act concerning the Governor’s Foot Guard.

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

Adjutant-general Secrion 1. The adjutant-general is authorized to pur-
aufhorized to 3 X . V2
purchase clothing  ORase and issue to the first and second companies, povernor’s

and equipment. foot guard, mecessary clothing and equipment called for in
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

May 31, 2016

Jamie Sydoriak

Land Acquisition and Management Unit
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

RE: Comprehensive Open Space Acquisition Strategy
Dear Ms. Sydoriak-

The Council on Environmental Quality offers the following comments on the pro-
posed revision of the Comprehensive Open Space Acquisition Strategy.

You have advanced the quality and potential usefulness of the Plan by a great mar-
gin. One of the ways you have achieved this is by focusing on desired actions and
outcomes within the five-year period covered by the Plan.

Because this is the state’s official land conservation strategy, accuracy is important.
Regrettably, the reader gets no further than the second paragraph of the Executive
Summary before encounfering the biggest inaccuracy. As you know, the estimate of
land protected by DEEP and its partuers js almost cerfainly far off the mark. There is
no valid or productive reason for the Department to cling to figures that are known
to be wrong. It would be better to state that neither the Department not anyone else
knows how much land has been preserved and to state the reasons that this figure is
unknown.

‘The Council offers several important and challenging topics for additional atfention
in the strategy:

¢ It becomes more apparent every day that state funds for acquisition will be
inadequate, and municipal budgets are likely to be strained as well. There
will be a need to adopt additional tactics to preserve land. For example, en-
hanced planning at the mumnicipal level, for which the state could offer educa-
tion and incentives, could lead fo more preservation. Greater use of ease-
ments in lieu of fee acquisition would seem to be necessary.

19 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106
Phone: (360) 4244000 Fax: (360) 424-4070
hitp:ffwww.ot govieey



The strategy should recognize the need for wholly new tactics. Just one ele-
ment would be a program to help conservation-oriented landowners, espe-
cially those who are getting older and want to see their land preserved. Some
such owners would take advantage of a program that might not net them
much money but would not cost them. Currently, it often costs the landowner
money to donate land.

Section II, Land Protection Challenges in Connecricut, identifies important
demographic facts pertaining to land ownership, but does not sound the
alarm loudly enough. In addition to the cited 2015 study regarding forest
ownership, a new report published by the American Farmland Trust confirms

over. Combined with the forest owner demographics, these data paint a pic-
ture of a rapidly-changing pattem of land ownership and, probably, fragmen-
tation of the landscape unless the state is prepared to respond. As of now, the

The strategy should be more spectfic as to how open Space preservation will
interact with and be coordinated with farmland preservation,

The emphasis throughout the report on water quality and the effects of
Stormwater pollution is exceltent. The report could probably even emphasize
the connection more strongly by pointing out that drinking water watershed
lands that are nor preserved are likely to be developed and contribute pollu-
tion o our water supplies.

The Plan ties itself well to the priorities of the Wildlife Action Plan. If you
need more data to illustrate the connection between wildlife and forest pro-
tection, you can find new indicators of forest-bird populations in the Coun-
cil’s latest report, Environmental Quality in Connecticut for 2015, Several
omithologists assisted the Council in developing these indicators. Unfortu-
nately, the trends are discouraging.

As the Plan notes, it is required by statute to include “strategies for presery-
ing in perpetuity state lands of high conservation value.” I {ruth, the Plan
says little more than the Department hopes to do something along these Jines.
Evidently the Depariment is well behind on this required task, as well as the
task of developing a process by which other agencies will identify such
lands. You might consider stating more clearly the status of these efforts.

The strategy should be used to guide the entire Department. There is a large
role in Jand development played by DEEP that should be discussed: solar
farms, built in response to DEEP energy policies, have been responsible for
the conversion of hundreds of acres of farmiand and forest, including core

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106
Phone: (260) 424-4000 Fax: {860) 4724-4070
hitp:/Avww.ot govioeq



forest. DEEP’s energy policies likely will lead to more such conversions. At
a time when the Depariment is handicapped in its ability to preserve forest
land, it should not be encouraging the loss of those lands o industrial devel-
opment. Perhaps the strategy should begin with a “First, do no harm™ provi-
sion.

‘The emphasis on working with partners to maximize preservation is wefl-
placed. You should note the importance of grants administered by the Natu-
ral Resources Conservation Service as well as other USDA programs; the to-
tal for those programs actually exceeds the recent total for the “traditional”
fish, wildlife and forestry grants. The Natural Resources Conservation Ser-
vice’s Healthy Forest Reserve Program, for example, is providing 3.5 million
dollars in grants 1o be awarded this year through the Long Island Sound Wa-
tershed Regional Conservation Partnership Program. Also, if you are opti-
mistic, you could note the proposed creation of the Great Thicket National
Wildlife Refuge, which could lead to several thousand acres of land conser-
vation in the state; adequate funding of the other fwo federal refuges also
would benefit the state.

The references to coordinating public access with brownfield redevelopment
are excellent, and could go further. As the strategy says, land will be needed
for many public purposes. Some lands that now are brownfields could be

converted to important wildlife habitat and places where green infrastructure
retai ‘ates polluted stormwwater.

Connecticut has a limited number of reservoirs that previously were used as
drinking water sources. They have a number of characteristics — high water
quality, valuable habitat, the possibility of future need for their water, and

their status as features of the landscape that probably never can be re-created
— that warrant special attention when making plans for statewide land con-

servation and acquisition. It would seem to be a doable task fo develop an in-
ventory of these sites and assess their conservation vahjes.

DEEP requires grant-funded properties to allow for public access, a good
policy in most instances. However, there are properties that should be pre-
served but are not suitable for public access. The Council recommends add-
ing consideration of a flexible approach to be exercised by the Commissioner
so that importanf opportunities are not lost to a too-rigid policy,

The Council also recommends that you ask the Recreation and Natural Herit-
age, Open Space and Watershed Land Acquisition Review Board to evaluate,
on an ongoing basis, the current cost-sharing formula for open space grants,
and also the rules regarding eligibility for the urban green and community
garden grants. The purpose of the evaluation would be to ensure that im-
portant projects are not being lost because of an inability to fund the local
match.

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106
Phoae: (860)424-4000 Fax: (360) 424-4070
hitp:ffwww.ctgoviceg




* The strategy’s recognition of climate change and rising sea level also s ex-

cellent. How will municipalities and nonprofit organizations know what

* Asyounote, stewardship and manhagement are very tmportant, and both are
in short supply. The strategy should note that successtul stewardship and

Mmanagement of preserved land is essential for conservation and public en-

¢ Land-cover data from UConn’s Center for Land Use Education and Research
are now available through 2015 (in draft form, at least).

This strategy, even in drafi form, is far superior to the three previous versions, You
re 10 be commended for taking a thorough and studied approach fo revising a Plan

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Susan Merrow
Chair

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106
Phone: (860)424-4000 Fax: (860) 424-4070
hup:ﬂwmuoi.govfceq
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Gimnail Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

Cedar Swamp Brook and Eagleville Brook, Mansfield
12 messages '

Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmall.com> Fri, Apr 22, 2016 at 6:54 AM
To: "Thomas, Eric” <eric.thomas@ct.gov>

Dear Eric,

Good moming. Could you please tell me what the current siatus Is of the Eagleville Brook? If it was
removed from the Impaired Waterways Iist, at what date did this officially ocour? 1have looked on the
CLEAR and TDML websites but | am not finding the specific current designation.

Likewise, what Is the current status of the Cedar Swamp Brook? A year or so ago | believed you
mentioned that it had some bacteria Issues, perhaps slightly alevated E. coli, if | remember correctly. Is
that still the case? Do you have recent and historical water quality tests available on the Cedar Swamp
Brook?

Thank you.

Alison

Thomas, Eric <Eric. Thomas@ct.gov> Fri, Apr 22, 20186 at 11:20 AM
To: Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

Helio Alison,

Eagleville Brook continues to be included in our Department’s Water Ambient Monitoring program. The
biennial Integrated Water Quality Report to Congress, developed statewide for all surface waters
(streams, lakes, estuaries), was last completed in 2014 and is under a current assessment process fora
late 2016 report. You can access our Department’s webpage here, at
http:llwww.ct.govideep!cwplview.asp?a=2719&q=3256‘10&deepNav__GlD=1654 , for access to the
full repgrts for the last ten years (5 assessment cycles).

!
The statewide assessment report, which several cycles ago combined the formerly known “305({b)"
assessment listings and the “303(d})” impairment sub-category listings into a single, integrated report, lists
the two assessed segments of Eagleville Brook. These include the so called “_01" segment is from the
mouth of Eaglevilie Lake up to the confluence with King Brook, and “_02" segment is from this King Brook
confluence up to the core UConn Storrs campus (@ North Hillside Road). Thereisan additional,
uppermost brook section, upstream of the walkway to the Towers dorm complex and upstream to the
targe commuter parking lot and school band practice area, that has not been an officially assessed
segment.

https:/lmail.google.conﬂmail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=c9ce454596&view=pt&q=eric.thomas%40ct.g... 6/11/2016
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e The lower Eagleville Brook _01 segment was assessed as Not Supporting for the designated use of

Aquatic Life and assessed as impaired, starting in the 2004 assessment cycle. Recent water quality

monitoring by DEEP resulted in an assessment determination for the 2012 report that this Aquatic Life
use was in Full Support of the CT Water Quality Standards, and the review process led to what we call a
delisting from the impaired waters list. That delisting occurred in the 2012 assessment report, dated

12/17/2012.

e The upper Eagleville Brook _02 segment has been assessed as Impaired for the designated use of
Aquatic Life for several assessment cycles. Our Department has continued to include this segment in our
water quality monitoring work. The 2014 assessment report listed this segment as Not Supporting the
designated use of Aquatic Life. This upper Eagleville Brook_02 segment is also listed as Not Supporting
the designed use of Recreation, due to excess E. coli fecal indicator bacteria. This segment is included in

the 2012 CT Statewide Bacteria TMDL, online here, at xxx.

o Asyou know, the Department continues to investment technical and financial involvement in the
Eagleville Brook Impervious Cover TMDL implementation efforts with both UCONN and with the Town of
Mansfield. in fact, just yesterday UCONN Extension/CLEAR program staff presented a case study talk on
the UCONN long term institutional commitment to green stormwater infrastructure for 100+ people at a
CT-hosted nonpoint source conference here in Hartford. That talk was followed by an afternoon group
tour of 24 New England-wide nonpoint source managers through a number of Low impact Development
practices on the UCONN core campus area — it was very well received. Currently, | am managing a Section
319 NPS grant-funded project that includes installation of a number of interpretive signs at 12+ practices
across the UCONN Storrs campus. | will alsc be managing a Section 319 NPS-funded project agreement
with UCONN to retrofit the UCONN Field House parking lot with pre-cast pervious concrete parking stalls
— probably later this summer of fall. We are also partially funding the installation of a vegetated green
roof on the new Engineering and Science building currently under construction. We are also partially

funding the UCONN-managed Storrs Friends Meeting stormwater retrofit project, siated for spring

construction.

With respect to Cedar Sw:czmp Brook, we have developed an lower “ 01” assessed segment, an “ 02"

assessed segment, and an “_03" assessed segment.

e The lower segment was assessed as Full Support for the designated use of Recreation inthe 2012

and in the 2014 assessment cycle reports.

e  The middie segment was assessed as Full Support for the designated use of Aquatic Life in the

assessment cycle report,

2014

¢ The upper segment was assessed as Not Supporting for the designated use of Recreation in the 2012
assessment cycle and included in the impaired waters list. That assessment was unchanged for the 2014
assessment cycle report. You are correct - the listed cause for this impairment is excess E. coli fecal
indicator bacteria. This segment was also incorporated into the 2012 Statewide Bacteria TMDL document.
The full document is available online and the appendix specific to the Willimantic River segments of

Eagleville Brook and of Cedar Swamp Brook is availabie here, at

http:l!www.ct.govldeepﬂibldeeplwaterltmd!lstatewidebacteriafwillimanticriver31 00.pdf. The upper

https:/lmail.google.com/mail/u/O/‘?ui=2&ilc—“c9ce454596&view=pt&q=eric.thomas%400t.g...
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segment will be assessed for Aquatic Life (for the first time, | believe} in the forthcoming 2016 assessment
cycle,

Assessment information is publicly available through the national EPA ATTAINS database web site here,
at hitps:ﬂwww,epa.govlwaterdata/assessment-and-total-maximum-daily-load—tracking—and—
implementation-system-attains.

o Hereis the ATTAINS database query return for Eagleville Brook.

o Hereisthe ATTAINS database query return for Cedar Swamp Brook.

| hope this is helpful for your query. Have a good spring weekend!

Eric

Eric Thomas

Watershed Manager

Watershed/Nonpoint Source Management Program

Planning and Standards Division

Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 EIm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424-3548 / E: Eric. Thomas@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.govideep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;

Enstring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

https:I/maii.google.com/mail/u/O/‘?ui=2&ik=c9ce454596&view=pt&q=eric.thomas%40ct.g... 6/11/2016



Willimantic River Watershed Summary

Willimantic River, Eagleville Brook, and Cedar Swamp Brook

WATERSHED DESCRIPTION AND MAPS

Impaired Segment Facts

The Willimantic River watershed covers an area of

approximately 32,774 acres in northeastern Impaired Segments, Lengths (miles), and
Connecticut (Figure 1).  There are multiple Water Quality Classifications:
municipalities located at least partially in the 1. Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06); 0.4; B
watershed, including Ellington, ~ Willington, 2. Eagleville Brook (CT3100-19_02); 1.67; A
Tollan_d, Coventry, Windham, Stafford, and 3. Cedar Swamp Brook (CT3100-17_03); 0.61; A
Mansfield, CT.

Towns: Stafford and Mansfield
The Willimantic River watershed includes three

segments, Willimantic River (CT3100-00 06), Designated Use Impairments: Recreation

Eagleville Brook (CT3100-19 02), and Cedar Sub-regional Basin Name and Code:
Swamp Brook (CT3100-08 _01), impaired for Willimantic River, 3100

recreation due to elevated bacteria levels. These ; ; -

segments were assessed by  Connecticut Regional Basin: Willimantic River
Department of Energy and Environmental Major Basin: Thames

Protection (CT DEEP) and included in the CT

2010 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies. An Watershed Area (acres): 32,774

excerpt of the Integrated Water Quality Report is MS4 Applicable? No

included in Table 1 to show the status of some of _ . :
the other waterbodies in the watershed (CT DEEP, R RN el LOeEWE [ Gt
2010).

The Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06) begins in
Stafford adjacent to Route 32 at the confluence of
the Middle River and Furnace Brook, flows south
and parallel to Route 32, and ends just upstream of
the Stafford Publicly Owned Treatment Works
(POTW). The impaired segment of the Willimantic
River is 0.4 miles long and is located entirely
within the Town of Stafford (Figure 2). Eagleville Brook (CT3100-19 02) begins on the University of
Connecticut’s Campus in Mansfield, flows southeast, and ends at the confluence with King’s Brook just
east of North Eagleville Road. This impaired segment is 1.67 miles long and is located entirely within the
Town of Mansfield (Figure 3). Cedar Swamp Brook (CT3100-17_03) begins at the outlet to Swamp
Brook Pond just north of US Route 44 in Mansfield, flows southwest through residential neighborhoods,
and ends just upstream of the Hunting Lodge Road crossing in Mansfield. This impaired segment is 0.61
miles long and is located entirely within the Town of Mansfield (Figure 3).

The impaired segment of the Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06) has a water quality classification of B.
Its designated uses include habitat for fish and other aquatic life and wildlife, recreation, and industrial
and agricultural water supply. The impaired segments of Eagleville Brook (CT3100-19_02) and Cedar
Swamp Brook (CT3100-17_03) have a water quality classification of A. Designated uses include
potential drinking water supplies, habitat for fish and other aquatic life and wildlife, recreation, and
industrial and agricultural water supply. These segments are impaired due to elevated bacteria
concentrations, affecting the designated use of recreation. As there are no designated beaches in these
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impaired segments of the Willimantic River, Eagleville Brook, or Cedar Swamp Brook, the specific
recreation impairment is for non-designated swimming and other water contact related activities.

Table 1: Impaired segments and nearby waterbodies from the Connecticut 2010 Integrated Water

Quality Report

c
2
2 c a
| g e
=}
Waterbody ID | Waterbody Name Location Miles % § é
=) . O
< Z
2
From Stafford POTW (east of Route
CT3100-00_06 | Willimantic River-06 | 52 (River Road)), US to headwatersat | 5 | £y | NOT | FULL
confluence of Middle River and
Furnace Brook.
From confluence with Kings (Roberts)
Brook (east side of North Eagleville
CT3100-19 02 | Eagleville Brook-02 | Road), US to headwaters near UConn | 1.67 | NOT | NOT | FULL
campus (just crossing Stadium Road),
Mansfield.
From Hunting Lodge Road crossing,
i Cedar Swamp Brook | US to Swamp Brook Pond outlet dam
USRS (Mansfield)-03 (just US of Route 44 crossing), S - MOLEH (RIS
Mansfield.

Shaded cells indicate impaired segment addressed in this TMDL
FULL = Designated Use Fully Supported

NOT = Designated Use Not Supported

U = Unassessed

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL

Page 2 of 39
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Figure 2: GIS map featuring general information of the Willimantic River watershed at the sub-
regional level — Showing the Willimantic River impaired segment

Legend
® Bacteria Monitoring Site

impaired segments
CT3100-00_06(Willimantic River)
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Bacteria Impairments Northern W|II|mant|c Sub Reglonal Basin
Map Data: DEEP Map Created: March 2012
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Figure 3: GIS map featuring general information of the Willimantic River watershed at the sub-

regional level — Showing Eagleville Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook impaired segments

Legend
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impaired segments
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Map Data: DEEP Map Created: March 2012
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Land Use

Existing land use can affect the water quality of waterbodies within a watershed (USEPA, 2011c). Natural
processes, such as soil infiltration of stormwater and plant uptake of water and nutrients, can occur in
undeveloped portions of the watershed. As impervious surfaces (such as rooftops, roads, and sidewalks)
increase within the watershed landscape from commercial, residential, and industrial development, the
amount of stormwater runoff to waterbodies also increases. These waterbodies are negatively affected as
increased pollutants from failing and insufficient septic systems, oil and grease from automobiles, and
sediment from construction activities become entrained in this runoff. Agricultural land use activities,
such as fertilizer application and manure from livestock, can also increase pollutants in nearby
waterbodies (USEPA, 2011c).

As shown in Figures 4, 5, and 6, the Willimantic River watershed consists of 63% forest, 24% urban area,
5% water, and 8% agriculture. All three of the impaired segments are surrounded by urban-dominated
landscapes, particularly the Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06) in Stafford (Figures 5 and 6). Eagleville
Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook are characterized by a mix of urban and forested land use in Mansfield.
There are also several agricultural operations identified near the downstream terminus of Eagleville Brook
in Mansfield off North Eagleville Road.

Figure 4: Land use within the Willimantic River watershed

Land Use (%) within the Willimantic River Watershed

Agriculture
B Forest

Urban

Water

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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Figure 5: GIS map featuring land use for the Willimantic River watershed at the sub-regional level
showing the Willimantic River impaired segment
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Land Use Northern Willimantic Sub Re%ional Basin
Map Data: DEEP Map Created: March 2012
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Figure 6: GIS map featuring land use for the Willimantic River watershed at the sub-regional level

showing the Eagleville Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook impaired segments
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WHY Is A TMDL NEEDED?

E. coli is the indicator bacteria used for comparison with the CT State criteria in the CT Water Quality
Standards (WQS) (CTDEEP, 2011). All data results are from CT DEEP, USGS, Bureau of Aquaculture,

or volunteer monitoring efforts at stations located on the impaired segments.

Table 2: Sampling station location description for impaired segments in the Willimantic River

watershed
Wat?BbOdy Wathm)gdy Station Station Description Municipality | Latitude | Longitude
CT3100- | Willimantic | -, Upstream Stafford POTW Stafford 4195049 | -72.303653
00_06 River adjacent to park
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road Mansfield 41.79908 | -72.273817
1226 Upstream of Separatist Road Mansfield 41.80401 | -72.266044
CT3100- | Eagleville #43 Hunting Lodge Road :
19 02 Brook 1225 (private driveway) Mansfield 41.80668 | -72.264592
1697 | NN Eegleville Roadadjacentto | wanield | 4180888 | -72.263319
CT3100- Cedar Upstream of Hunting Lodge .
Swamp 1659 Mansfield 41.81637 | -72.278984
17 03 Brook Road

The Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06) is a Class B freshwater river (Figure 7). Its applicable designated
uses are habitat for fish and other aquatic life and wildlife, recreation, navigation, and industrial and
agricultural water supply. Eagleville Brook (CT3100-19 02) and Cedar Swamp Brook (CT3100-17_03)
are Class A freshwater streams (Figure 7). Their applicable designated uses are potential drinking water
supplies, habitat for fish and other aquatic life and wildlife, recreation, navigation, and industrial and
agricultural water supply. Water quality analyses were conducted using data from one sampling location
on the Willimantic River (Station 457), four stations on Eagleville Brook (Stations 1227, 1226, 1225, and
1697), and one station on Cedar Swamp Brook (Station 1659).

Water quality criteria for E. coli, along with bacteria sampling results from 2010, for the Willimantic
River (CT3100-00_06) are presented in Table 10. Single sample values at Station 457 exceeded the WQS
for E. coli 18 out of the 23 (78%) samples taken in 2010. The annual geometric mean was calculated for
Station 457 and exceeded the WQS for E. coli in 2010.

Water quality criteria for E. coli, along with bacteria sampling results from 2005 and 2010, for Eagleville
Brook are presented in Table 11. Single sample values exceeded the WQS for E. coli multiple times at
Stations 1227 and 1225 in 2005 and at Station 1697 in 2010. Single sample values exceeded the WQS for
E. coli at Station 1226 at least once in 2005 and 2010. The annual geometric mean was calculated for all
stations and exceeded the WQS for E. coli at Stations 1227, 1226, and 1225 in 2005.

Water quality criteria for E. coli, along with bacteria sampling results from 2010, for Cedar Swamp Brook
are presented in Table 12. Single sample values at Station 1659 exceeded the WQS for E. coli multiple
times in 2010. The annual geometric mean was calculated for Station 1659 and exceeded the WQS for E.
coli in 2010.

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
Page 8 of 39
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To aid in identifying possible bacteria sources, the geometric mean was also calculated for each station
for wet-weather and dry-weather sampling days (Tables 10, 11, and 12). For the Willimantic River, the
geometric mean at Station 457 exceeded the WQS for E. coli during both wet and dry-weather, and dry-
weather was more than twice the wet-weather value. For Eagleville Brook, geometric means at Stations
1227, 1226, and 1225 exceeded the WQS for E. coli during wet-weather, and the geometric mean at
Station 1226 also exceeded the WQS for E. coli during dry-weather. The geometric mean during wet-
weather at Station 1226 was more than 10 times greater than the geometric mean during dry-weather,
which may indicate a significant stormwater runoff issue. For Cedar Swamp Brook, the geometric mean
at Station 1659 exceeded the WQS for E. coli during wet-weather, and wet-weather was nearly three
times greater than the geometric mean during dry-weather.

Due to the elevated bacteria measurements presented in Tables 10, 11, and 12, the impaired segments of
the Willimantic River, Eagleville Brook, and Cedar Swamp Brook did not meet CT’s bacteria WQS, were
identified as impaired, and were placed on the CT List of Waterbodies Not Meeting Water Quality
Standards, also known as the CT 303(d) Impaired Waters List. The Clean Water Act requires that all
303(d) listed waters undergo a TMDL assessment that describes the impairments and identifies the
measures needed to restore water quality. The goal is for all waterbodies to comply with State WQS.

Figure 7: Aerial map of the impaired segments in the Willimantic River watershed

Eastford

0051 2 3 4 ans~ CT3100-00_06
A Miles Ao~ CT3100-17_03
CT3100-19_02

April 2012
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POTENTIAL BACTERIA SOURCES

Potential sources of indicator bacteria in a watershed include point and non-point sources, such as
stormwater runoff, agriculture, sanitary sewer overflows (collection system failures), illicit discharges,
and inappropriate discharges to the waterbody. Potential sources that have been tentatively identified in
the Willimantic River watershed based on land use (Figures 5 and 6) and a collection of local information
for the impaired waterbodies are presented in Table 3 and Figures 8 and 9. However, the list of potential
sources is general in nature and should not be considered comprehensive. There may be other sources not
listed here that contribute to the observed water quality impairment in the study segment. Further
monitoring and investigation will confirm listed sources and discover additional ones. Some segments in
this watershed are currently listed as unassessed by CT DEEP procedures. This does not suggest that
there are no potential issues on these segments, but indicates a lack of current data to evaluate the
segments as part of the assessment process. For some segments, there are data from permitted sources,
and CT DEEP recommends that any elevated concentrations found from those permitted sources be
addressed through voluntary reduction measures. More detailed evaluation of potential sources is
expected to become available as activities are conducted to implement these TMDLSs.

Table 3: Potential bacteria sources in the Willimantic River watershed

Impaired Permit Ilicit CSO/SSO Fa'"r.'g Agricultural | Stormwater Nu_|sa_nce
. Septic . Wildlife/ | Other
Segment Source | Discharge Issue S Activity Runoff
ystem Pets
Willimantic
River CT3100- X X X X X
00-06_01
Eagleville
Brook X X X X X X X
CT3100-19 02
Cedar Swamp
Brook X X X X
CT3100-17_03

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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Figure 8: Potential sources in the Willimantic River watershed at the sub-regional level showing the
Willimantic River impaired segment
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Figure 9: Potential sources in the Willimantic River watershed at the sub-regional level showing
Eagleville Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook impaired segments
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The potential sources map for the impaired basin was developed after thorough analysis of
available data sets. If information is not displayed in the map, then no sources were discovered
during the analysis. The following is the list of potential sources that were evaluated: problems with
migratory waterfowl, golf course locations, reservoirs, proposed and existing sewer service, cattle
farms, poultry farms, permitted sources of bacteria loading (surface water discharge, MS4 permit,
industrial stormwater, commercial stormwater, groundwater permits, and construction related
stormwater), and leachate and discharge sources (agricultural waste, CSOs, failing septic systems,
landfills, large septic tank leach fields, septage lagoons, sewage treatment plants, and water
treatment or filter backwash).

Point Sources

Permitted sources within the watershed that could potentially contribute to the bacteria loading are
identified in Table 4. This table includes permit types that may or may not be present in the impaired
watershed. A list of active permits in the watershed is included in Table 5. Additional investigation and
monitoring could reveal the presence of additional discharges in the watershed. Available effluent data
from each of these permitted categories found within the watershed are compared to the CT State WQS
for the appropriate receiving waterbody use and type. When available, bacteria data results from these
permitted sources are listed in Table 6.

Table 4: General categories list of other permitted discharges

Permit Code Permit Description Type l\\/lvl:tgkr)ser:elg
CT Surface Water Discharges 1
GPL Discharge of Swimming Pool Wastewater 0
GSC Stormwater Discharge Associated with Commercial Activity 0
GSlI Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activity 4
GSM Part B Municipal Stormwater MS4 0
GSN Stormwater Registration — Construction 3
LF Groundwater Permit (Landfill) 0
Ul Underground Injection 2

Permitted Sources

As shown in Table 5, there are multiple permitted discharges in the Willimantic River watershed. Bacteria
data from 2001 — 2005 from several of these industrial permitted facilities are included in Table 6.
Although this data cannot be compared to a water quality standard as there is no recreation standard for
fecal coliform, multiple samples were high with readings exceeding 1,000 colonies/100 mL, including
Warren Corp (GS1000985), CUNO Inc. (GSI000253), and J.J. Motts Concrete (GS1001187). These
results indicate that permitted discharges within the Willimantic River watershed may be contributing
bacteria to the impaired segments. Since the MS4 permits are not targeted to a specific location, but the
geographic area of the regulated municipality, there is no one accurate location on the map to display the
location of these permits. One dot will be displayed at the geographic center of the municipality as a
reference point. Sometimes this location falls outside of the targeted watershed and therefore the MS4

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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permit will not be displayed in the Potential Sources Map. Using the municipal border as a guideline will
show which areas of an affected watershed are covered by an MS4 permit.

Table 5: Permitted facilities within the Willimantic River watershed

Town Client Permit ID Permit Type Site Name Address M;p
Stormwater Associated Mansfield Salt
Mansfield CT DOT GSI001176 With Industrial Plains Road 10
Activiti Storage
ctivities
Board of Stormwater E.C.S.L{.
Trustees Registration - Women’s Mansfield
Mansfield Connecticut GSNO001873 gis s NCAA Softhall . 9
S Construction Activities . City Road
State University Field &
5-10 Acres .
System Facilities
Stormwater Ledoyt
Mansfield | UMVersity Of 1 ~on600185 Registration - Reclaimed Road, 12
Connecticut Construction Activities | Water Facility
UCONN
5-10 Acres
Mansfield Rosal Trust Ul0000019 Groundwater Permit Dundee’s & Unknown 13
Two Steps
Stafford Town of CT0101214 | Surface Water Permit | Stafford WpcE | 20 RIVer | g
Springs Stafford Road
Stormwater Associated
Staf_ford The Joseph J. GS1001187 With Industrial J.J. Motts 10 Meadow 21
Springs Mottes Co. Activiti Concrete Co. Lane
ctivities
e . Stormwater Associated 3M .
Staf_ford 3M Purification, GSI1001961 With Industrial Purification, 32 River 20
Springs Inc. o Road
Activities Inc.
Stormwater
. . . . Storrs Hall 231
Storrs University Of | <o\ 002186 Registration - Addition, | Glenbrook | 11
Connecticut Construction Activities
UCONN Road
5-10 Acres
Stormwater Associated 1725
Storrs | Durham School | 5q)60594 With Industrial Durham School | o ¢t0rg | 15
Mansfield Services . e Services
Activities Road
Storrs . Dundee's & 1717 Storrs
Mansfield Rosal Trust U10000019 Groundwater Permit Two Steps Road 14

Table 6: Industrial permits in the Willimantic River watershed and available fecal coliform data
(colonies/100 mL). The result cannot be compared to the water quality standard as there is no
recreation standard for fecal coliform.

Town Location Permit Number | Receiving Water I_S:Crgggen SaDn;& le Result
Stafford CUNGO, Inc. GS1000253 Willimantic River 001 09/21/01 880
Stafford CUNO, Inc. GSI1000253 Willimantic River 001 08/02/02 24
Stafford CUNGO, Inc. GS1000253 Willimantic River 002 09/21/01 1,500

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
Page 14 of 39




FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary

September 2012

Table 6: Industrial permits in the Willimantic River watershed and available fecal coliform data
(colonies/100 mL). The result cannot be compared to the water quality standard as there is no
recreation standard for fecal coliform. (continued)

Town Location Permit Number | Receiving Water Sample Sailipie Result
Location Date

Stafford CUNQO, Inc. GSI1000253 Willimantic River 003 09/21/01 6,300

Stafford CUNQ, Inc. GS1000253 Willimantic River 004 09/21/01 3,400

Stafford Warren Corp. GSI1000985 Willimantic River 001 09/26/02 1,400

Stafford Warren Corp. GSI1000985 Willimantic River 001 06/18/03 2,200

Stafford Warren Corp. GSI1000985 Willimantic River 002 09/26/02 250

Stafford Warren Corp. GS1000985 Willimantic River 002 06/18/03 150

Stafford Stafford GS1001343 Tributary to 001 03/26/02 | 2
Enterprises Willimantic River

Stafford Stafford GSI001343 Tributary to 001 08/29/02 | >600
Enterprises Willimantic River

Stafford Stafford GS1001343 Tributary to 003 03/26/02 | 18
Enterprises Willimantic River

Stafford Stafford GS1001343 Tributary to 003 08/29/02 | >600
Enterprises Willimantic River

Stafford J.J. Mots GSI001187 Dennis Pond 001 07/17/01 | 10

Springs Concrete Co.

Stafford J.J. Motts GSI001187 Dennis Pond 001 00/26/02 | 10

Springs Concrete Co.

Stafford J.J. Motts GSI001187 Dennis Pond 001 06/18/03 | 80

Springs Concrete Co.

Stafford J.J. Mot GSI001187 DennisPond | draintostream | 10/22/05 | 3,300

Springs Concrete Co.

Municipal Stormwater Permitted Sources

Per the EPA Phase Il Stormwater rule all municipal storm sewer systems (MS4s) operators located within
US Census Bureau Urbanized Areas (UAs) must be covered under MS4 permits regulated by the
appropriate State agency. There is an EPA waiver process that municipalities can apply for to not
participate in the MS4 program. In Connecticut, EPA has granted such waivers to 19 municipalities. All
participating municipalities within UAs in Connecticut are currently regulated under MS4 permits by CT
DEEP staff in the MS4 program.

The US Census Bureau defines a UA as a densely settled area that has a census population of at least
50,000. A UA generally consists of a geographic core of block groups or blocks that exceeds the 50,000
people threshold and has a population density of at least 1,000 people per square mile. The UA will also
include adjacent block groups and blocks with at least 500 people per square mile. A UA consists of all or
part of one or more incorporated places and/or census designated places, and may include additional
territory outside of any place. (67 FR 11663)

For the 2000 Census a new geographic entity was created to supplement the UA blocks of land. This
created a block known as an Urban Cluster (UC) and is slightly different than the UA. The definition of a

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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UC is a densely settled area that has a census population of 2,500 to 49,999. A UC generally consists of a
geographic core of block groups or blocks that have a population density of at least 1,000 people per
square mile, and adjacent block groups and blocks with at least 500 people per square mile. A UC
consists of all or part of one or more incorporated places and/or census designated places; such a place(s)
together with adjacent territory; or territory outside of any place. The major difference is the total
population cap of 49,999 people for a UC compared to >50,000 people for a UA. (67 FR 11663)

While it is possible that CT DEEP will be expanding the reach of the MS4 program to include UC
municipalities in the near future they are not currently under the permit. However, the GIS layers used to
create the MS4 maps in this Statewide TMDL did include both UA and UC blocks. This factor creates
some municipalities that appear to be within an MS4 program that are not currently regulated through an
MS4 permit. This oversight can explain a municipality that is at least partially shaded grey in the maps
and there are no active MS4 reporting materials or information included in the appropriate appendix.
While these areas are not technically in the MS4 permit program, they are still considered urban by the
cluster definition above and are likely to contribute similar stormwater discharges to affected waterbodies
covered in this TMDL.

As previously noted, EPA can grant a waiver to a municipality to preclude their inclusion in the MS4
permit program. One reason a waiver could be granted is a municipality with a total population less than
1000 people, even if the municipality was located in a UA. There are 19 municipalities in Connecticut
that have received waivers, this list is: Andover, Bozrah, Canterbury, Coventry, East Hampton, Franklin,
Haddam, Killingworth, Litchfield, Lyme, New Hartford, Plainfield, Preston, Salem, Sherman, Sprague,
Stafford, Washington, and Cromwell. There will be no MS4 reporting documents from these towns even
if they are displayed in an MS4 area in the maps of this document.

The list of US Census UCs is defined by geographic regions and is named for those regions, not
necessarily by following municipal borders. In Connecticut the list of UCs includes blocks in the
following Census Bureau regions: Colchester, Danielson, Lake Pocotopaug, Plainfield, Stafford, Storrs,
Torrington, Willimantic, Winsted, and the border area with Westerly, R1 (67 FR 11663). Any MS4 maps
showing these municipalities may show grey areas that are not currently regulated by the CT DEEP MS4
permit program.

The impaired segments of the Willimantic River watershed are in the Towns of Stafford and Mansfield.
As mentioned above, Mansfield (Storrs) is an Urban Cluster (UC) block and Stafford is one of 19
municipalities in Connecticut to receive a waiver, and therefore, these towns are not designated urban
areas and are not required to comply with the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small
Municipal Storm Sewer Systems (MS4 permit) issued by the CT DEEP (Figures 10 and 11). Information
regarding stormwater management and the MS4 permit can be obtained on CT DEEP’s website
(http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2721&0=325702&depNav_GID=1654).

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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Figure 10: MS4 areas of the Willimantic River watershed — Showing the Willimantic River
impaired segment
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Figure 11: MS4 areas of the Willimantic River watershed — Showing Eagleville Brook and Cedar

Swamp Brook impaired segments
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Publicly Owned Treatment Works

As shown in Figures 8 and 9, there are four publicly owned treatment works (POTWSs), or wastewater
treatment plants, in the Willimantic River watershed, one of which is in Stafford at the downstream
terminus of the Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06), two of which are located along the Willimantic River
in Mansfield, and one of which is located along Eagleville Brook in Mansfield. Data were only available
for the Stafford Water Pollution Control Facility (WPCF) (CT0101214) along the Willimantic River
(CT3100-00_06), which exceeded its 7-day and 30-day geometric mean permit limit on at least one

sampling date in 2010 (Table 7).

Table 7: Wastewater treatment plant fecal coliform (colonies/100 mL) data discharging to the
Willimantic River

30-Day 7-Day
Town Permitee Permit Number | Receiving Water Date Geometric | Geometric
Mean Mean
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 05/31/2009 16 23
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 06/30/2009 11 15
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 07/31/2009 9
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 08/31/2009 16
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 09/30/2009 14
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 05/31/2010 45 134
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 06/30/2010 9 69
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 07/31/2010 16 169
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 08/31/2010 207 770
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 09/30/2010 146 1999
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 05/31/2011 3 14
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 07/31/2011 1 10
Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River | 08/31/2011 1 5

30-Day Geometric Mean Permit Limit = 200 colonies/100 mL
7-Day Geometric Mean Permit Limit = 400 colonies/100 mL

Non-point Sources

Non-point source pollution (NPS) comes from many diffuse sources and is more difficult to identify and
control. NPS pollution is often associated with land-use practices. Examples of NPS that can contribute
bacteria to surface waters include insufficient septic systems, pet and wildlife waste, agriculture, and
contact recreation (swimming or wading). Potential sources of NPS within the Willimantic River
watershed are described below.

Stormwater Runoff from Developed Areas

Approximately 24% of the watershed is considered urban, the majority of which is concentrated around
the impaired segments in the Towns of Mansfield and Stafford (Figures 5 and 6). Urban areas are often
characterized by impervious cover, or surface areas such as roofs and roads that force water to run off
land surfaces rather than infiltrate the soil. Studies have shown a link between increasing impervious
cover and degrading water quality conditions in a watershed (CWP, 2003). In one study, researchers
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correlated the amount of fecal coliform to the percent of impervious cover in a watershed (Mallin et al.,
2000).

Approximately 86% of the Willimantic River watershed is characterized by 0-6% impervious cover, 5%
is characterized by 7-11% impervious cover, 3% is characterized by 12-15% impervious cover,
particularly along the majority of Eagleville Brook, and 6% is characterized by greater than 16%
impervious cover, particularly in the upstream reaches of the Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06) (Figures
12, 13, and 14). The western portion of the University of Connecticut’s main campus in Mansfield
(Storrs) drains into Eagleville Brook, and contains large sections of impervious surface such as buildings,
roads, walkways, and parking lots. Water quality data taken at Station 457 on the Willimantic River,
Stations 1227, 1226, and 1225 on Eagleville Brook, and Station 1659 on Cedar Swamp Brook were
consistently high, especially during wet-weather, which suggests that stormwater runoff may be a source
of bacteria to the Willimantic River watershed (Tables 10, 11,and 12). In particular, geometric means
during wet-weather at Stations 1226 and 1659 were 10 and 3 times greater than dry-weather values,
respectively.

Figure 12: Range of impervious cover (%) in the Willimantic River watershed
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Figure 13: Impervious cover (%) for the Willimantic River sub-regional watershed showing the
Willimantic River impaired segment
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Figure 14: Impervious cover (%) for the Willimantic River sub-regional watershed showing the
Eagleville Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook impaired segments
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Insufficient Septic Systems and lllicit Discharges

As shown in Figures 8 and 9, there are residential and commercial areas around the impaired segments
that do not have access to a sanitary sewer and instead rely on onsite wastewater treatments systems, such
as septic systems. Two failing septic systems were identified in Figures 8 and 9 along tributaries to the
Willimantic River north of Cedar Swamp Brook and Eagleville Brook. Although not directly impacting
the impaired segments, these failing septic systems may be an indication of a more widespread issue in
the watershed. A large septic tank leachfield was also identified along Route 32 and the Willimantic
River upstream of the confluences with Cedar Swamp Brook and Eagleville Brook. Insufficient or failing
septic systems can be significant sources of bacteria by allowing raw waste to reach surface waters. In
Connecticut, local health directors or health districts are responsible for keeping track of any reported
insufficient or failing septic systems in a specific municipality. The Town of Stafford has its own Health
Department (www.staffordct.org/health.php). The Town of Mansfield is part of the greater Eastern
Highlands Health District (www.ehhd.org).

There are multiple areas within the watershed with access to a sanitary sewer, including the majority of
the Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06) in Stafford and the upstream portion of Eagleville Brook in
Mansfield (Figures 8 and 9). Sewer system leaks and other illicit discharges located within the watershed,
particularly near the impaired segments of the Willimantic River and Eagleville Brook, may be
contributing bacteria to these waterbodies. Water quality data taken at Station 457 on the Willimantic
River, and Station 1226 on Eagleville Brook were consistently high, especially during dry-weather, which
suggests that leaks from septic systems or sewer pipes may be a source of bacteria to the Willimantic
River watershed (Tables 10,11, and 12). In particular, geometric means during dry-weather values at
Station 457 were twice that of wet-weather values.

Wildlife and Domestic Animal Waste

Wildlife and domestic animals within the Willimantic River watershed represent a potential source of
bacteria. With the construction of roads and drainage systems, these wastes may no longer be retained on
the landscape, but instead may be conveyed via stormwater to the nearest surface water. These physical
land alterations can exacerbate the impact of natural sources on water quality (USEPA, 2001).

Geese and other waterfowl are known to congregate in open areas, including recreational fields, golf
courses, and agricultural crop fields. In addition to creating a nuisance, large numbers of geese can also
create unsanitary conditions on the grassed areas and cause water quality problems due to bacterial
contamination associated with their droppings. Large populations of geese can also lead to habitat
destruction as a result of overgrazing on wetland and riparian plants.

As hotspots for dog and horse owners, residential development surrounds portions of all three impaired
segments in the Willimantic River watershed, particularly along Hyde Park Road and Highland Terrace in
Stafford adjacent to the Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06), along Hunting Lodge Road and Separatist
Road near Eagleville Brook in Mansfield, and along Old Wood Road adjacent to Cedar Swamp Brook in
Mansfield. When not properly disposed, waste from domestic animals such as dogs and horses can enter
surface waters directly or through stormwater infrastructure.

Agricultural Activities

Agricultural operations are an important economic activity and landscape feature in many areas of the
State. Runoff from agricultural fields may contain pollutants such as bacteria and nutrients (USEPA,
2011a). This runoff can include pollutants from farm practices such as storing manure, allowing livestock
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to wade in nearby waterbodies, applying fertilizer, and reducing the width of vegetated buffer along the
shoreline. Agricultural land use makes up 8% of the Willimantic River watershed (Figure 4). There are
few agricultural operations near the impaired segments. Of particular note, agricultural areas were
identified near the downstream terminus of Eagleville Brook off North Eagleville Road. These operations
may carry pollutants, including bacteria, to the impaired segments.

Additional Sources

Two landfills were identified in the Willimantic River watershed in Mansfield (Figure 9). One is located
near the Willimantic River upstream of the confluences with Cedar Swamp Brook and Eagleville Brook.
The other is located near the upstream portion of Eagleville Brook and may be a concern for water
quality. There may be other sources not listed here or identified in Figures 8 and 9 that contribute to the
observed water quality impairment in the Willimantic River, Eagleville Brook, and Cedar Swamp Brook.
Further monitoring and investigation will confirm the listed sources and discover additional ones. More
detailed evaluation of potential sources is expected to become available as activities are conducted to
implement this TMDL.

Land Use/Landscape

Riparian Buffer Zones

The riparian buffer zone is the area of land located immediately adjacent to streams, lakes, or other
surface waters. The boundary of the riparian zone and the adjoining uplands is gradual and not always
well-defined. However, riparian zones differ from uplands because of high levels of soil moisture,
frequent flooding, and the unique assemblage of plant and animal communities found there. Through the
interaction of their soils, hydrology, and vegetation, natural riparian areas influence water quality as
contaminants are taken up into plant tissues, adsorbed onto soil particles, or modified by soil organisms.
Any change to the natural riparian buffer zone can reduce the effectiveness of the natural buffer and has
the potential to contribute to water quality impairment (USEPA, 2011b).

The CLEAR program at UCONN has created streamside buffer layers for the entire State of Connecticut
(http://clear.uconn.edu/), which have been used in this TMDL. Analyzing this information can reveal
potential sources and implementation opportunities at a localized level. The land use directly adjacent to
a waterbody can have direct impacts on water quality from surface runoff sources.

The riparian zones of the entire Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06) and the upstream reaches of
Eagleville Brook are characterized by developed land use (Figures 15 and 16). The riparian zone along
downstream portion of Eagleville Brook is primarily forested. The riparian zone of Cedar Swamp Brook
is characterized by a mix of forested, developed, and turf/grass areas. Developed areas within the riparian
zone likely contribute pollutants such as bacteria to the waterbody since the natural riparian buffer cannot
treat stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces.
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Figure 15: Riparian buffer zone information for the Willimantic River watershed showing the
Willimantic River impaired segment
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Figure 16: Riparian buffer zone information for the Willimantic River watershed showing the
Eagleville Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook impaired segments
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CURRENT MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

The watershed community has developed and implemented programs to protect water quality from
bacterial contamination. In 2011, the Eagleville Brook Watershed Management Plan was developed by
the  University of  Connecticut  Cooperative  Extension and made  available at
http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/water/watershed _management/wm_plans/eagleville brook wbplan.pdf.
This document outlines current actions in the watershed in response to the 2007 Eagleville Brook
Impervious Cover (IC) TMDL and recommends future actions necessary to maintain or improve water
quality (Dietz and Arnold, 2011).

CT DEEP’s Non-Point Source Pollution Program administers a Non-Point Source Grant Program with
funding from EPA under Section 319 of the Clean Water Act (319 grant). A $200,000 319 grant was
awarded to the University of Connecticut (UConn) to support the completion of an impervious cover-
based TMDL for Eagleville Brook and ultimately address TMDL goals through a watershed-based
management plan. In response to the Eagleville Brook IC TMDL, a $50,000 319 grant was awarded to
the UConn to install and monitor a green roof on Gant Plaza on the UConn campus and determine other
suitable locations for disconnection of impervious areas through bioretention installation.
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RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS

The Town of Mansfield has developed and implemented programs to protect water quality from bacterial
contamination. Future mitigative activities are necessary to ensure the long-term protection of the
Willimantic River watershed and have been prioritized below. Some of these actions are provided in
more detail in the 2011 Eagleville Brook Watershed Based Plan (Dietz and Arnold, 2011).

Table 8: Recommended structural BMPs in Mansfield from the 2011 Eagleville Brook Watershed
Based Plan

Location Town Recommended BMPs
UConn - Warehouse and Motor Pool Mansfield Install perimeter sand filter and green roof
UConn - F Lot Mansfield Install terraced bioretention areas.
UConn - Hurley Hall Mansfield Install rooftop and walkway bioretention areas.
UConn - Chemistry Building Quad Mansfield Install rooftop and walkway bioretention areas.

Integrate stormwater, landscaping, and traffic

UConn - North Eagleville Road Mansfield . ; )
calming measures by installing street planter areas.
UConn - Lot 9 Mansfield | Install parking lot bioretention areas (grassed swales).
UConn - Lot Y Mansfield Manage parking lot with bioswales.
UConn - Christian Field/Batting Cages Mansfield Install gravel-based wetland system.
UConn - Lot W Mansfield Manage parking lot with bioretention areas.
UConn - Education/Gentry Buildings and Mansfield Integrate stormwater and landscape management by
Sundial Garden installing planter beds and buffers.

1) Identify areas in the developed portions of the Willimantic River watershed to implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to control stormwater runoff.

As noted previously, 24% of the Willimantic River watershed is considered urban. As such, stormwater
runoff is likely contributing bacteria to the impaired segments of the Willimantic River watershed. To
mitigate stormwater runoff to Eagleville Brook, the University of Connecticut (UConn) has already
installed multiple BMPs throughout the campus. Bioretention areas were constructed at the Towers dorm
in 2004, at the Burton-Skenkman Facility and Hilltop dorms in 2005, and at the Northwoods apartments
and complex in 2010. Pervious pavement (either porous asphalt or pervious concrete) were installed at
Lakeside apartments in 2005, at the Towers dorms and field house in 2009, and along a portion of the
access road to Northwoods apartments in 2010. As noted previously, a green roof was installed on Gant
Plaza in 2009 using funding from a 319 grant. The Eagleville Brook Watershed Management Plan made
several recommendations for BMP installations that would disconnect impervious areas discharging
directly to Eagleville Brook, including 110 potential projects at 51 sites on the UConn campus.
Recommended BMPs at parking lots, academic buildings, and student housing include rain gardens,
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grassed swales, water harvesting stations, pervious pavement, and green roofs. A sampling of high
priority BMP sites addressed in the plan is listed in Table 8.

To identify other areas that are contributing bacteria to the impaired segments, the towns should continue
to conduct wet-weather sampling and prioritize sampling stations with high bacteria concentrations for
BMP installation (Table 6). To treat stormwater runoff, the towns should identify areas along the
impaired segments to install BMPs that encourage stormwater to infiltrate the ground before entering the
waterbodies. These BMPs would disconnect impervious areas and reduce pollutant loads to the river.
More detailed information and BMP recommendations can be found in the core TMDL document.

2) Continue monitoring of permitted sources.

As shown in Figures 8 and 9, there are multiple permitted discharges within the Willimantic River
watershed near the impaired segments. Further monitoring will provide information essential to better
locate, understand, and reduce pollution sources. If any current monitoring is not done with appropriate
bacterial indicator based on the receiving water, then a recommended change during the next permit
reissuance is to include the appropriate indicator species. If facility monitoring indicates elevated
bacteria, then implementation of the permit required, and voluntary measures to identify and reduce
sources of bacterial contamination at the facility are an additional recommendation. Regular monitoring
should be established for all permitted sources to ensure compliance with permit requirements and to
determine if current requirements are adequate or if additional measures are necessary for water quality
protection.

Section 6(k) of the MS4 General Permit requires a municipality to modify their Stormwater Management
Plan to implement the TMDL within four months of TMDL approval by EPA if stormwater within the
municipality contributes pollutant(s) in excess of the allocation established by the TMDL. For discharges
to impaired waterbodies, the municipality must assess and modify the six minimum measures of its plan,
if necessary, to meet TMDL standards. Particular focus should be placed on the following plan
components: public education, illicit discharge detection and elimination, stormwater structures cleaning,
and the repair, upgrade, or retrofit of storm sewer structures. The goal of these modifications is to
establish a program that improves water quality consistent with TMDL requirements. Modifications to the
Stormwater Management Plan in response to TMDL development should be submitted to the Stormwater
Program of DEEP for review and approval.

Table 9 details the appropriate bacteria criteria for use as waste load allocations established by this TMDL
for use as water quality targets by permittees as permits are renewed and updated, within the Willimantic
River Watershed.

For any municipality subject to an MS4 permit and affected by a TMDL, the permit requires a
modification of the SMP to include BMPs that address the included impairment. In the case of bacteria
related impairments municipal BMPs could include: implementation or improvement to existing nuisance
wildlife programs, septic system monitoring programs, any additional measures that can be added to the
required illicit discharge detection and elimination (IDDE) programs, and increased street sweeping above
basic permit requirements. Any non-MS4 municipalities can implement these same types of initiatives in
effort to reduce bacteria source loading to impaired waterways.

Any facilities that discharge non-MS4 regulated stormwater should update their Pollution Prevention Plan
to reflect BMPs that can reduce bacteria loading to the receiving waterway. These BMPs could include
nuisance wildlife control programs and any installations that increase surface infiltration to reduce overall
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stormwater volumes. Facilities that are regulated under the Commercial Activities Stormwater Permit
should report any updates to their SMP in their summary documentation submitted to DEEP.

Table 9. Bacteria (e.coli) TMDLs, WLAs, and LAs for Recreational Use

. Geometric Mean E. coli
Instantaneous E. coli (#/100mL) (#/100mL)
Class Bacteria Source WLA® LA® wLA® LA®

Recreational Use ! 2 3 ! 2 3 All All
Non-Stormwater NPDES 0 0 0 0
CSOs 0 0 0 0
SSOs 0 0 0 0
Illicit sewer connection 0 0 0 0

A Leaking sewer lines 0 0 0 0
Stormwater (MS4s) 2357 410’ 576’ 126’
Stormwater (non-MS4) 2357 4107 5767 126’
wildlife direct discharge 2357 4107 5767 126’
:izrc‘r;aar:gzrsdomestic animal direct 235 410 576 126
Non-Stormwater NPDES 235 410 576 126
CSOs 235 410 576 126
SSOs 0 0 0 0
Illicit sewer connection 0 0 0 0

g Leaking sewer lines 0 0 0 0
Stormwater (MS4s) 2357 4107 5767 126"
Stormwater (non-MS4) 235" | 410" | 576’ 1267
wildlife direct discharge 235/ 410’ 576’ 126’
:il;gzr;gc:egdomestic animal direct 235 410 576 126

(1) Designated Swimming. Procedures for monitoring and closure of bathing areas by State and Local Health Authorities are specified in:
Guidelines for Monitoring Bathing Waters and Closure Protocol, adopted jointly by the Department of Environmental Protections and the
Department of Public Health. May 1989. Revised April 2003 and updated December 2008.

(2) Non-Designated Swimming. Includes areas otherwise suitable for swimming but which have not been designated by State or Local
authorities as bathing areas, waters which support tubing, water skiing, or other recreational activities where full body contact is likely.

(3) All Other Recreational Uses.
(4) Criteria for the protection of recreational uses in Class B waters do not apply when disinfection of sewage treatment plant effluents is not

required consistent with Standard 23. (Class B surface waters located north of Interstate Highway 1-95 and downstream of a sewage
treatment plant providing seasonal disinfection May 1 through October 1, as authorized by the Commissioner.)

(5) Human direct discharge = swimmers

(6) Unless otherwise required by statute or regulation, compliance with this TMDL will be based on ambient concentrations and not end-of-pipe
bacteria concentrations

(7) Replace numeric value with “natural levels” if only source is naturally occurring wildlife. Natural is defined as the biological, chemical and
physical conditions and communities that occur within the environment which are unaffected or minimally affected by human influences (CT
DEEP 2011a). Sections 2.2.2 and 6.2.7 of this Core Document deal with BMPs and delineating type of wildlife inputs.

3) Develop a system to monitor septic systems.

The majority of residents within the Willimantic River watershed, particularly near the impaired
segments, rely on septic systems. If not already in place, the towns should establish a program to ensure
that existing septic systems are properly operated and maintained. For instance, communities can create
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an inventory of existing septic systems through mandatory inspections. Inspections help encourage
proper maintenance and identify failed and sub-standard systems. Policies that govern the eventual
replacement of the sub-standard systems within a reasonable timeframe could be adopted. Towns can
also develop programs to assist citizens with the replacement and repair of older and failing systems.

4) Implement a program to evaluate the sanitary sewer system.

Many residents and businesses surrounding the Willimantic River (CT3100-00 _06) and the upstream
portion of Eagleville Brook rely on a municipal sewer system (Figures 8 and 9). It is important for
municipalities to develop a program to evaluate their sanitary sewer and reduce leaks and overflows. This
program should include periodic inspections of the sewer line.

5) Evaluate municipal education and outreach programs regarding animal waste.

Any education and outreach programs should highlight the importance of not feeding waterfowl and
wildlife, managing horse and livestock waste, and picking up after dogs and other pets. Municipalities
and residents can take measures to minimize waterfowl-related impacts such as allowing tall, coarse
vegetation to grow in the riparian areas of the Willimantic River and its tributaries that are frequented by
waterfowl. Waterfowl, especially grazers like geese, prefer easy access to water. Maintaining an uncut
vegetated buffer along the shore will make the habitat less desirable to geese and encourage migration. In
addition, any educational program should emphasize that feeding waterfowl, such as ducks, geese, and
swans, may contribute to water quality impairments in the Willimantic River watershed and can harm
human health and the environment. Animal wastes should be disposed of away from any waterbody or
storm drain system. BMPs effective at reducing the impact of animal waste on water quality include
installing signage, providing pet waste receptacles in high-use areas, enacting ordinances requiring the
clean-up of pet waste, and targeting educational and outreach programs in problem areas.

6) Ensure there are sufficient buffers and BMPs in place on agricultural lands along the impaired
segments.

Agricultural land use represents 8% of the Willimantic River watershed, and may be a concern for water
quality in the impaired segments, particularly agricultural operations near the downstream terminus of
Eagleville Brook. If not already in place, agricultural producers should work with the CT Department of
Agriculture and the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service to develop
conservation plans for their farming activities within the watershed. These plans should focus on
ensuring that there are sufficient stream buffers, that fencing exists to restrict access to livestock and
horses from streams and wetlands, and that animal waste handling, disposal, and other appropriate BMPs
are in place.
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BACTERIA DATA AND PERCENT REDUCTIONS TO MEET THE TMDL

Table 10: Willimantic River Bacteria Data

Waterbody ID: CT3100-00_06

Characteristics: Freshwater, Class B, Habitat for Fish and other Aquatic Life and Wildlife, Recreation,
and Industrial and Agricultural Water Supply

Impairment: Recreation (E. coli bacteria)

Water Quality Criteria for E. coli:

Geometric Mean:

Single Sample:

126 colonies/100 mL

410 colonies/100 mL

Percent Reduction to meet TMDL:

Geometric Mean:

Single Sample:

84%

89%

Data: 2010 from CT DEEP targeted sampling efforts, 2012 TMDL Cycle

Single sample E. coli (colonies/100 mL) data from Station 457 on the Willimantic River with annual
geometric means calculated

Station Name Station Location Date Result Wet/Dry | Geomean
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 4/27/2010 130 wet
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park 5/5/2010 310 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 5/11/2010 97 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 5/18/2010 150 wet
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 5/25/2010 250 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park 6/1/2010 490 wet
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park 6/8/2010 590 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 6/15/2010 530 dry —
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 6/22/2010 490 wet (84%)
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 6/29/2010 740 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park 7/6/2010 990 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 7/13/2010 1500 wet
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 7/20/2010 (389&90’; dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 7/27/2010 1100 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park 8/3/2010 1800 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 8/10/2010 2000 dry
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457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 8/17/2010 3300 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 8/24/2010 1300 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 8/31/2010 2000 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park 9/7/2010 1700 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 9/14/2010 1900 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 9/21/2010 1800 dry
457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park | 9/28/2010 790 wet

Shaded cells indicate an exceedance of water quality criteria

TAverage of two duplicate samples
** Weather conditions for selected data taken from Hartford because local station had missing data
*Indicates single sample and geometric mean values used to calculate the percent reduction

Wet and dry weather geometric mean values for Station 457 on the Willimantic River

. . . Years | Number of Samples | Geometric Mean
Station Name Station Location

Sampled | et Dry | All | Wet | Dry

457 Upstream Stafford POTW adjacent to park 2010 6 17 808 | 421 | 1017

Shaded cells indicate an exceedance of water quality criteria
Weather condition determined from rain gages at Hartford Bradley International Airport, CT.

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary

Table 11: Eagleville Brook Bacteria Data

September 2012

Waterbody ID: CT3100-19_02

Characteristics: Freshwater, Class A, Potential Drinking Water Source, Habitat for Fish and other

Aquatic Life and Wildlife, Recreation, and Industrial and Agricultural Water Supply
Impairment: Recreation (E. coli bacteria)
Water Quality Criteria for E. coli:
Geometric Mean: 126 colonies/100 mL
Single Sample: 410 colonies/100 mL
Percent Reduction to meet TMDL.:
Geometric Mean: 91%
Single Sample: 96%

Data: 2005 and 2010 from CT DEEP targeted sampling efforts, 2012 TMDL Cycle

Single sample E. coli (colonies/100 mL) data from all monitoring stations on Eagleville Brook with

annual geometric means calculated

Station Name Station Location Date Result | Wet/Dry | Geomean
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 8/15/2005 2900 wet
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 8/16/2005 440 wet 701
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 8/17/2005 270 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 4/27/2010 190 wet
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 5/5/2010 10 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 5/11/2010 10 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 5/18/2010 10 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 5/25/2010 10 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 6/1/2010 10 dry 28
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 6/8/2010 10 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 6/15/2010 150 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 6/22/2010 200 dry
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 6/29/2010 31 wet
1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 7/6/2010 52 dry

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary

September 2012

Single sample E. coli (colonies/100 mL) data from all monitoring stations on Eagleville Brook with
annual geometric means calculated (continued)

Station Name Station Location Date Result | Wet/Dry | Geomean

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/15/2005 1100 wet

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/16/2005 440° wet (1931502
1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/17/2005 5100 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 4/27/2010 510 wet

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 5/5/2010 200 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 5/11/2010 84 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 5/18/2010 85 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 5/25/2010 98 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 6/1/2010 220 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 6/8/2010 7700 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 6/15/2010 140 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 6/22/2010 310 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 6/29/2010 400 wet

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 7/6/2010 210 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 7/13/2010 260 dry 211
1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 7/20/2010 190 wet

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 7/27/2010 160 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/3/2010 220 Dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/10/2010 700 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/17/2010 1600 wet

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/24/2010 440 wet

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/31/2010 160 Dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 9/7/2010 160 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 9/14/2010 41 Dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 9/21/2010 74 dry

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 9/28/2010 10 wet

1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 8/15/2005 9457 wet

1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 8/16/2005 230 wet 1295
1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) | 8/17/2005 1(82% dry

1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 7/20/2010 150 wet 16
1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 8/3/2010 310 dry

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary

September 2012

Single sample E. coli (colonies/100 mL) data from all monitoring stations on Eagleville Brook with
annual geometric means calculated (continued)

Station Name Station Location Date Result | Wet/Dry | Geomean
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 7/13/2010 6900 dry
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 7/20/2010 1100 wet
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 8/3/2010 190 Dry
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 8/10/2010 530 Dry
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 8/17/2010 10 wet
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 8/24/2010 1500 wet 622
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 8/31/2010 1400 dry
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 9/7/2010 1400 dry
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 9/14/2010 61 dry
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 9/21/2010 2600 dry
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 9/28/2010 1500 wet

Shaded cells indicate an exceedance of water quality criteria

TAverage of two duplicate samples
** Weather conditions for selected data taken from Hartford because local station had missing data
*Indicates single sample and geometric mean values used to calculate the percent reduction

Wet and dry weather geometric mean values for all monitoring stations on Eagleville Brook

Number of .
i Geometric Mean

e Station Location Ml Samples

Name Sampled

Wet Dry All Wet Dry

1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 2005, 2010 10 56 294 29

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 2005, 2010 12 262 451 296

1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private | »q45 5919 | 3 2 632 | 319 | 1760

driveway)
1697 N Eagleville Road adjacent to F-lot 2010 4 7 2755 397 1234

Shaded cells indicate an exceedance of water quality criteria
Weather condition determined from rain gages at the Norwich Public Utility Plant in Norwich, CT.

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary

Table 12: Cedar Swamp Brook Bacteria Data

September 2012

Waterbody ID: CT3100-17_03

Characteristics: Freshwater, Class A, Potential Drinking Water Source, Habitat for Fish and other
Aquatic Life and Wildlife, Recreation, and Industrial and Agricultural Water Supply

Impairment: Recreation (E. coli bacteria)
Water Quality Criteria for E. coli:
Geometric Mean: 126 colonies/100 mL
Single Sample: 410 colonies/100 mL
Percent Reduction to meet TMDL.:
Geometric Mean: 15%

Single Sample: 66%

Data: 2010 from CT DEEP targeted sampling efforts, 2012 TMDL Cycle

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL
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FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary September 2012

Single sample E. coli (colonies/100 mL) data from Station 1659 on Cedar Swamp Brook with annual
geometric means calculated

Station Name Station Location Date Result Wet/Dry | Geomean
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 5/5/2010 52 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 5/11/2010 31 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 5/18/2010 63 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 5/25/2010 41 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 6/1/2010 20 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 6/8/2010 52 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 6/15/2010 120 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 6/22/2010 530 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 6/29/2010 170 wet
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 7/6/2010 330 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 7/13/2010 400 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 7/20/2010 490 wet 149* (15%)
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 7/27/2010 240 dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 8/3/2010 85 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 8/10/2010 560 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 8/17/2010 1100 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 8/24/2010 380 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 8/31/2010 150 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 9/7/2010 74 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 9/14/2010 120 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 9/21/2010 30 unknown
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 9/28/2010 (162600% unknown

Shaded cells indicate an exceedance of water quality criteria

TAverage of two duplicate samples

** Weather conditions for selected data taken from Hartford because local station had missing data
*Indicates single sample and geometric mean values used to calculate the percent reduction

Wet and dry weather geometric mean values for Station 1659 on Cedar Swamp Brook

: : : Years Number of Samples Geometric Mean
Station Name Station Location
Sampled | wet Dry All Wet | Dry
1659 Upstream of Hunting Lodge Road 2010 2 11 116 289 99

Shaded cells indicate an exceedance of water quality criteria
Weather condition determined from rain gages at the Norwich Public Utility Plant in Norwich, CT.
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FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary September 2012
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Linda M. Painter

From: Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 9:15 PM

To: Linda M. Painter

Subject: Mistake in my letter

Linda,

| just re-read the letter |1 handed in to PZC this evening and | noticed that | made a mistake. On the fourth page I
wrote "west” when | meant "east”. Please see the first paragraph on page four and note in the eighth line it
should read: east of Bone Mill Road NOT west!! The correct sentence should read: "The land that we believe
merits an overlay zone is the UCONN forest land east of Bone MIII Road up to Northwood Apartments and
from North Eagleville Road to Shelter Falls Park."”

Would you please inform the PZ Commission members of my correction as soon as possible so that this error
does not create confusion or a misimpression?

| apologize for my error.
Thank you.
Kind regards,

Alison Hilding



Jessie Richard

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

Tuesday, June 21, 2016 2:08 PM

PlanZoneDept

Follow-up comments to June 6, 2016 public hearing presentation
Follow -up letter to PZC post June 6 hearing.doc; OLR Bill Analysis.doc

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commissioners,

I have attached below some additional comments regarding last night's public hearing.

I have also attached a copy of the Office of Legislative Management's analysis of Senate Bill 422, "An Act
Concerning Residential Water Rates, Public Drinking Water Supply Emergencies and Sellers of Bottled Water."
I note that this bill failed in the 2016 legislative session. You can find more information on this bill and its
predecessor , SB 450 using the following link:
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBill Type=Bill&which_year=2016&bill num=SB+

422
Thank you.
Kind regards,

Alison Hilding



June 21, 2016
To: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission

Subject: Follow-up on June 20, 2016 public hearing comments

Thank you for the opportunity to speak before you last night. Driving home a few points

that I forgot to mention came to mind. | have addressed them below.

1) When CT Water bid on providing water for UCONN and Mansfield, they sweetened
their offer by stating that they would underwrite the $8 million cost to build the pipe line
from the Shenipsit to Mansfield. When they made that offer a large Tech Park and a
growing student body at UCONN were anticipated. Associated growth in businesses and
faculty at UCONN were also expected. The Tech Park seems to have fizzled and student
growth is currently not occurring on the level previously imagined. Therefore CT Water
will not be seeing the level of water sales it hoped for from these users in the immediate
future. Surely CT Water must still want to recover their $8 million investment in the
infrastructure. The obvious alternate source for water sales for CT Water is to promote
growth and development in Mansfield. An obvious parallel exists elsewhere in the state;
MDC did not get the contract to sell water to UCONN they turned around and sold the
same volume of water, 1.8 million gallons per day, to the Niagara Bottling Company who

in turn is bottling and shipping the water out of state.

It should be noted that CT Water sells water at different rates. UCONN gets a special
lower institutional rate. A private user or private business in Mansfield pays more per
gallon than UCONN does. | hope that you will take the time to look at the CT Water rate
structure by user type. A brewery might look like a much more attractive customer to

CT Water than, for instance, a shoe store. Similarly, water sold for student use on-



campus versus off-campus will net CT Water a very different profit. | hope that you will
keep these financial interests and pressures in mind while making zoning decisions in
Mansfield and that you will also take into consideration both the short term and long term
health of the Shenipsit Reservoir, Fenton River, and Willimantic River.

Last night | mentioned the Water Diversion Permit requirement for a Long Range Water
Conservation Plan. | underscore the importance of such planning and | hope that zoning
decisions will be made with a mindfulness to judicious and thoughtful water use choices.
Perhaps there might be a place for the exercise of informally prioritizing future water use
in Mansfield, or at least thinking about it given that water resources are limited and
climate change offers no promises. | encourage the Commission to look at the town
water allocation (actual gallons) for the twenty and fifty year time frame for Mansfield as
listed in the water diversion planning documents and to consider zoning decisions within

this framework.

| was not pleased to learn last night after the PZC meeting that the Four Corners, and one
other area, brew pub/brewery proposed reg changes would accommodate wholesale
bottling sales. Would you please review this issue and clarify, if indeed, this is what the

Commission proposed?

2) Another area | forgot to mention last night is traffic issues associated with both bars

and package stores. | believe traffic concerns warrant your thoughtful consideration.

In my neighborhood I don’t need a calendar to know when it is Thursday or Friday. The
heavy, large, beer and other alcohol-laden trucks start zooming up North Eagleville Road
Thursday morning headed for the package store on North Eagleville by the UCONN
police station, the bar next to it, and the bar on King Hill Road. The drivers of these very
large trucks must be on a tight pre-weekend delivery schedule because they move fast.

While walking on North Eagleville Road | have more than once had to jump into the



poison ivy on the side of the road or a snow bank for safety as the delivery trucks race up

the hill. I know the face of the St Paulie Girl well. I see her every week.

What similar or more intense delivery truck traffic might brew pubs, or an increase in the

number of bars in Mansfield, create?

What is the likelihood of an increase in customer related DUI incidents from an increase
in bars or the addition of brew pubs? Have you asked the State Police for statistics on

frequency or location of DUI arrests in Mansfield? Age of DUI drivers?

If there is a need for increased policing as a result of more alcohol providers in
Mansfield, what might the associated costs be on a routine basis? Would we need an

additional police officer? What are the costs of periodic DUI road checkpoints?

What are the road wear consequences of trucking associated with the delivery to
Mansfield or shipping from Mansfield of bottled products? These are heavy trucks and
we have many country roads. What time of day might this shipping occur and what
might the traffic consequences be in a retail area or near the high school? Where could

trucks of this size and delivery frequency park at the downtown?

3) I believe that Mansfield has benefitted over the years from careful alcohol related
zoning regulations. We don’t have a proliferation of bars in Mansfield thanks to these
regulations. In a college town this could be different. Furthermore, | see no problem
with distance requirements. These are standard in many communities in this state. Might
the current staff recommendation to do away with them be because there is the high
school and now a day care center at the Storrs Downtown where a brew pub is being
proposed? Would it be possible to waive the distance requirements in this special design
district alone? Although I mentioned for your consideration potential issues regarding
the high school’s proximity to this proposed brew pub site, on the other hand, it seems to
be the one site most likely to get closer policing and more careful management given the

investment in and visibility of the downtown.



Overall, I think a much more careful and comprehensive study by the town is warranted
before recommending any changes to the current alcohol regulations. Furthermore, it
seems premature to change these regulations before addressing off campus behavior
issues and student housing since alcohol is one of the contributing factors to these
community wide problems. Frankly, it seems irresponsible to promote more alcohol
sales to a largely youthful population in order to create more tax revenue for the town or

more water sales for CT Water.

Sincerely,

Alison Hilding

Attachment: CT Office of Legislative Management review of Senate Bill SB 422 (File
450, as amended by Senate “A”) 3 pages



OLR Bill Analysis
sSB 422 (File 450, as amended by Senate "A")*

AN ACT CONCERNING RESIDENTIAL WATER RATES, PUBLIC DRINKING
WATER SUPPLY EMERGENCIES AND SELLERS OF BOTTLED WATER.

SUMMARY:

This bill increases the state's oversight of entities selling or bottling water
diverted from the state. Specifically, it requires certain entities that begin
diverting water from the state after June 1, 2017 for purposes of selling or
bottling the water to obtain a water diversion permit from the Department of
Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP).

The bill makes two changes to the state Water Policy Council's activities,
including (1) expanding the scope of the state water plan it develops to include
recommendations on certain water diversions and water company rates and rate-
setting practices and (2) requiring the council to report to the legislature, by
September 30, 2017, on water diversions and any modifications necessary to
comply with the state water plan.

The bill requires the Department of Public Health (DPH) commissioner, when
implementing water use restrictions during a public drinking water supply
emergency, to order that water sales to residential customers for essential
residential use be given priority over sales to commercial water bottling
companies exporting water out of the state during the emergency. Existing law
gives the DPH commissioner broad authority to mandate water use restrictions
during such an emergency, including allowing or ordering the implementation
of water conservation practices. The bill specifies that these may include local,
regional, or statewide practices.

Lastly, the bill requires water companies to implement certain drought metrics
and comply with all water use restrictions the DPH commissioner orders during
a public drinking water supply emergency.

*Senate Amendment “A” adds the provisions on (1) water diversion permits; (2)
the state water plan; (3) the Water Planning Council reporting requirement; (4)
local, regional, or statewide water conservation practices; and (5) water company
drought metrics and water use restrictions. It eliminates a provision establishing
certain water and sewer rate restrictions for licensed water bottlers.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Upon passage



WATER DIVERSIONS

By law, a diversion is any activity that causes, allows, or results in the
withdrawal from, or alteration of, the flow of water in the state (such as wells,
reservoirs, watercourses, and other bodies of water). The law generally requires
anyone wanting to establish a water diversion to apply for a permit from DEEP,
which has to consider specific criteria and standards including the diversion's
effect on existing and planned water uses and public water supply needs, its
relationship to economic development, and possible alternatives to diversion.
Specific types of water diversions are exempt from the permit requirement,
including withdrawals of 50,000 gallons or less of water from wells or surface
water in any 24-hour period. In addition, any water diversion maintained on or
before July 1, 1982, is exempt from the permit requirement if the owner
registered it with DEEP by July 1, 1983.

Beginning June 1, 2017, the bill requires a person or municipality to obtain a
water diversion permit from DEEP before beginning to divert more than 500,000
gallons of water per day from state waters for the purposes of selling or bottling
the water. This requirement applies regardless of any statute or special act and
includes any water previously registered as a water diversion.

By September 30, 2017, the bill requires the Water Planning Council to report to
the legislature on the status of any registered or authorized water diversions and
whether any modifications to them are necessary to comply with the state water
plan. It must submit the report to the Energy and Technology, Environment,
Planning and Development, and Public Health committees.

STATE WATER PLAN

The bill expands the scope of the state water plan to include recommendations
regarding;:

1. water rates charged licensed water bottlers;
2. water company rates, rate setting practices, and rate structures;

3. water company consumer advocates and public input regarding water
company rates, including whether municipalities or entities should charge
licensed water bottlers a clean water project charge rate less than that charged
residential consumers (see BACKGROUND); and

4. guidelines on (a) daily water volume restrictions, (b) transport modes, and (c)
the reduction of negative environmental impacts from registered or authorized
daily water diversions of more than 500,000 gallons of water.



By law, the state's Water Planning Council must prepare the plan by July 1, 2017
and submit it to the legislature for approval, revision, or disapproval.

DROUGHT METRICS AND WATER USE RESTRICTIONS
The bill requires water companies to:

1. recognize and implement the uniform drought metrics specified in the
National Drought Mitigation Center's U.S. Drought Monitor (see
BACKGROUND) and

2. comply with all water use restrictions the DPH commissioner orders during a
public drinking water supply emergency.

Under the bill, as under existing law, “water company” means any individual,
municipality, or entity that owns, maintains, operates, manages, controls, or
employs any pond, lake, reservoir, well, stream, or distributing plant or system
that supplies water to two or more consumers or to 25 or more people on a
regular basis.

BACKGROUND
Public Drinking Water Supply Emergency

The law authorizes the DPH commissioner, in consultation with the DEEP
commissioner and Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, to declare a public
drinking water supply emergency when he receives information that one exists,
is imminent, or is reasonably expected to occur without immediately
implementing conservation practices. During such an emergency, the DPH
commissioner may allow or order the (1) water conservation practices, including
restrictions on a public water system's or municipality's water use; (2) sale,
supply, or taking of waters; and (3) temporary interconnection of water mains to
sell or transfer water between water companies (CGS § 25-32b).

Clean Water Project Charge

The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) levies this charge to repay debt
associated with its Clean Water Project, a $2.1 billion project mandated by state
and federal environmental officials to reduce sewage overflow into the
Connecticut River. The charge is based on metered water consumption and is
charged to MDC customers who receive both water and sewer services.

U.S. Drought Monitor



The U.S. Drought Monitor, established in 1999, is a weekly map of drought
conditions based on climatic, hydrologic, and soil condition measurements and
reported impacts and observations from more than 350 contributors around the
country. It is jointly produced by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the National Drought
Mitigation Center at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln.

COMMITTEE ACTION
Planning and Development Committee
Joint Favorable Substitute

Yea 15 Nay 5 (03/18/2016)
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Date: July 7, 2016

To: Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Linda M. Painter, AICP

Subject: Request for Special Permit Extension

United Services Inc., North Frontage Road
PZC File 1302

Diane Manning, the President and CEO of United Services Inc., has requested that the Special Permit
approval granted on September 19, 2011 be extended for an additional year. According to her request
dated July 5, 2016, they are in the process of finalizing financing for the project from the USDA and State
of Connecticut. Construction drawings are almost completed and a groundbreaking is planned for
September 2016. The one year extension is requested as they anticipate that construction may not
commence until after expiration of their permit on September 19",

The project consists of a new two-story, 28,738 square foot office building and other site improvements
on a 6-acre site on North Frontage Road. Article V, Section B.7.e of the Zoning Regulations states that
the construction of buildings or the commencement of the approved use shall take place within one
year of the date of the PZC’s approval. The Commission may grant extensions upon request of the
applicant for periods up to one year for good cause. The PZC has granted prior extensions on this
project, with the current extension expiring on September 19, 2016.

There have not been any changes to the regulations or site conditions since the Commission’s 2011
approval that would alter the conditions under which the special permit was granted. If the Commission
concurs with the extension request, the following motion would be in order:

MOVE to approve a one-year extension, until September 19, 2017, of the special permit granted to United
Services, Inc., for the construction of an office building and associated site development on North
Frontage Road.



jL >

United Services, Inc.

Creating healthy communities

July 5, 2016

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission

Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development
Audrey P. Beck Building

Four South Eagleville Road

Storrs, CT 06268

Re: Mansfield’s PZC Approval
PZC file #483-5
North Frontage Road

Dear Ms Painter:

United Services, Inc is requesting an additional one year extension for our Special Permit
Approval adopted by the Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission on September 19,
2011 for the property located on North Frontage Road.

United Services is finalizing USDA financing for the project, and anticipates additional
state bonding may also become available. We are planning a groundbreaking in
September 2016, with construction underway this fall. Construction bid documents are
almost complete, but we are not likely to begin construction prior to the expiration of our
approval in mid September.

Please contact me if you need any additional information in order to approve this request.
We are anxious to begin construction and expand our available space to provide services

for our community.

Thank you for attention.

Sincerely,

Diane L. Manning
President/CEQ

www.UnitedServicesCT.org

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




TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Date: July 7, 2016

To: Planning and Zoning Commission

From: Linda M. Painter, AICP

Subject: Town Council Referral — Outdoor Wood Burning Furnaces

The Town Council voted at their June 27, 2016 meeting to refer the consideration of the regulation of
outdoor wood burning furnaces to the Planning and Zoning Commission for review and consideration.
The official referral from the Town Manager and supporting documentation provided to the Town
Council are attached to this memo for your review.

If the Commission concurs, staff recommends referring the issue to the Regulatory Review Committee
for further review.



MEMORANDUM Town of Mansfield

Town Manager’s Office

4 So. Eagleville Rd., Mansfield, CT 06268
860-429-3336

Hartmw(@mansfieldct.org

To:  Planning and Zoning Commission

CC:  Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager

Date: June 29, 2016

Re: Referral: Outdoor Wood Furnaces

Per the attached, the Town Council has requested the Planning and Zoning Commission to review the
above captioned matter and comment on the proposal.

Please note that an amendment to the proposed motion was made during the Council meeting. The motion
passed on June 27, 2016 stated:

“Move, effective June 27, 2016, to refer the consideration of the regulation of outdoor wood furnaces to the Planning and Zoning
Compmission for its review and consideration.”

Your assistance with this matter is greatly appreciated.



Ttem #2

Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager 7] éf/‘/

CC; Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of
Planning and Development

Date: June 27, 2016

Re: Outdoor Wood Furnaces

Subject Matter/Background

At the June 13, 2016 Town Council meeting, Patricia Taylor, Deputy Outreach
Director for Environment and Human Health, inc. (EHHI) spoke in favor of
Mansfield banning the use of Outdoor Wood Furnaces (OWFs). Ms. Taylor
provided the Council with a number of resources that were published in the June
13" Town Council packet.

An Outdoor Wood Furnace is a structure located on residential property that is
used primarily for home heating. The owner burns untreated wood in the furnace,
which heats water that runs between the OWF and the home. The energy
expended from this heats the home.

At this time OWFs are permitted in Connecticut and are regulated by Connecticut
General Statute (CGS). In 2005 the General Assembly passed CGS §22a-174k
which requires that all OWFs built after 07/08/2005 meet certain construction
standards. All land use issues related to OWFs are left to the discretion of the
local municipality, under the purview of the appropriate local land use agency.
Currently 19 Connecticut communities ban OVVFs.

According to information provided by EHHI, there is concern that the smoke
produced by OWF burning wood is defrimental to a person’s health and fo the
health of the neighborhood. According to studies conducted by EHHI, the smoke
produced as a by-product of an OWF is known to contain a number of
carcinogens and other toxins. EHHI cites a further concern that such OWFs
located in neighborhoods could inhibit home sales due to potential buyers
wishing to avoid the smoke byproducts.

Recommendation.

If the Town Councit wishes explore the subject further, staff recommends that the
Town Council refer this matter to the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) for
further review and consideration. Any local regufations concerning OWFs would
need fo be adopted by the PZC.
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i the Town Council agrees with this recommendation, the following motion is in
order:

Move, effective June 27, 2016, to refer the consideration of a ban against
outdoor wood furnaces to the Planning and Zoning Commission for its review
and consideration.

Attachments

1) EHHI re Outdoor Wood Furnaces

2) CT DEP Fact Sheet — Conn. Gen. Stat. 22a-174k and Outdoor Wood Burning
Furnaces

3) CT Towns Banning OWFs

4) EHHI 2010 Report - The Dangers to Health from OWFs

5) EHHI Short Overview of OWFs

6) Tolland Zoning Regulation Prohibiting Outdoor Wood Furnaces

-1 8-




Sara-Ann Chaine Item #13

From: Patricia Taylor <ptaylorehhi@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2016 5:50 PM
Tor Town Mngr
Cet , Virginia D. Walton
Subject: EHHI - Qutdoor Wood Furnaces
Attachments: OWF 3jpg; CT Towns Banning OWFs.pdf, Tolland Zoning Regulation Prohibiting

Outdoor Wood Furnaces (Mayors, Town Managers.pdf; EHHI Short Overview of
OWFs.pdf, CT DEEP Fact Sheet - Conn. Gen. Stat. 22a-174k and Cutdoor Wood Burning
Furnaces.pdf; Case 2 - Converse, Weston, CT.pdf; EHHI 2010 Report - The Dangers io
Health frorm OWFs pdf

Mr. Hart,

I spoke briefly on the phone today with Assistant Town Manager Capriola.

Thank you for this opportunity to reach out with the attached information from Environment and Human
Health, Inc. (EHHI). We encourage Mansfield to pass an ordinance or zoning regulation prohibiting
outdoor wood furnaces (OWTs),

I"ve shared this information with Rob Miller, your Director of Health at Eastern Highlands Health District
Health, so- you may seek his advice on the health information enclosed. CT DEEP and DPH are very pleased
with our effort.

Currently, 2 towns in your county — Hebron and Tolland — prohibit these appliances.

While Connecticut General Statute 22a-174k limits setbacks and restricts stack heights and what may be burned
in OWFSs, it is Ieft to local leadership to regulate or to ban their use in your community.

Wood smoke contains many of the same toxic compounds that are found in cigaretfe smoke.

OWFs are one area of study and policy for EHHI because of their harm to human health. Neighbors who live
near an OWF suffer illness and injury. Their homes lose value. When they decide the only solution to their
health problems is to sell and move, they can't find a buyer because inspection uncovers the nearby furnace and

the sale falls apart.

See www.ehhi.org/woodsmoke/ for an overview.

Only Mansfield can guarantee clean air and good health for its residents, when if comes to OWFs — by
banning them. Please be assured it is ONLY OWFs that we seek to ban. The 19 Connecticut towns that have
already passed bans will verify that fact.

On Fuesday May 16, I will drop a hard copy of the (large attachment) 2010 EHHI report entitled The Dangers
to Health from Outdoor Wood Furnaces to your office. The study it reports was peer-reviewed and published
in 2014 in the Jowrnal of Inhalation Toxicology.

If you'd like to meet e then, please let me know. I'd love to speak with you or any member of your team
about whether you support this effort
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Regards,

Tricia Tavlor

About EHHI:

Environment and Human Health, Inc. (BHHI) is a ten-member, science-based organization composed of

physicians, public health professionals and policy experts. The organization is dedicated to protecting human
bealth from environmental harms through research, education and the promotion of sound public policies.

EHHI is not a membership organization and therefore all of its support comes from foundations and committed
individuals. EHHI does not receive any funds from businesses or corporations.

Patricia Taylor
Deputy Outreach Director
Environment & Human Health, Inc.

Telephone: (203) 227-4160
Mobile: (203) 856-3544

ptavior.ehhi@email.com
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Case number 2 - Suzan Converse, Weston, CT

My neighbor across the street has a wood-burning furnace and it has become an exireme
disturbance and problem in our lives. Once he begins using his furnace in the falf | can no longer
open my windows to get fresh air, in fact, my house is always contaminated by his wood smoke.

| found out that indoor air is 70% of what is outdoors...that no windows or doors can keep the
smoke out. [ also cannotf hang any laundry out on my line because it will get completely smoked
out and thus 1 am forced to use more energy with my clothes dryer. We are very health
conscious and environmentally conscious people who make decisions carefully so that we don't
leave much of a footprint.

We feel extremely frustrated that we are defeated in our efforts by someone else’s lack of
consideration. One of my children recovered from a serious autoimmune disease before we
moved into our house {3 years ago) and had we known the circumstance with my neighbor we
would never have bought it.

No one in my family had ever suffe'red any upper respiratory illness until three years ago. At
that time | was very ill and had borderline pneumonia. The following year my entire family
spent a day outdoors on our property doing yvard work and playing and 3 days later we were all
sick with bad coughs and | again was close to pneumonia.

We are very careful not to go out anymore when his furnace is in use and fry to have our
property cleaned up in the fali before he begins using his furnace. There are times when the
smoke is at ground level. | can never even feel comfortable letfing my own children out to play
for fear of their breathing the toxic wastes. If we could afford to move we would.

We feel trapped and defeated not only by our neighbor but by our town and the illogical
grandfather laws allowing someone to harm others if they have been doing it already before a
certain time. Why aren't people protected from wood smoke like this automatically? The
people who sold us this house moved because one of the owners had a terminal lung condition
and had difficulty going up and down stairs {he used oxygen tanks). Was it exacerbated by my
neighbor's furnace? | feel afraid for our future health and will do anything to stop this man from
using his furnace not just for my family's health but my neighbors' health and that of the
wildlife and piant life that still exists in our area.

From: Suzan Converse, Weston, €T
Phone number 203-587-1023
szan@optoniine.net
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CT DEP Fact Sheet

Produced Sept 2005, revised 2011

During the 2005 session of the General Assembly Public Act 05-227, now codified as Connecticut
General Statute 22a-174k, concerning the siting of Outdoor Wood Burning Furnaces (OWFs) was
signed into law.

The Conn. Gen. Stat. 22a-174k requires that any OWF constructed,
instalied, established, or medified after July 8th, 2005:

o Must operate only on wood that has not been chemically treated.
o Any other material burned in the OWF would constitute a viclation of the statute.
o Additionally, installation and operation must be conducted in accordance with the
manufacturer’s written instructions provided they do not conflict with the statute.

o Must be located not less than 200 feet from the nearest residence not being served by the
unit. (If the unit will be closer than 200 feet to the nearest residence not being served by
the unit, then the OWE must not be installed).

¢ Must have a chimney that is more than the height of the roof peaks of residences located within
500 feet of the OWF, provided the chimney height is not more than 55 feet (This is to the actual
roof peak, not the mid-line of the slope).

o A chimney’s height is limited to no more than 55 feet, from ground level, at its installed
Jocation. (If this is not more than the height of the roof peaks of residences located within
500 feet of the OWF, then the OWFE must not be installed).

o A licensed Land Surveyor or Professional Engineer would be able to provide appropriate
mapping, showing both the horizontal and the vertical control measurements to all
residences within the 500 foot radius required by law in 0rde1 to demonstrate compliance
with Conn. Gen. Stat. 22a-174k.

e s subject to an infraction, not to exceed $90/day, for every day of operation not in compliance

with Conn. Gen. Stat. 22a-174k. Violation of this statute is listed under miscellaneous in the
Judicial Infraction Schedule.

Connecticut municipalities continue to have local control of land use in and

around areas with OWFs, for instance:

e Some municipalities institute summer bans, complete bans, or limit installation of OWFs within
their jurisdictions. Local municipalities may choose to limit installations near schools, chutrches,
and commercial areas as the statute only addresses set back requirements from residences.

@ The installation of an OWF requires a building permit.
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o While not required by the statute, some municipalities may choose to require a submittal from a
licensed surveyor or professional engineer documenting the location of the OWE, distances to
residences, and comparative heights of the stack and residential rooflines, as required by the
statute, as part of the local zoning or building permit process.

o This could ensure the Jocal municipality limits its potential liability by not issuing a
permit granting authorization to a resident to install an OWF unit in a non-compliant
manner.

o Property owners, local officials, and state officials do not have jurisdiction to allow
variances or exception for any of these regulatory requirements.

o As with any tall narrow structure, adequate foundation and guying support Shoulci be
installed as needed to meet applicable codes and ensure public safety.

s Municipalities affected by operation of an OWE, along with DEP, have authority to enforce the
provisions of Conn. Gen. Stat. 22a-174k.

Other Obligations

In addition to the provisions of Conn. Gen. Stat. 22a-174k and local ordinances, Sections 22a-174-18
and 22a-174-23 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies for the abatement of air pollution also
apply to the owner or operator of an OWE.

s The provisions of subsection (b) of 22a-174-18 provide that an owner or operator of any fuel
burning source shall not exceed 20% opacity during any six-minute block average and 40%
opacity during any one-minute block average.

e The provisions of subsection (c) of 22a-174-18 provide that no person shall cause or allow the
emission of visible particulate matter beyond the legal boundary of the property on which such
emission occurs that either; remains near ground level beyond such property boundary, or
diminishes the health, safety or enjoyment of people using a building or structure located beyond
the property boundary. Additionally, no person shall emit particulate matter into the ambient air
in such a manner as to cause a nuisance,

» The provisions of subsection (a) of 22a-174-23 provide that no person shall cause or permit the
emission of any substance or combination of substances which creates or contributes to an odor, in
the ambient air, that constitutes a nuisance. Additionally, an odor constitutes a nuisance if present
with such intensity, characteristics, frequency and duration that, it is, or can reasonably be expected
to be, injurious to public health or welfare, or it unreasonably interferes with the enjoyment of life or
the use of property.

For More Information

The CT DEP operates an Air Pollution Complaint Line at 860-424-3436. This line is open to all
citizens with concems regarding smoke and other air pollution. It is operated from 8:00 am - 4:30 pm,
Monday through Friday; voice mail is available for complaints made during evening and weekend hours
or you can e-mail a complaint to dep.aircomplaints@ect.gov
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THE 19 TOWNS in Connecticut that have now banned outdoor wood furnaces are:
Avon

Bethel
Cheshire
Clinton

Granby
Haddam
Hamden
Hebron
Norfotk

North Haven
Plainviile
Portland
Ridgefield
Rocky Hiil
Simsbury
South Windsor
Tolland

West Hartford

Woodbridge

January 26, 2016
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CSULTIIOOM WOOD FURNACIES

Research and publication of this report was made
possz'éle by The Tortuga Foundation and
The William C. Bullitt Foundation.

ENVIRONMENT & HUMAN HEALTH, INC.
1191 Ridge Road * North Haven, CT 06473
Phone: (203} 248-6582 » Fax: (203) 288-7571
www.ehhi.org
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VHE DDANGERS TO MHEALTH FROM

This study
investigates how
homes are affected
by neighborving
outdoor wood
[furnaces, as well

as the bealth
émpfz’miﬁam for the
Jfamilies living inside
homes impacted by

wood smoke.

S
% j}‘@% / { hen the weather forecast includes a warning of poor air

k3

Y quality, many people reduce their levels of activity and stay

n

inside. However, many homes that are impacted by neighboring

outdoor wood furnaces have air quality inside that is poor all the time.

What can people do? This study investigates how homes are affecred
by neighboring outdoor wood furnaces, as well as the healeh impli-

cations for the families living inside homes impacted by wood smoke.

In this report, Environment and Human Healdh, Inc. (EHHI)
explains its study, which measured potential wood smoke inhalation
by people living in homes in the vicinity of outdoor wood furnaces
(OWFs), also known as outdoor wood boilers (OWBs). EHHI's
study monitored levels of PM, ¢ and PMy 5 particles in each house
for 72 hours.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has shown that
PM 5 and PM ¢ 5 are the most commeon size particles in wood
smoke. PM, 5 and smaller cause the greatest health impacts because
they are small enough to go deep inside the lungs, where they can not

only damage the lungs, but also pass through into the blood stream,

i
i
;
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CHITDOOR WOOD FURNACES

delivering their toxins throughout the body. EHHI's study was Pgap le bave a lang
performed over three days, for 72 hours per house, in each house that

was monitored. This is the only study of its kind to date. association with

burning wood as a

People have a long association with burning wood as a fuel, and

. . . €
because of that fact, one could easily believe that wood smoke is a ﬁi ¢l and because gf
natural part of our environment and is quite benign. This, however, t“/faftfzzﬁi} one could

would be wrong. Wood smoke has many of the same components as

easily believe that

cigarette smoke, now heavily regulated because of its harmful health
effects. Not only is wood smoke harmful to health, but there are wood smoke is a

currently almost no regulations restricting it or protecting neighbors natural part 0]6' our

who are harined by ic.!?

environment and

OWEs use a heating technology that has grown in popularity, especially  j¢ guite é'em'gn.
in the northern United States. In most cases, OWFs look like small

sheds with short stacks. They are self-contained, and are connected to
the building or house that they heat through underground insulated would be wWrong.

water pipes. The wood-burning shed contains a metal combustion

This, however,

chamber for a wood fire, surrounded by a water jacket. The fire heats
the water, which is then circulated through the insulated water pipes
into the house or building for heat.?

—~30~




S
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The components

of cigarette smoke
and woeod smoke are
very similar, and
some components of

both ave carcinegenic.

Outdoor wood furnace emission problems are exacerbated by the fact
that these devices cycle berween oxygen-deficient and oxygen-rich
burning. This causes the smoke that leaves the stack to be cool.
Irrespective of the stack’s height, the wood smoke will fall toward the
ground and will then travel in a plume for up to one-half ile,

impacting houses in its wake. 4

Wood smoke contains particles that are so small they cannot be kept
out of homes, éven tightly built homes. The smoke particles enter
through the windows and the doors and remain in the homes for long

periods of time, impacting a family’s health.®

As the use of ourdeoor wood furnaces has increased, so has the
number of complaints. Neighbors have reported serious health
impacts, including reduced lung function, increased asthma attacks,
headaches, sinusitis, bronchitis and pneumonia. Many of the com-
ponents of wood smoke are carcinogenic—and wood smoke as a

whole can aggravate heart disease.b

According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), wood
smoke includes toxic air pollutants and can cause coughs, headaches,
and eye and throat irritation in otherwise healthy people.” Scientific
literature further demonstrates that wood smoke exposure can depress
the immune system and damage the layer of cells in the lungs that
protect and cleanse the airways. Wood smoke interferes with normal
lung development in infants and children. It also increases children’s
risk of lower respiratory infections, such as bronchitis and pneumonia.
The components of cigarette smoke and wood smoke are very similar,

and some components of both are carcinogenic.

Why eutdoor wooed furnaces (OWFs) emit far

more smoke than other wood-burning devices

g
[ £

L

5

g .
*he design of an outdoor wood furnace does not allow for

SRR

& complete combustion, and thus generates large amounts

of dense smoke. When it leaves the stack, the smoke is much cooler
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QUTDOOR WOOD FURNACES

than smoke from other wood-burning appliances. The firebox inside
the shed of most OWFs is fully surrounded by a water jacket. This
causes the wood fire to remain well below the needed 1000°F

temperature for a complete burn. The slower, cooler fire is inefficient
8,9

and creates a great deal of smoke, carbon monoxide and creosote.

The Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management
(N'ESCAU’M) found that the average fine particle emissions from one
OWF are equivalent to the emissions from 22 EPA-certified wood
stoves, 205 oil furnaces, or as many as 8,000 natural gas furnaces.

The report notes, to put these numbers in perspective, that a single

outdoor wood-burning boiler can emit as much fine particulate
matter as four heavy duty diesel trucks, on a grams per hour basis.! Some states have
The smallest OWF has the potential to emit almost one and one-half » N
I passed “Set-back

tons of particulate matter every year.

. regitlations and stack
Why Envivonment and Human ‘ ‘ |
Health, Inc. undevtook this study Z eng z reg%latmm fb ¥
OWFs— but none of

I 2008, Environment and Human Health, Inc. (EHHI) began
these measures have

. receiving requests for help from people whese neighbors were
using outdoor wood furnaces to heat their homes. These people been able to protect
had sought help from their town and state officials, and only called
EHHI after they had been unable to obtain any help to stop wood

smoke emissions from entering their homes and making them sick.

buman health.

Because of the harmiul effects of wood smoke on health and because
federal and state agencies were not stepping in to protect health,
Environment and Human Health, Inc. felc that it needed to act to try
to protect the families being adversely impacted by OWFs.

Many states have materials on their websites citing the dangers of
OW/Fs, as well as the harmful effects of wood smoke in general. Some
states have passed “set-back” regulations and stack height regulations
for OWEs-——but none of these measures has been able to protect
human health. To date, only the state of Washington has banned
OWFs throughout the state. ‘

S Y




THE [DANGERS TO HMEALTH FROM

Ohutdoar Waad Smobeos Naswbror af € awnlai

In 2008, EHHI

began receiving
requests for help

from people whose
neighbors were using
outdoor wood furnaces

to bear their homes.
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Unless states take
decisive action

to protect their
citizens, confision
and inaction

will remain with
regard to who

bas jurisdiction
over wood smoke
problems—and who
will actually enforce
wood smoke

regulations.
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Emissions from a

smoldering five,

with incomplete
combustion, contain
move carbon monoxide,
CAVCIROgens, organic
toxicants and irvitants
than smoke emissions
[from a very bot firve
that ts supplied with
high levels of air

and oxygen.

Although some individual towns across the country have banned new
installations of OWFs, this is a very cumbetsome way to address the
problem, as there are thousands of towns. In addition, bans by towns,
going forward, do not address the problems created by “grandfathered”
OWFs. In the meantime, new OWFs are being installed across the
notthern states in this country, creating more and more problems for
people living near them (see map, preceding page).

When neighbors complain to the state about an outdoor wood
furnace that is #n compliance, but is causing them harm, they are often
referred back to their town officials. Unless states take decisive action
to protect their citizens, confusion and inaction will remain with
regard to who has jurisdiction over wood smoke problems —and who
will actually enforce wood smoke regulations.

Wood smoke contains unbealthy amounts of:

m particulate macter
g dioxin

@ carbon monoxide

i nitrogen dioxide

@ sulfur dioxide

B hydrochloric acid

g formaldehyde

® other toxic air pollutants

Exposure to these pollutants is associated with o diverse range of harmful
health effects, some of them short-term and others long-term.

How can the visks to vesidents” bealth in a home
impacted by wood smoke be detevimined?

The amount of wood smoke inhaled determines

the health risk.

4 % *he amount of contaminated air inhaled inside a house deter-
4. mines the health risk. In the case of complex mixtures of toxins,
such as those present in wood smoke, the health effects are determined

by the chemical components of the smoke emissions. Thus, the health
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OUITDOOR WOOD FURNACES

effects from smoldering fires are not the same as from hot “oxygen-
rich” fires. Mixtures that include particulates that can be inhaled deep
into the lungs put individuals at high risk. Certain gaseous toxins may
be adsorbed onto the surfaces of the particulates and cartied to the most
sensitive regions of the lungs, where they are readily absorbed into the
body. Nosmally, such gases would be removed in the nose and upper

respiratory tract and would not reach the sensitive areas of the [ungs.

12 in size, are present

The small respirable particles, 0.1 to 5 microns
in all wood smoke. The particles remain suspended in the air for
several hours and readily flow into houses. Thus, the particulates in
the 0.1 to 5 micron size range are a surrogate for measuring the
presence and intensity of wood smoke inhalation risk. Other sources
of particulates in this size range include tobacco smoke, cooking
particles and combustion gases from industrial sources found in
ambient air.!® Therefore, the indoor measures must be compared

with background levels in the ambient air.

The inhalation of wood smoke is hazardous. Wood smoke contains
irricants, systetnic toxins and carcinogens. All wood smoke emissions
are not the same. The levels of irritants and carcinogens are determined
by the type of wood, its source and the method of busning, Emissions
from a smoldering fire, with incomplete combustion, contain more
carbon monoxide, carcinogens, Organic toxicants and irritants than
smoke emissions from a very hot fire that is supplied with high levels
of air and oxygen.

Almost all burning wood and biomass release a range of particulate
matter, from dense smoke to fine particulates that readily penetrate
the deep lungs. Levels of particulates can be used as 2 surrogate for
the amount of smoke emissions that enter a building. According to
the EPA, toxics in the wood smoke emissions from outdoor wood
furnaces include carbon monoxide, PM 2.5 PMyg. methane, volatile
otganic compounds, benzene, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides,
ammonia, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, phenol, naphthalene, cresols,

acrolein, 1,3-butadiene, benzopyrene, mercury, dioxins and furans. 1

e?*:}’gﬁ - AF@@
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According to the

EPA, toxics in the

wood smoke emissions
from outdoor woed
Jurnaces include

carbon monoxide,

PM, 5, PM,,,

methane, volatile

organic compounds,
benzene, sulfur |
dioxide, nitrogen
oxides, ammonia,

Jormaldehyde,

acetaldehyde,

phenol, naphthalene,
cresols, acrolein,

1,3-butadiene,

benzopyrene, mercury,

dioxins and furans.
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Until Environment and Human Health, Inc. conducted this study,
very little was known about how much wood smoke was actually
inside homes located near outdoor wood furnaces. EHHI has now
evaluated the indoor air quality inside a number of homes near
outdoor wood furnaces. EHIHI also evaluated a number of homes
that were not near outdoor wood furnaces, which served as the

control houses.

The critical question is the safety of those who continue to
inhabit a house that has accumulated wood smoke emissions.

; n. order to understand the risk from the exposures occurring inside
Until Environment & houses impacted by wood smoke emissions, it is necessary to
monitor the hourly concentrations over several days to establish the
and Human Health, PRy _ =
patterns of air changes. To establish the added risk from wood

Ine. conducted this smoke, it is necessary to compare the measurements to concentrations

i

R T,

St dj’ very Little was in control, or background, houses.
Ve 3

known about how How cutdoor wood smoke enters the inside of
muech wood smioke neighboring homes and the resulting health effects
tas gﬁtﬁggf{y inside fygw% he amount of smoke emissions that enter a house is dependent

bomes located near _ionthe concentration of the smoke emissions outside of the
house, as well as the rate at which the house exchanges outside and
outdoor wood o :
inside air. Typical houses in the Northeast exchange one total volume
f%rm@:ce& of air each hour, but can vary from one air change every two hours for
“tight” houses to one air change every half-hour for a very drafry

house.

Ower a period of several hours, the amount of smoke emissions inside
the house will reach the same concentration as in the air that sur-
rounds the house. As a rule of thumb, it can be assumed that after
one hour-—in a house with good interior circulation to mix the
emissions entering the house with the clean air inside it—the
concentration of emissions inside a house is approximately half of

that outside. The concentration inside the house will increase hously,
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until after a period of six to nine hours, the concentrations of

emissions inside and outside of the house are essentially the same. !

Once a house is contaminated with wood smoke emissions, several
hours are required to totally remove the contaminated air. The rate

of removal is again determined by the number of air changes per hour.
If the outside air is absolutely clean, after one air change the interior
contamination is reduced by about one-half. After three to four hours,
about 10 percent of the contamination is still present inside of the
house. The house retains the contamination after the emissions
surrounding the house have been difuted.

A study by the University of Washington in Seattle showed that 50 to
70 percent of the outdoor levels of wood smeke was entering homes
that were not burning wood.'® The EPA performed a similar study in
Boise, Idaho, with similar results. The data in the charts on pages 23—

27 demonstrate that similar exposures are occurring in Connecricut.

Key background information about wood smoke:

# Large amounts of wood smoke, like the plumes from OWFs,
cannot be kept out of neighboring houses, even those with tight

windows and doors.

# Wood smoke has many of the same components as cigarette
smoke and, therefore, these exposures pose a real health risk for
families living in the vicinity of OWFs.

s Wood smoke is a complex mixture of chemicals and particulates.
It contains carbon monoxide and other organic gases, particulate
mattet, chemicals and some tnorganic gases. Some of these
compounds are toxic (aldehydes and phenols) and some are

known carcinogens (benzopyrene and cresols).

® Wood smoke contains carbon monoxide (CO) gas, which ar low
levels can lead to serious health problems for individuals with

compromised heart and circulatory conditions.

Large amounts of

wood smoke, like the
plumes from OWEs,
cannot be kept out of
neighboring houses,
even those with tight

windows and doovs.
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A study by the
University of

Washington in Seattie
showed that 50 te 70
pereent of the

outdoor levels of
wood smoke were
entering homes that
were nor burning
wood., The EPA
performed a similar
study in Boise, Idabe,

with similar vesulis.,

Particulate matter in wood smoke that is less than 10 microns in
diameter finds its way into the alveoli in the lungs. Once in the
alveoli, the particulate matter can cause structural and chemical
changes, which interfere with oxygen uptake. As well, the toxic
compounds and carcinogens enter into the bloodstream by way
of the alveoli of the lungs.

Episodes of short-term exposures to extreme levels of fine
particulates from wood smoke and other sources, for periods
as shore as two hours, produce significant adverse health

effects. 17 1819

Wood smoke interferes with normal lung development in infants
and children. The components of smoke increase children’s risk of
lower respiratory infections, such as bronchitis and pneumonia.
Wood smoke exposure can depress the immune system. and
damage the layer of cells in the lungs that protects and cleanses

the airways.

Wood smoke causes coughs, headaches, and eye and throat
irritation in otherwise healthy people. For vulnerable populations,
such as people with asthma, chronic respiratory disease and those
with cardiovascular disease, wood smoke is particularly

harmful—even short exposures can prove dangerous.

Childsen and the elderly have the highest sensitivity to wood
smoke. However, no age group is without risk for respiratory
problems, including asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease (COPD), that result from breathing wood smoke. The

effects are cumulartive.

The air impact of health exposure to wood smoke is increased
two-fold during periods with stagnant air. Under such conditions,
the inhaled dose levels of particulates within houses approach the
hazardous level found in regulated work sites by OSHA. EHHI

found smoke entering houses, every day, at even higher levels.
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@ The particulate matter and gases in wood smoke are so small that The Manowmet Stﬁ&fy
windows and doors cannot keep them out—even the newer
oy . shows that weod
energy-efficient, weather-tight homes cannot keep out wood
smoke. This is consistent with reports from people in the EHHI 5mﬂning veleases more
stuc‘ly Wh'o say their chii.dren awaken in the middle of the night beat- trapping car bon
having difficulty breathing.

dioxide into the

= In 2009, the state of Massachusetts commissioned a study on the .
. . : . atmosphere per unit
environmental impacts of burning wood for electricity. That
study, conducted by the Manomet Center for Conservation Ofe?iflf:‘?’g}/ than oil,

Sciences, has now been released. The Manomet study shows that,

L0 coal or natural gas.

per unit, wood releases more climate-damaging gases than coa

%%%K@; /‘y’ood burning has been promoted as a “green” energy source
%}/% because growing forests can absorb the same amount of
greenhouse gases that are emitted from burning wood, essentially
canceling out the pollutants. The Manomet study shows that wood
burning releases more heat-trapping carbon dioxide into the

atmosphere per unit of encegy than oil, coal or natural gas.
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States have tried to control the harmful effects of outdoor waod furnaces by legiskuting set-
back vegulations. Some states bave set-back vegulations of 100 feet from the neavest neighbor,
while other states have set-back vegulations of 200 feet. This study shews thar nowe of the
vegulations thas have been put in place protect the neighboriug properiies ov the health of
the famifies living in the howmes on those properties.

m  EHHI measured the two particle sizes—PM, ¢ and PM, 5 — designated by EPA to be
the most dangerous to human health. Both of these particulates were continuously recorded
in each of the impacted homes for a period of three days. Both houtly averages and minute-
by-minute data were collected.

m Two of the most hazardous components of wood smoke, particulate marter (PM) measuring
2.5 and 0.5 (v} microns in size, were significantly elevated inside homes neighboring outdoor
wood furnaces. High levels were present in every 24-hour period tested, in every home.

e Alookac the hours of peak exposures to PM, g particles in both the background houses and
the impacted houses shows that House A had peak levels that were six times higher than the
control houses; House B had peak levels 14 times higher than the control houses; House C
had peak levels 12 times higher than the control houses; and House D had peak levels more
than eight tirmes higher than the control houses (see charts showing Houses A, B, Cand D
on pages 23-26, where the blue fine represents background levels in control houses).

# Comparing the derived equivalent PM,) 5 particle count to the estimated EPA 24-hour air
standard of 35 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?®) shows that House A had four times the
EPA air standard; House B had nine times the EPA air standard; House C had eight times
the EPA air standard: and House I had six times the EPA air standard.

& Every impacted home had many hours when PM; 5 particles were significantly above both
the levels found in the background houses and the EPA air standards.

m Al impacted houses had particulate exposures well above the EPA air ambient air quality stand-
ard. Levels of PMZ.S that exceed the EPA standard are associated with asthma or COPD atracks
and hospitalizations, and are also associated with increased risk of cardiovascular problems.

m  An impacted house 100 ft. from an OWF had 14 times the levels of PMj 5 compared to the
background houses, and nine times the levels of PM, 5 in the EPA’s air standards.

e N
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An impacted house 120 feet from an OWF had more than eight
times the levels of PM, 5 compared to the background houses, and
six times the levels of PM, 5 in the EPA’s air standards.

An impacted house 240 feet from an OWF had 12 times the levels
of PM, ¢ compared to the background houses, and eight times the
levels of PM,; 5 in the EPAs air standards.

An impacted house 850 feet from an OWF had six times the levels
of PM; 5 compared to the background houses, and four times the
levels of PM; 5 in the EPA’ air standards.

The study shows that regulating a 200-foot setback is not pro-
tective, and does not keep wood smoke from entering peighbors’
homes.

Even the impacted house as far away as 850 feet from the OWF
had levels six times that of the ba&kground houses, and four times
higher than the EPA air standards, showing that a 200-foot
set-back regulation in no way protects properey values or human

health.

EHHI’s study shows that emissions from the OWFs enter neigh-
boring homes at all hours of the day— and it takes several hours
for the particulates to clear out of the homes.

This study shows that PM 5 particle exposures are also high
throughout the 24-hour period, yet state and federal standards are
only based on PM 5 particulates.

The state and federal governments regulate particulate exposures
by averaging them over a 24-hour period. Yet this study shows
that the exposure peaks can be very high, and these peaks can
cause health effects. The peak exposures should be examined and
regulated, as well as the average exposure.

The study confirms that windows and doors, even tight ones, can-
not keep wood smoke out if it is close enough and dense enough.

Even the impacted

house as far away

as 850 feet from the
OWF had levels six
times that of the
background houses,
and four times higher
than the EPA air.
standards, showing
that a 200-foot
set-back regulation in
no way protects
property values or

human health.

....42......




Fine particulate

matter is especially
harmful to people
with chronic
obstructive
pulmonary disease
(COPD), increasing
their hospital

admission rates.”?

7 ood smoke poses risks for healthy people who are physically

i

v

respiratory irritants linked to allergies, inflammation of the throat and
sinuses, or decreased lung function.?!

Short-term and immediate effects

Burning eyes and throat, sinusitis, bronchitis, pneumoniazz

Long-term effects

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease

@ Fine particulate matter is especially harmful ro people with
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD), increasing their
hospital admission rates.>?

Asthma

@ Currently, 19.2 million people (8.5 percent of adults) in the
United States report that they have asthma.?* New England states
have some of the highest asthma rates in the counuy.

A nonprofit, public health and medical research funding
organization, Health Resources in Action, produced a report
entitled, The Burden of Asthma in New England. The report shows
the very high and growing rates of asthma in both adults and
children in the region. Asthmatic children are particularly

sensitive to fine particulate matter and wood smoke.?®

CJZ?’M‘@}"

s OWFs emit a number of carcinogenic chemicals. Wood smoke
contains benzene, formaldehyde, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
{PAHs) and dioxin. Fine particulate matter also increases the risk

of cancer. Analysis of data from an American Cancer Society
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cohort study found that for each 10 ug/m? elevation in fine Asthmatic childven
particulate air pollution, the risk of lung cancer mortalicy sl
increased by 8 percent.?® ave pariicuiarty

sensitive to fine

Cardiovascular Disease il "
_ , o o _ articulate matter
w Mortality and hospital admissions for myocardial infarction, P

congestive heart failure and cardiac arrhythmia increase and woeod smoke.
with a rise in the concentrations of particulate and gaseous

pollutants.

As concentrations of airborne particles increase, people with
cardiovascular disease may experience increasing severity of

symptoms, rates of hospitalization, and mortalicy.?”

Carbon Monoxide Poisoning

® The low-burning fires of OWFs emit larger amounts of carbon
monoxide than high-combustion fires. Carbon monoxide expo-
sure is not only an immediate health risk; continuous exposures,

even at low levels, can lead to neurological effects.?829, 30
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. ¢ nvironment and Human Health, Ine. (BHHI) designed its research with two goals in
Aégéwg mind. The first goal was to measure, with precision, the air quality in homes near
outdoor wood furnaces (OWFs). This entailed setting up a particle monitor in people’s
homes, and also taking into account other factors that might affect air quality, such as
heating and hot water systems. Data on weather conditions were also collected. The second
goal of the research was to design a protocol that would be easily replicaBle by citizens with

similar smoke concerns.

EHHI chose four homes to study from the pool of individuals who had contacted FHHI
about their problems with smoke from OWFEs that had been installed in neighboring houses.
These four impacted families were willing to have EHHTs researchers come into their homes
and were willing to abide by the research protocol. Each of the four houses in the study was
between 100 and 850 feet from an OWE Each of the families had a series of health problems
that they attributed to the smoke from a nearby OWE

EHHI's researchers measured the presence of two sizes of particles in the indoor air of the
four homes—-those measuring 2.5 microns and those 0.5 microns and smaller. Particles of
both sizes are two of the most hazardous components of wood smoke because they are
inhaled deep into the respiratory system. The device used for measurement was 2 Dylos Air
Quality Monitor 1100 Pro. This monitor provides counts of particles (both sizes) per 0.01
cubic feet of air.

Before the measurement process began in participants’ homes, they were given a description
of the project. They also completed a short questionnaire to provide background information
about their homes, additional potential soutces of particulate ratter in the air, and their
health concerns. In addition, forms were provided for participants to record outdoor
conditions (air temperature, wind, cloud cover) and activities inside that might increase

patticles in the air {vacuuming, cooking, children’s activities).

At each site the Dylos Air Quality Monitor 1100 Pro was set up and stationed ourt of the
way of daily traffic, but in a room that residents said was both exposed to the smoke and

frequented by the family. Since cooking increases particulate matter in the air, kitchens
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were not monitored. Depending on the house, the monitor was set up either in a bedroom

or in a living room or study.

The monitor was hooked up o a laptop computer (either a Toshiba Portégé 7100 or a

Presario laptop). As the monitor continuously counted the particles, minute-by-minute data
were stored on the computer via its HyperTerminal. Due to recording limitations associated
with the HyperTerminal, EHHI could record only about eight and a half continuous hours.

The Dylos monitor itself, however, retains hourly average counts for 24 hours.

To obtain the most comprehensive array of readings possible, EHHI instituted the following

dara collection protocol:

m Participants were asked not to touch the monitor or the computer and to call the
researchers any time they had concerns or questions. At each house, monitoring began at
mid-day on the first day. Researchers then downloaded the minute-by-minute data and
the hourly readings mid-day the following day (Day 2}. This provided 24 hours of hourly
average readings, as well as the preceding eight and a half hours of minute-by-minute
data. After downloading both sets of data, the particle monitor was reset for the next
24-hour period. Day 3 followed the same protocol. On Day 4, the data were downloaded
and the equipment was then removed from the home. By measuring the particles over
a three-day period, EHHI was able to estimate the quality of the indoor air with

confidence.

e In addition to measuring levels of both sizes of particles in the four affected homes,
EHHI measured the presence of those size particles in seven homes that were not exposed
to smoke from an OWE The identical measurement protocol was followed for the
non-affected houses. These measurements served as a set of comparison data. They
helped to answer the question, “What would we normally expect to find in Connecticut
houses during the winter season?” The data from the houses near OWFs were also

compared to the EPA’s Air Quality Index.

m After completing the data collection, each household was provided with two graphs
reflecting its own hourly averages for the two particles sizes we measured. Both graphs
also included the average houtly readings from the comparison houses that were not located
near OWFs. With each family’s permission, we made public the graphs representing the
individual houses, but kept names and specific locations confidential.
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EPA Air Quality Index for PM, 5 (with particulate counts scale estimate)
EPA developed the Air GQuality Index to compare health risks from exposures of less than 24 hours.

EPA measures the particle load, PM, 5 particles in terms of weight (ug/cubic meter). Below is a table estimating the
conversion between EPAs measures in mass and the measures in number of particles from the meter {cts/0.01 ft?).

Air Qualit Exposure (ug/m®) Exposure Particle {counts/0.01 &%)
¥

= 26 s

Keys to Abbreviations in the Following Charts

Dylos = The Dylos measuring device was a Dylos Air Quality Monitor DC 1100 Pro used to measure the particulates.
The readout is the number of particles counted in 0.01 cubic feet of air. The particles are drawn through the meter by
an alr fan at constant rate, As they pass through a laser beam, each particle is counted. There were two particle
sizes counted: 2.5 microns in diameter and 0.5 microns in diameter. Wood smoke falls into the 2.5 and 0.5 range.

CT = Counts, actual number of particles counted in 0.07 cubic feet of indeor air. The (cts/0.01 %) refers to the
number of particles in 0.01 cubic feet of air. That is the actual number of particles in 0.01 cubic feet exactly as it
reads out on the meter dials. (This method was used to explain the data so that @ homeowner could understand the
information exactly as it is shown on the meter, without doing mathematical conversions. Most scientists would have
converted the data to the millicns-cf-particles-per-cubic-feet form. This study did not do so because it introduces
another complex step and makes the information less user-friendly for the homeowners testing their own houses.)

AVG. =The average or mean

5D =Js the standard deviation of the sample, SD 54 is the average number of counts per 0.01 cubic feet of air in the
background houses. SIx is a measure of the variability of the hourly measurements. The data are not normally
distributed, i.e., following a bel shaped curve; therefore the 5D exceeds the mean,

Hours = The charts show the hourly average levels from noon to noon; e.g., 13:00 refers to 1:00 pam.

N = 308 is the total number of hours measured in the confral houses with no outdoor wood furnace in the area.
There were seven control houses tested for 24 hours each, some for two and some for three days.

The charts on the following pages show the impacted houses designated &, B, Cand B measured
over three days. Periods of very high exposure were seen for both PM, » and PMg 5 particulates in
every house on every day. There are some periods of the day when the particufate matter recedes in
impacted houses, but most of the time there are elevated exposures that lust for hours, tending to peak
in the middfe of the night when residents are sleeping.
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House A
Distance = 850 feet from the neighboring Outdoor Wood Furnace, Litchfield County, Connecticut
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House A is 850 feet from an QWF and had 6 times the levels of PM, ; as the background houses
and 4 tirmes the levels of PM, ; as the EPA's air standards.
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Red horizontal line = EPA federal standard for PM, ¢ expressed in ug/m? for outdoor air.
It is used for regulatery purposes. There are no standards for the inside of houses.
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House B
Distance = 100 feef from the neighbeoring Outdoor Woed Furnace, Fairfield County, Connecticut
(The OWF was grandfathered in before the Connecticut set-back regulation of 200 feet was instituted.)
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Red horizontal line = EPA federal standard for PM, 5 expressed in ug/m? for outdoor air.
it is used for regulatory purposes. There are no standards for the inside of houses,
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House C
Distance = 240 feet from the neighboring Outdoor Wood Furnace, Windham County, Connecticut
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House Cls 240 feet from an OWF and had 12 times the levels of PM, ¢ as the background houses
and 8 times the levels of PM, ¢ as the EPA' air standards.
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Red horizontal line = EPA federal standard for PM, ¢ expressed in ug/m? for outdoor air.
Itis used for requlatory purposes, There are no standards for the inside of houses.
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House

Distance = 120 feet from the neighboring Cutdoor Wood Furnace

Northeastern Windham County, Connecticut

(The OWF was grandfathered in before the Connecticut set-back regulation of 200 feet was instituted.)
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House D is 120 feet from an OWF and had over 8 times the levels of PAM, ¢ as the background houses
gnd 6 times the fevels of PM, 5 as the EPA’s air standards.
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Average Hourly Particle Levels
Particulate {evels inside houses near outdoor wood boilers

qEQ o

140

120

N N

“| e Ay

Hour of Day

o o & .o P & P & o & &
\,,,._Q ‘\69 at ‘99 " "f" N s & A7 q.Q o
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The above two charts show dangerously high levels of smoke particulates inside houses
near OWFs at all hours of the day, especially at night, compared to normal houses.??
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The vesponse

Jfrom government

to complaints abour
the smoke from
outdoor wood
Jfurnaces (OWFs)

bas been completely
indgdequate to protect

himan bealth.

F : he response from government to complaints about the smoke from

. ousdoor wood fumaces (OWFs) has been completely inadequate to
protect human health. Federal and state governments have acknowledged that
the wood smoke from cutdoor wood furnaces can cause health problems, yet
they continue to allow OWFs 1o be manufactured in ways that produce
particufarly dangerous smoke, and people continue to be allowed to buy and
install them. The federal and state responses o regulations bave been

inadequate to protect homeowners property values and their health.

In an effort to cwrb the dangers of OWEs, the EPA has developed a voluntary
agreement with some OWF manufacturers. The agreement asks that OWF
manufacturers make cleaner models with striceer emission standards than
their original OWF models. These newer models are now in the marketplace
and are called “Phase II” models. Although the Phase If models have
somewhat reduced wood smoke emissions, they are still emitting more than
12 times the amount of wood smoke that 2n indoor wood stove is allowed to
emit under EPA regulations. These Phase II models are still dangerous and in

no way solve the human health problems that OWFs have created.?

The EPA provided technical and financial support to the New England
States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM) to develop policy

models that state and local governments could use to address OWFE problems.
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NESCAUM reported that OWFs put out dangerous levels of particulates
compared to other residential wood burning devices and found that current

regtilations did not provide neighbors the protection they needed.

At present, much of the responsibility to address OWFs lies with the state
and town governments. Some towns have acted boldly, although many have
not. The state of Washington has banned the use of OWFs throughout the
state. A few states, including Vermont, New Hampshire and Maine, have
instituted air emission regulations. In Connecticut, only limited measures

have been taken.

Alook at the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection's
(CTDEP) fact sheet shows a blunt assessment of the harmful impacts of
OWFs. The CTDEP asks, dre OWFEs harmful to the envivonment and
human health?” The answer on the fact sheet is, “Yes.” The CTDEP

continues, “OWEFs produce a lot of thick smoke, which in addition to

being 2 nuisance to neighbors has serious health and air pollution impacts.”

In spite of this assessment, Connecticut has only instituted a set-back of
200 feet, with a chimney height that is higher than the roof peaks of
residences located within 500 feet of the OWE

Washington State has taken the [ead in the nation by instituting 2 statewide

ban. No other state has done so to date.

Vermont was the first state to adopt emission standards for ourdoor wood
furnaces in 2007. Some other states have now followed Vermont’s fead and
have instituted their own state standards and regulations as they try to make
OWFs safer for neighbors’ health. However, EHHI's research makes clear
that even when OWFs are in compliance with their state regulations, the

OWFs still pose a danger to the health of the families who live nearby.

Tn the absence of further federai.or state actions, individual towns across
the northern states have banned OWFs. For instance, as of the writing of
this report, eleven towns in Connecticut have banned OWFs through
their planning and zoning commissions. As well, many towns in New York
State, Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Minnesota and New Jersey have banned

them.

FEHHTS vesearch
makes clear that
even when OWFs are
in compliance with
their state regulations,
the OWIs still pose a
danger to the health
of the families who

live nearby.
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Recommendations for the Federal Government
g The federal government should ban outdoor wood furnaces until safer technologies are found.

g If the federal government supports the idea of outdoor wood furnaces for the purpose of
heating, then it should support research on how to make them safe. At the very least, the
federal government should stop giving tax credits for their purchase.

m  The government should determine the levels of particulates, carcinogens and carbon
monoxide emanating from an outdoor wood furnace.

# The EPAs stated mission is “to protect human health and to safeguard the natural
eavironment.” With that as its mission, the agency should recommend a ban on cutdoor
wood furnaces uniil safer technologies are found.

s The federal government should set air safety standards for inside air, including PM g s
particles, just as it has set standards for outside air.

@ Healchful air emission standards should be applied to outdoor wood furnaces.
Recommendations for State Governments
@ States should ban outdoor wood furnaces until safer technologies are found.

B States should set air standards that are stringent enough to protect human health, and
require OWFs to comply.

m States should add “wood smoke” to their Public Health Nuisance Codes so thart state health

departments and local health departments are required to enforce wood smoke nuisance cases.

m  States should put outdoor wood furnace information on their websites and explain why

OWFs are dangerous to human health.

m States’ air standards should take into account peak exposures, as well as the current 24-hour

average CXPOSUres.
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Recommendations for Towns

m Towns should ban outdoor wood furnaces through their planning

and zoning commissions or appropriate governmental agencies.

@ Local health departments should enforce wood smoke public
health issues in ways that protect an individual’s health.

Recommendations for Individuals

m People should find other ways to heat their homes rather than
installing outdoor wood furnaces, which harm neighbors’ health
and property values.

@ People should work with their town planning and zoning commis-

sions to have cutdoor wood furnaces banned in their towns. .

r DPeople who are being harmed by an outdoor wood furnace should
contact their state or local health department and ask to have the
offending outdoor wood furnace closed down under their state or

local public health nuisance code.

m  Individuals living in homes impacted by wood smoke from out-
door wood furnaces might want to purchase an air monitor that
measures and records the particulates inside their houses. Monitors
such as this sell for about $250. See pages 32-34, Appendix A, for
instructions for using a monitor of this type. Having actual
documenration of the smoke infiltration inside a home may cause
state or local health departments, or other government agencies, to

act in ways that will protect human health.

m  Patients who are being treated for respiratory issues should discuss
their exposures to an OWF when being evaluated by their
physician, as other health issues related to these exposures might

be involved.

Healthful air

emission standavds

should be applied to

outdoor wood

Jfurnaces.

—5H




Instructions for Home Monitoring
with the Dylos 1100 Pro Air Quality Monitor

¢ @ T he Dylos monitor stores up to eight hours of minute-by-minute data, and up to 24 hours of

A houtly averages. It also stores daily averages for up to 30 days. To make the best use of the
dara, it is advisable to download it to a laptop computer on a regular basis. The following protocol
requires downloading data once every 24 hours. Note: This monitor records data for 24 hours. If
the data aren’t downloaded, the monitor begins to record over the earlier data.

Be sure to begin your monitoring project at least 24 hours in advance of when you plan to
download the first day of data (Day 1). The device records eight hours of minute-by-minute data
for the most recent eight hours of monitoring. For example, let’s say you set up your monitor to
begin recording on Day 1 at noon. On Day 2, you download the dara from the monitor onto your
computer at noon. This will give you hourly averages for the past 24 houss, as well as minute-by-
minute data beginning at about 4 2.m. that morning. This will occur again on Days 3 and 4.

Getting Started

Place the monitor and laptop computer in a room you think is affected by smoke, but notin a
kitchen, a room with a woodstove or fireplace, or a room with lots of activity, such as a playroom.
Cooking, heating and kids play will create ot stir up particulate matter and skew the data you get
from the monitor. Place the instrument and laprop three to six feet off the floor, where they are
_easy to access but out of the way of foot traffic.

Plug in the Dylos monitor.

Attach monitor to the computer with the USB.

Turn on computer. Log on.

Go to: Start = Programs —* Accessories = Communication =+ HyperTerminal.
Open new HyperTerminal document.

Save with name and date.

Turn on the particle monitor.

2 B B EEERE # H

Open Excel spreadsheet. Label sheets Day 1, Day 2, Day 3. Name and save the spreadsheet.

#

Monitor the house air for at least three days.

The monitor must vemain connected to the compurer and the computer left running with the
“fﬁpe:’?@rﬁzz’na! 7 open. Because there is no time clock in the monitoring device, it is very important
o recovd the time that the data are downloaded.
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Download to an Excel Spreadsheet

The eight hours of minute-by-minute data
Open the Excel spreadsheet. (Once open, you can leave it open for the rest of the monitoring
period.)

@ On the HyperTerminal, click “selecr all.”

s Copy and paste the data in the Excel spreadsheer.

(Be SURE to record the time and date at the top of the column.)

The 24 hours of hourly data

& On the HyperTerminal, press “Capital D” and “Enter” at the same time.
The last hour of minute-by-minute data is downloaded to the HyperTerminal, the [as; 24 bovrs of
hourly data are downloaded to the FyperTerminal, and the last several days of daily data are
downloaded to the Hyper Ierminal. These are appended to the end of the minute-by-minute data
already on the Hyper Terminal,

St;iect this set of data by highlighting.

Copy and paste in the spreadsheet that is already open. Paste the data in one of the next
columns on the spreadsheet and label it with time and date. Save the spreadsheet data.

For each consecutive day, repeat the process to open, label and save a new HyperTerminal
document. There is no need to create a new Excel document. There is also no need to reset the
Dylos monitor because it records over the last day’s data every 24 hours.

For each day, copy and save the data on consecutive sheets in the Excel document, labeled Day 1,
Day 2 or Day 3, or you may want to label the sheets with the time and date you downloaded.

Save the spreadsheet every time data are downloaded, because if the power to the computer is lost,
the data will also be lost. The spreadsheet data can also be saved in a backup location.

Separate the Data into Two Columns

When the data are downloaded in Excel, two numbers, representing the two different sizes of parti-
cles (PM; 5 and PM g 5 microns), are recorded together in one column separated by a comma (for
example: 2304,88). A few steps are required to separate the two into different columns.

® In Excel, select the dara column.

m Click on “data.”

B Select “text to columns.”

w  Choose “delimited,” then dclick “next.”

@ Check the “comma” box, then elick “finish.”

This will separate the data into two columps.

If the downloaded numbers contain more than one comma {for example: 11,820,49), there are
additional steps to take. If there are just a few of these in the data, the numbers can be selected and
separated one at a time, manually.
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Fthere ave several in 4 vous, do the following:
Ifoh [ do the following
o Select “dara.”
Select “text to columns.”
Choose “fixed width,” then click “nexc.”

>

On the ruler that appears above the selected numbers, use the cursor to place a line between
the two numbers to be separated.

g Click “Anish.”

The data will separate into two columns. Label the columns by particle size.

g B

Prepare the Data for Charts (Using PM, 5 Data)

To convert the data to charts using Excel, it is necessary to create a corresponding column that
notes “time of day.” To convert the 24 hours of hourly averages for three consecutive days into a
chart, as was done in this study, take the following steps:

B On a new Excel sheet, create a “time of day” column. Begin at the top with the hour at which
the data was downloaded for the previous day. Going backward in time, enter the previous
24 hours (military time is recommended).

m Next, copy and paste into three consecutive columns the 24-hour data for PM, ¢ microns from
the three days of monitoring. Each hour in the “time of day” column should correspond with
data for all three days. There should now be one column listing hours of the day and three
columns of data stretching down 24 rows—one row for each hour monitored— three
columns for the three days monitoréd.

m Highlight the time column and the columns conraining the PM, 5 data. (Do not highlight
headings if you have put them in.)

Click “Insert.”

Click “Chart.”

Click “Line Chart.”

Click “Line with data markers.”

Click “Next.”

The new window has two tabs: “Data Range” and “Series.” Click the “Series” tab. This screen
allows you to label the lines. Series] will be highlighted. Click the box for Name. Label the first
seties, for example, as Déy 1, or with the start date of the first 24-hour period of monitoring.
Highlight SeriesZ? and repeat with a new name, and repeat again for Series3.

m Click “Next.”

In Chart Options, under “Title” you can title the chart, for example, “PMZ.S Readings.”
In the box “Caregory X axis,” enter “Time of Day.”
In the box “Category Y axis,” enter “PM; g /he”

g Click “Finish.”

You can now move and resize the chart.

2 BB B &

Repeat the above instructions to produce a chart for the PMg ¢ data.
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Ways to Interpret Indoor Air Assessments When
Monitoring Homes Impacted by Wood Smoke

%, % / ben assessing a house impacted by wood smoke, the first step is to characterize the

% duration and intensity of human exposure risks from particulates. The Dylos air

monitor or a similar device analyzes the air inside the house to assess the emissions that have
penetrated a wood smoke-impacted home.

The second step is to compare the risk from monitored indoor wood smoke exposures to risks
from outdoor air, and also to compare the monitored house to indoor air in houses that are

not near sources of outdoor wood smoke. (See pages 36-40.)

The three indicators used in this study to evaluate the levels of exposures are based on:

=

Observations of the levels of hourly PM; 5 and PM 5 particle counts in wood smoke-
impacted houses compared to control houses.

The maximum particulate counts in wood smoke-impacted houses compared to control
houses.

The six-hour inhaled dose of particulate PMj 5. (See page 41.)

Methods of Comparison

B

Comparisons between bourly PM, 25 and P, 5 particle counts in wood smoke-
smpacted bouses and control hoses '

The U.S. EPA Health~Bas_cci Standards

The EPA set a health-based standard for PM, 5 in 2006. The EPA standard, which is based
on interpretation of a series of health studies by expert panels, is primarily used for
regulatory purposes as a component of the national air monitoring program. The Clean
Air Act requires the EPA. to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (INAAQS) for
particle pollution (also known as particulate matter). Primary standards set limits to
protect public health, including the health of “sensitive” populations, such. as asthmatics,

children and the elderly.

The EPA revised the PM standards, setting separate standards for fine particles (PM, 5),
based on their links to serious health problems, ranging from increased symptorms, hospital
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admissions and emergency room visits for people with heart and lung disease, to premature
death in people with heart or lung disease.

The EPA 24-hour standard for ambient air is 35 ug/m’. The EPA standard is a mass per
unit volume measurement that is equivalent to 75 to 80 particle counts per 0.01 cubic
feet {values are recorded in counts per 0.01 cubic feet in the Dylos monitor). See page
22 for conversion of EPA’s measures in mass to the measures in number of particles from
the meter.

w  Comparison of exposuves in OWF-impacted houses to the CONTROL houses

This option for interpretation of indoor monitoring compares the 24-hour average to the
EPAs 24-hour ambient air standard. It is based on an assumption that all health risks are
directly related 1o the average 24-hour exposures to PM; 5. While this demonstrates the
impacts of indoor air contamination, it underestimates the significance of hourly peaks
over the 24-hour period, and underestimates health risks.

The table below compares the 24-hour measurements in wood smoke-impacted houses
to measurements in the control houses.

Comparison of the 24-hour averages for PM, g in control houses
and OWF-impacted houses, from the EHHI study

o
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In this analysis, when the EPA ambient air standard {(75-80 cts/0.01 ft%) is used to estimate the
risk to indoor air, it can be seen that excess exposures to PM, 5 occur consistently inside
houses in areas impacted by OWFs, but not in the control houses. The levels of PM, 5 in
OWE-impacted houses are substantially above the EPA’s 24-hour standard. These levels are
also significantly above both those in the control houses and the outside air measurements.

Thus, the comparison of 24-hour indoor air levels to EPA standards shows the impact of a
neighborhood OWE However, the intensity of the wood smoke exposutes inside the houses at
different times of the day is not observed for periods of less than 24 houus.

m  Comparison to the EPA Air Qualisy Index scale for exposures of less than 24 houys

The Air Quality Index (AQI) assesses the impact of exposures lasting less than 24 hours.
The AQI focuses on health effects individuals may experience within a few hours or days
after breathing polluted air, and provides a warning if the 24-hour average fine particle
(PM, 5) concentration is “wnbealthy for sensitive groups” — above 40.5 ug/m?®.

The EPA’s table of break points for periods of less than 24 hours is shown below.

Crow™  Chign Category
0 154 | cho0
15.5 40.4
40.5 65.4
65.5 150.4
150.5 250.4
250.5 350.4
350.5 500.4

*
C= concentrations of PM; g in ug/m?®

The EPA warns that both fine and coarse particles can cause a variety of serious health
problems. When exposed to these particles, people with heart or lung diseases and older adules
are morte at risk for hospital and emergency room visits or, in some cases, even death. These effects
have been associated with shore-term exposures fasting 24 hours or less. Long-term exposures
of a year or more have been linked to the development of lung diseases, such as chronic bronchitis.

Particles can aggravate heart diseases, such as congestive heart faflure and coronary arvery
disease. If you have hearc disease, particles may cause you to experience chest pain, palpitations,
shortness of breath and fatigue. Particles have also been associated with cardiac arshythmias and
heart attacks.

Y
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Particles can aggravate lung diseases, such as asthma and bronchitis, causing increased
medication use and doctor visits. If you have lung disease, and you are exposed to particles,
you may not be able to breathe as deeply or vigorously as normal. You may have respiratory
symptoms, including coughing, phlegm, chest discomfort, wheezing and shortness of breath.
You also may experience these symproms even if you're healthy, although you are unlikely to
experience more serious effects. Particles can also increase your susceptibility to respisatory
infections.

The EPA’s system of health warnings for different expesures

The EPA’s assessment in support of the Air Quality Index points out that exposures of less than
24 hours can have effects on the lungs and heart, and increase respiratory infections. Therefore,
it is necessary to examine exposures of less than 24 hours.

w  Comparison of the bourly averages for PM, 5'in control houses and OWF-impacted
houses duving diffevent peviods of the day, from the EHHT stndy

There ate four distinct petiods in the day: afternoon hours (12 to 5 p.m.); evening hours (6 to
i pén.); night hours (midnight to 5 a.m.); and morning hours (6 to 11 2.m.). When the
wood smoke and particulate-induced physiological actions of clinical significance are applied
to these periods, it gives 2 quantitative measure of the risk from PMy 5 exposures at different
times of the day.
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o
o

PM- ¢ levels during the different periods of the day in houses impacted by OWFs

Al 59.7 86.2 7.2 24.6
A2 50.8 84.3 28.2 31.7
A/3 233 90.3 7.8 29.8
Bi1 i 61 1

B/2 105.0 127.2 121.7 60.8
B/3 69.8 : 65.8 73.2
[k 66,3 20 49.3 83.3
c/2 ' l : 56.3 84.4
CI3 29,5 At 144.3 94.6
D/t 66.3 DG 49.8 833
B2 303 15.2 12.5 19.7
B3 31.1 16.8 15.5 3.7

[EE =Very Unhealthy, EPA’s health alert warning

PM, 5 levels during the different periods of the day inside control houses

Control 1/1 11.7 15.3 7.0 21.7
Control 1/2 253 15.3 17.0 15.3
Control 1/3 14.3 8.8 15.8 22.7
Control 2/1 60.3 83.3 120.5 21.0
Control 3/1 68.0 107.2 4.5 92.3
Control 3/2 81.0 195.7% 16.8 45.2
Control 3/3 21.2 35.2 32.2 42.0
Control 4/1 40.0 40.0 17.3 3.8
Control 4/2 16.8 45.0 - ~46.8 C 6.0
Controi 5/1 27.2 3.8 30.4 25.7
Control 6/1 32.7 21.7 4.8 6.5
Control 7/1 343 20.2 19.3 19.5
Control 7/2 12.7 4.0 4.7 6.5

* The homeowner burned food while cooking dinner
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The chart below shows the hourly averages of PM, 5 in outdoor air in the vicinity of the
control houses, which can be compared to the PM,; ¢ levels in the indoor alr in the control

houses (see bottom chart on page 39).

PM, 5 levels in the ambient air in control area

24 Apr 59 37 42 73 |
25 Apr 82 34.5 39.0 57.7
26 Apr 527 74.7 40.0 40.3
27 Apy 53.5 21.3 19.8 30.7
28 Apr 33.2 38.7 39.2 36.8
29 Apr 7.8 10.8 13.0 9.7
30 Apr. 13.8 26.5 44.3 32.2
1 iay 33.3 23.3 25.0 41.2
2 May 43.0 36.7 34.8 51.2
3 May 52.7 55.2 4i.5 106.0
4 May 118.0 62.3 60.5 58.7
& May | 40.0 30.2 19.2 16.2
g May 24.7 48.5 64.7 81.2
10 May 60.0 19.2 12.5 111.5
11 May 9.7 18.5 46.7 25.5
12 May 10.3 16.0 20.3 29.5
13 May 78.2 17.2 21.7 287
14 May 34,2 46.8 21.6 252
15 May 21.3 15.5 23.7 30.7
16 May 41.0 65.0 65.0 328
17 May 13.0 13.7 9.7 : 7.8
18 May 8.0 15.3 15.7 15.3
19 May Zh2 20.8 26.2 222
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w Comparison of the clinical effects associated with six-hour inhaled dose
exposure to PM, 5

The PM,, 5 particulate counts are viewed as surrogate measures for the presence of
wood-burning emissions. Other toxics from wood-burning will also be present inside the
houses, including carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen, and polyaromatic hydrocarbons

(PAHs). These exposuzes could be included in the differential diagnosis.

At these six-hour average levels, susceptible people with asthima, chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease (COPD) or chronic bronchitis may experience clinical effects (see chart
on page 38 for the Unbealthy for All category). At the Very Unbealthy levels on the same
chart, everyone may experience chronic bronchitis, and those who are susceptible may
require medical support. Those with cardiovascular conditions may experience physiologic

effects.

When evaluating health effects in individuals, the actual dose of air pollutants inhaled,
including PM,) «, is a clear determinant of the clinical response to acute respiratory and
cardiovascular toxicants. The findings from the monitoring study permit the determination
of actual dose levels for different people.

There are peer-reviewed literature articles that describe the effects of inhalation of increased
doses of M, s, notably a 2006 article published in the journal Human and Ecological Risk
Assessment, “Assessment of Risk from Particulate Released from Outdoor Wood Boilers.”*
This report, by Brown ez 4f, recommends that the assessment of risks of individual health
effects be based on the actual amounts of particulate matter inhaled. A reproducible measure
of dose is the mass (micrograms) of particulate inhaled for a specified period of time (six
hours or one-quarter of the day). The advantage of such a measure is that it is more directly
linked to the target organ for the toxic material, and it incorporates activity differences that
influence inhalation of the dose and variability inherent in ambient air measures.

Therefore, we recommend monitoring the hourly air concentrations over a minimum
period of 72 hours in order to establish the structure of the exposure patterns. The 72
hours of one-hour monitoring data are divided into 12 units of six-hour intervals. The
six-hour inhalation dose is calculated based on the assumption that 0.8 cubic meters of air
is inhaled per hour. This can be altered to adjust for greater or lesser activity patterns, such
as running or sleeping, and for the ages of the persons exposed. A scale of exposure is
suggested in the Brown ef 4l report.
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The following six-hour doses* are [inked to the following clinical outcomes:
i A dose of 96 ug or more is associated with an increase in the number of asthma attacks.

B A dose of 120 ug or more is associated with an increased need for medical intervention in
cases of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) in the elderly or asthma in

children.

@ A dose of 250 ug or more is associated with increased emergency room interventions and
hospitalizations for ischemic heart attacks.

Dose risk evaluation for mixiures

Wood smoke emissions are a mixture of gases and particulates. In a local neighborhood
setting, a number of other toxic compounds emitted from an outdoor wood furnace wouid
enter the house in the same manner as the fine particulates. Therefore, the presence of
particulate in the house is a surrogate measure of certain other toxic compounds from the

OWE that would enter the house.

The burning of wood also introduces other toxic materials into the neighborhood. Data from
the EPA were used to prepare the chart and graph on the following page, which show the
refative concentrations of emission products from outdoor wood burning. Relative amounts of
wood smoke emission products are shown in the chart. These graphics demonstrate that
substantial amounts of carbon monoxide and other toxics emitted by outdoor woed furnaces,
in addition to PM, 5, would be expected to enter an OWE-impacted home.

Therefore, any evaluation of the health of persons exposed to wood smoke inside houses in the
neighborhood of OWFEs must also take into account exposures to all the agents shown by the
EPA 1o be present in wood-fire emissions.

Wood smoke contains unhealthy amounts of particulate matter, as well as a number of
unhealthy emissions, including carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, benzene, sulfur
dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, formaldehyde and several other air pollutants. From the chart, it can
be seen that finding PM, 5 particulates in indoor air predicts that a number of other toxic
compounds will also be present in the indoor air mixture.

* To obtain the six-hour dose, multiply cts/0.01 ft* by 2.2
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Relative percentages of toxic emissions predicted to be emitted by OWFs in EPA's Model

Carbon Monoxide

Primary PM, ¢

Primary PM4q

Methane

Velatife Organic Compounds
Benzene

Sulfur Dioxide

Nitrogen Oxides

Chart showing relative percentages of toxic emissions predicted by EPA’s Model

Carbon Monoxide ' : 64.0249
Primary PM, 2.6037
Primary PM, 2.6037
Methane 9.0818
Volatile Organic Compounds 4.0711
Benzene G.9673
Sulfur Dioxide 0.7064
Nitrogen Oxides - 0.6263
Ammonia _ 0.6263
Formaldehyde 0.2436
Acetaldehyde 0.2373
Phe‘nol 0.0839
Naphthaiene 0.0517
Cresols (Includes o, m, & p)/Cresylic Acids 0.0456
Acrolein 0.0152
1.3-Butadiene 0.0101
Benzofalpyrene 0.0010
Mercury 0.000¢
Dioxins/Furans as 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQs - WHO/928 7 0.0000
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Planning and Zoning Regulation Used to Ban OWFs in a Town

Below are the zoning regulations from the town of Tolland, Connecticut, which banned
outdoor wooed furnaces (OWFs), also known as Outdoor Wood Boilers (OWBs). These

regulations provide a model for other towns, and planning and zoning commissions that might
want to ban outdoor wood ﬁtrmzces,

ZONING REGULATIONS, TOWN OF TOLLAND
Chapter 170, page 96

CODE of the TOWN OF TOLLAND, STATE OF CONNECTICUT
Zoning Regulations, Rev. July 20, 2009

ARTICLE X1V

Accessory Uses and Structures

Section 170-84. General Requirements.

Accessory uses and structures shall be subject to the following conditions:

A. Establishment of accessory uses.

1. Accessory buildings, scructures and uses shall be located on the same lot as the principal
building, structure or use to which they are accessory.

2. Accessory buildings, structures and uses shall not be located on a lot without the prior
establishment of a permitted principal use, nor shall any new loe be created that has an
accessory building, structure or use without a principal use.

B. Prohibited Accéssory Uses and Structures.
The Commission feels that, by their very nature, the following uses and structures cannot be
regulated in such a fashion as to protect the Health, Safety and Welfare of the general public

and are prohibited in alf zones.

Qutdoor Wood Burning Furnaces, as defined by PA 05-227

o T
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' http i fwwwepa.gov/bumwise/healtheffects html

 http//des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/air/ch/ceps/npsap/smoke htm

® hitp://wwwcr.gov/dep/owplview.asp?a=268480=321780
*hitpdiwwwawoodheat.org/rechnology/outboilerhim

® hitp:/fwwiwecy.wa.gov/biblio/S1bro23.himi

St/ Awww.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/91HrD23 himl

! hitpi/fwwwepa gov/bumwise/healtheffects html

8 et/ fwww.ctgovidep/owplview.aspla=268480=321780

& htp://wwwviwoodsmoke.org/health himi

Yt/ feww.nescaum.otg/documents/assessment-of-outdoor-wood-fired-bollers

Mattp/ iwww.spokanecleanairorg/publications.asp (Qutdoor Wood-fired Boilers.pdf)

* For cornperison, fine beach sand is about 30 microns, and the average human hair is 70 microns, in diameter. Thus, particles of
0.1 to 5 microns {very small} are carried in the same way as vapors or gases in the inhaled air stream, reaching the deep and most
sensitive areas of the lung,

¥ The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has established health-based standards for exposure to
particufates in the 10 micron and 2.5 micron range (PMy g and PM, ). The standards are used to evaluate the efficiency of air
pollition control programs and to warn the public of impending health risk. Background PM, 5 24-hour averages fall between
10 and 15 micregrams per cubic meter (ug/m?®} of air, with high levels reaching 40 to 50 ug/m®.

" hetpy/fwww.epa.govitinchie 1/net/2008inventory. html — the Nonpoint section. Residential Heating: Wood,

5 Houses that are heated with oil, gas, and coal or wood stoves will draw more air into the house to support the cornbustion used
to heat the house. As warmer air from the stove or furnace exits the house through the chimney, that air is replaced with air

drawn from the outside. Thus, greater inflows of outside air increase the rate of contamination in houses with interior stoves and
furnaces.

% hitpy/desnh.goviorganization/divisions/air/ch/ceps/npsap/smoke htm
7 hitpy/chestjournal.chestpubs org/content/ 118/4/1260 full

'8 htp://oem. bmj.comicontent/65/5/319.abstract
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¥ http//toxscl.oxfordjournals.org/egi/content/fuil/65/1/1 1 54SEC3

2 hitp://michiganmessengercom/38678/study-finds-wosd-burning-releases-more-greehouse-gas-than-coal
A www.swileanair.org/pdi/WoodSmokeHealthBrochure. pdf

2 hitpofwww.yakimacleansirorg/woodstove_information htm

B htpyfwww.epagoviburnwise/healtheffects html

3 hittp/ Awww.ct.gov/dph/owp/view.aspla=3137&q=358480

2 hitpy//www.hria.arg/services/environmental-health/cs-burden-of-asthma html

# hitpdfwwwnelinlmnih.gov/pubmed/11879110

# htpeffeembmicom/content/S4/2/108.abstract

# htep/fwww.epa.goviiag/cohtml¥Health%20Effects %2 0Associated%20with% 20Carbon%20Monoxide
M hitpi//www.health state. mn.us/divs/eh/indoorair/co/index.htmi

30 hitp/fwww.nerck.com/memhe/sec24/ch297/ch297d himl

3 www.epa.gov/airnow/agi_brochure_08-09. pdf

32 Zanobetti A, Schwartz J, Gold D. Are thera sensitive subgroups for the effec.ts of alrborne particles?

# hitp//www.nescaurmn.org/documents/owbfactsheetfinal pdf/

#* Brown, et 31."An Assessment of Risk from Particulate Releasad from Qutdoor Wood Boilers? Human £col Risk Assess 13:191-208
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Medicine, Yale University School of Medicine. Divector of clinical sevvices at Yale’s Department
of Occupational and Environmental Medicine. Principal investigator on the Canary Database
Project, which looks at animals as sentinels of envivonmental health hazards.

HUGH S. TavLor, MLD. Professor of Obstetrics, Gynecology and Reproductive Sciences and
Department of Molecular, Cellular and Developmental Biology; Chicf of the Division of
Reproductive Endocrinology and Infertility, Yale University School of Medicine.

Joun P.Warao, Pr.D. Professor of Risk Analysis and Environmental Policy at Yale University’s
School of Forestry and Envivonmental Studies, Professor of Political Science and Director of the
Yale Program on Environment and Health.
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Environment and Human Hesalth, Inc,
1191 Ridge Road
Nerth Haven, Connecticut 06473
Phone (203)248-6582 Fax (263)288-7571

A recent study on outdoor wood farnaces (OWFs) shows that homes as far away as
850 feet from an outdoor wood furnace are impacted by enough smoke to cause
Hlness. Connecticut has setbacks regulations for OWFs of only 260 feet.

NESCAUM has estimated that each OWF emits 20 times the wood smoke as one
certified indoor wood stove. NESCAUM is an association of air quality agencies in the
Northeast. Their Board of Directors consists of the air directors of the six New
England states - Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and Vermont - and New Jersey, and New York. Their purpose is to provide scientific,
technical, analytical, and policy support to the air quality and climate programs of the
eight Northeast states.

Although many people associate tobacco smoke with certain health risks, research
indicates that second hand wood smoke has potentially even greater ability to
damage health. Tobacco smoke causes damage in the body for approximately 30
seconds after it is inhaled. Wood smoke, however, continues to be chemically active
and cause damage to cells in the body for up to 20 minutes, or 40 times longer.

A house as far away as 850 feet from an cutdoor wood furnace {OWF) had 6 times the
levels of PM 2.5 as the houses not near an outdoor woed furnace and 4 times above
the levels of the EPA air standards.

EPA defines PM 2.5 as Particle Matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter. These small
purticles pose a health concern because they can be inhaled into and accumulate in the
respiratory system. Health studies have shown a significant association between
exposure to fine particles and premature mortality. Other important effects include
aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular disease [us indicated by increased
hospital admissions, emergency room visits, absences from school or work, and
restricted activity days), lung disease, decreased lung function, asthma attacks, and
certain cardiovascular problems such as heart attacks and cardiac arrhythmia.
Individuals particularly sensitive to fine particle exposure include older adults, people
with heart and lung disease, and children.

Sources of fine particles include all types of combustion activities - motor vehicles,
power plants and wood burning.

A house 240 feet from OWF had 12 times the levels of PM 2.5 as the houses not near
an cutdoor wood furnace and 8 times above the levels of the EPA air standards.

Both those heavily impacted homes were within the Connecticut setback regulations
of 200 feet,
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For some homes that are near OWFs that have been grandfathered in - they have
wood smoke levels as high as 14 times that of houses not near outdoor wood furnaces
and 9 times above the levels of the EPA air standards.

High levels of wood smoke were present in every 24-hour period tested inside homes
neighboring outdoor wood furnaces.

The particles of wood-smoke are so small that windows and doors cannot keep
smoke out.

Public Health Toxicologist David Brown, Sc.D,, an expert on the health effects of wood
smoke, states, "Episodes of short-term exposures to extreme levels of fine
particulates from wood smoke and other sources for periods as short as two hours
can produce significant adverse health effects.”

Oncologist D. Barry Boyd, MD, says, "Wood smoke contains a number of organic

compounds that are both potential and recognized carcinogens. Exposure to wood
smoke over time may raise the risk of both chronic lung disease and lung cancer.

T




Town of Telland Zening Regulation Prohibiting Qutdoor Wood Furnaces

http://www.tolland. org/sites/tollandct/files/uploads/zoning regulations O.pdf

Article XVH Zoning Regulations Rev.: March 15, 2015
Page 131

Accessory Uses and Structures

Section 17-1. General Requirements

B. Prohibited Accessory Uses and Structures.

The Commission feels that, by their very nature, the following uses and structures cannot be
regulated in such a fashion as to protect the Health, Safety and Welfare of the general publicand are
prohibited in all zones. :

1. Qutdoor Wood Furnaces as defined by P.A, 05-227
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Jessie Richard

From: janis.cary@att.net

Sent: Monday, July 11, 2016 1:24 PM
To: PlanZoneDept

Subject: Air Quality

Town of Mansfield Planning and Zoning Committee July 11, 2016
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

4 South Eagleville Road

Mansfield, CT 06268

Dear Committee Members:

We were happy to read that the town council forwarded to you for consideration the regulation of outdoor furnaces.
Having seen such a furnace in operation at the intersection of Pine Street and Brendi Trail in Columbia CT, we can attest
to the amount of smoke that envelops neighboring homes. We would hate to see such a situation face any neighborhood
in Mansfield (or any other community, for that matter). It appears that regulations such as a required height for the pipe do
little to protect air quality. We believe that the towns of Tolland and Hebron did the right thing by banning such furnaces.
We hope you, too, will consider such a ban.

Also, we noted that the topic of fire pits came up at the council meeting. While we understand that they are very trendy
right now, we would like to remind you that not everyone has air conditioning, and some of us enjoy open windows in the
evening. Once again, the question of air quality arises---especially when the smoke hangs in the air and enters a
neighboring home. Perhaps some type of reminder might go out Mansfield residents regarding the considerate use of
these pits. Thank you.

Janis and Cary Fausey
208 Puddin Lane
Mansfield Center, CT 06250



RECEIPT OF APPLICATION FOR A SPECIAL PERMIT:

, move and seconds to receive the

Special Permit Application (File #1342)

submitted by David Hempel
for an efficiency unit within a single family dwelling
on property located at 11 Summit Road

as shown on plans dated July 2016

as shown and described in application submissions, and to refer said application to staff and committees,
for review and comments and to set a Public Hearing for 8-1-16.




SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION
(see Article V, Section B of the Zoning Regulations)

Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission ) ,
File #_ | o0

Date "7-%- |l

Name of development (where applicable)

Proposed use of the property is .:'/, FELGED LY UMT
in accordance with Sec.(s) of Article VII (Permitted Use provisions) of the Zoning
Regulations

Address/location of subject property |\ Sv AT RD StoReS
Assessor's Map H Block ]j ~ Lot(s) A~ & Vol. 7778 Page |1}

Zone of subject property Q&K— fio Acreage of subject property & Olacren

Acreage of adjacent land in same ownership (if any)

APPLICANT DA\J D L\-f; M 'pr:Lp ] ,/z}\ C [/L\AQ\_

(please PRINT) ' Signature'
Street Address (. Somnm.t Rp Telephone Bl 2% S 1 (
Town  SHofRRS Zip Code_ &% 2¢%
Interest in property: Owner \/ Optionee Lessee Other
(If “Other”, please explain)
OWNER OF RECORD: SAmE-

(please PRINT) Signature

(OR attached Purchase Contract OR attached letter consenting to application )
Street Address Telephone
Town Zip Code

AGENTS (if any) representing the applicant who may be directly contacted regarding this
application:

Name Telephone

Address Zip Code
Involvement (legal, engincering, surveying, etc.)

Name Telephone

Address Zip Code

Involvement (legal, engineering, surveying, etc.)

(over)



9. The following items have been submitted as part of this application:

Application fee in the amount of $

Statement of Use further describing the nature and intensity of the proposed use, the
extent of proposed site improvements and other important aspects of the proposal. To
assist the Commission with its review, applicants are encouraged to be as detailed as
possible and to include information justifying the proposed special permit with respect to
the approval criteria contained or referenced in Article V, Section B.5.

Site plan (6 copies) as per Article V, Section B.3.d

Site plan checklist including any waiver requests

Sanitation report as per Article V, Section B.3.e

Acknowledgement that certified notice will be sent to neighboring property-owners, as per
the provisions of Article V, Section B.3.c (use Neighborhood Notification Form).

As applicable for projects within the watershed of the Willimantic Reservoir,

acknowledgement that certified notice will be sent to the Windham Water Works, as per the
provisions of Article [11, Section I.

As applicable for projects within State designated aquifer protection areas, acknowledgment

that the Commissioner of Public Health will be notified as per the provisions of Article III,
Section I. The State Department of Public Health’s on line form
(www.dph,state.ct,us/BRS/Water/Source_Protection/PA0653.htim) shall be used with a copy
of the submittal delivered to the Planning Office.

Other information (see Article V, Section B.3.g). Please list items submitted (if any):

10. ALL APPLICATIONS, INCLUDING MAPS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS, MUST
COMPLY WITH ALI APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS,
INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO:

Art. X, Sec. E, Flood Hazard Areas, Areas Subject to Flooding
Art. V, Sec. B, Special Permit Requirements (includes procedure, application requirements,

Art
Art
Art
Art
Art
Art
Art

approval criteria, additional conditions and safeguards, conditions of
approval, violations of approval, and revisions)

. VI, Sec. A, Prohibited Uses

. VI, Sec. B, Performance Standards

. VI, Sec. C, Bonding

. VII, Permitted Uses

. VIII, Dimensional Requirements/Floor Area Requirements

. X, Sec. A, Special Regulations for Designed Development Districts

. X, Sec. C, Signs

Art. X, Sec. D, Parking and Loading
Art. X, Sec. H, Regulations regarding filling and removal of materials
Art, X, Sec. S, Architectural and Design Standards
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Jessie Richard

i TR
From; Chris Hempel <dchempel@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 10:07 AM
To: Jessie Richard
Subject: 11 Summit Road Efficiency Unit

Good morning Jessie,

Here is my statement of proposed use for 11 Summit Road:

The proposed efficiency will reside in the basement of an existing structure that currently has a full bathroom as
well as exterior access through a sliding glass door and interior access through a set of stairs to the main floor of

the structure. The renovation includes installation of a kitchenette in the existing walk-in closet along with the
construction of a closet on the opposite side of the unit.

The house is owner occupied. The current structure includes a two-car garage and additional parking for two
vehicles.
Thank you again for your assistance.

David Hempel
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Date: July 7, 2016

To: Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Linda M. Painter, AICP

Subject: Director’s Report

If there are any other items or questions, | will address them at the July 18™ meeting.

HOUSING

Ad Hoc Committee on Rental Regulation and Enforcement. The Committee voted at their June 29™
meeting to send proposed changes to rental housing ordinances to the Town Council for their
consideration (see attached Council Agenda Item for more information). The next meeting is scheduled
for Wednesday, August 10%" at 5:30 p.m. in the Mansfield Community Center Community Room.



To:
From:
CC:

Date:
Re:

Town of Mansfield

Agenda lfem Summary
Town Council
Maft Hart, Town Manager /ﬁ@%‘/
Maria Capriola, Assistant Town Manager, Michael Ninteau, Director
Building & Housing Inspection; Linda Painter, Director of Planning
and Development
July 11, 2016

Proposed Amendments fo the Mansfield Housing Code and
Related Ordinances

Subject Matter/Background

Staff has been working with the Ad Hoc Committee on Rental Regulations and
Enforcement to review and update various provisions within the Town’s housing
code and related ordinances. The Committee has voted to send the attached
draft language for consideration and possible action by the Town Council.

. The objectives of the proposed amendments are to accomplish the following:

-]

The amendments to the Section 991.1 of the Housing Code and Section
152-4 of the Landlord Registration Ordinance would ensure that the
definition of an owner-occupied dwelling is consistent and in line with the
most stringent provisions as presently codified within the Mansfield Off
Street Parking Ordinance. This change would eliminate the current
loophole that exempts certain rental properties from landlord registration
and certificate requirements when a smali percentage of the property is
transferred info the name of someone residing in the unit (such as 1%) or
when an officer of the LLC holding title to the property resides in the unit.

The amendment to Section 901.2 of the Housing Code would require a
dwelling unit to be in compliance with all pertinent laws, ordinances and
regulations prior to a rental certificate being issued. This would give staff
the ability to hold a certificate and for fines to accrue if the subject unit
meets the requirements of the Housing code but is not in compliance with
other regulations such as zoning, health, fire, building, etc.

The amendment to Section 404.5 of the Housing Code would delete the
current overcrowding provision in the code and replace the language in its
entirety to be consistent with the current Mansfield Zoning Regulations.
This would allow housing certificates to be revoked for noncompliance and
fines to accrue at a rate of $100 per day until the zoning violation is

-]
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cerrected. Please be aware while this step adds tools to achieve
compliance it remains challenging to prove overcrowding and a violation of
this provision of the Zoning Regulations. The current method of monitoring
and counting cars is imperfect.

As a reminder, Chapter 130 of the Mansfield Code adopts the International
Property Maintenance Code (2003 edition) fo serve as the Town’s Housing
Code, with local modifications. .

Financial Impact

Other than a minor increase in certification fees collected from currently exempt
properties, there should be liftle to no financial impact if the proposed changes
are enacted.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Town Council schedule a public hearing to solicit
public comment regarding the proposed changes to the housing code and related
ordinances.

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

Move, effective July 11, 2016, to schedule a public hearing for 7.00 PM at the
Town Council's reguiar meeting on July 25, 20186, to solicit public comment
regarding the proposed amendments fo the Mansfield Housing Code and refated
ordinances.

Attachments

1) Chapter 130, Section 901 of the Housing Code (blackline and clean copy)
2) Chapter 152. Rental Property (blackline and clean copy)

3) Chapter 130, Section 404 of the Housing Code (blackline and clean copy)

—12-




Chapter 130. Housing Code

Axticie IT. Amendments to Code

§ 138—35. Chapter 9, Rental Certification and Inspections.

[ Amended 3-26-2007, effective 4-20-2007; 10-14-2014, effective 11-7-2014]
Add CHAPTER 9, RENTAL CERTIFICATION AND INSPECTIONS:

SECTION 901
CERTIFICATION

Findings. The Town Council of the Town of Mansfield finds that inadequate maintenance of
residential rental property within the community is a detriment to the public welfare, health and
safety.

901.1 Scope. No owner, agent or person in charge of a residential rental housing unit offered for
vent within the Town of Mansfield shall allow any person to occupy the same as a tenant or
lessee for a valuable consideration, unless the owner, agent or person in charge holds a valid
certificate of compliance issued by the Code Official for the specific housing unit.

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

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

4. Newly constructed housing units for the first five years after issuance of an initial certificate
of accupancy by the Town of Mansfield Building Department.
5. Housing units in any building consisting of not more than four units, one-of-whichss where

the owner's primary-place-of residence-in-whieh-he-ox-she rernains-fosmore than-helf-efthe
calendaz-year- resides at least 6 months per calendar vear. Owner is defined as that
individual owning at Ieast a 50% fee simple inferest in said property. To qualify for this
exemption, any such owner-occupant must be the record owner of a minimumn 56% fee
simple interest in said residential rental property in his or her personal individual

capacity only.

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

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

Implementation Schedule: The provisions of this chapter shall be implemented pursuant to a
schedule, hereinafter referred to as the “implementation schedule,” developed and maintained
by the Code Official. No owner, agent or person in charge of a dwelling or dwelling unit
located within the Town of Mansfield shall be found in violation of this chapter until such time
as he/she fails to obtain a valid certificate of compliance within the period of time specified by
the implementation schedule.
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Term of Certificate: Every rental cestificate of compliance shall expire pursuant to the date set
forth within the implementation schedule. The fee for a certificate of compliance shall be $150
for the two-year period established pursuant to the schedule.

901.2 Conditions for issuance of certificates. Upon request of the owner, agent or other
person authorized to rent a dwelling unit (hereinafter referred to as the "applicant"), the Code
Official will be available at an appointed time, within a reasonable amount of time, agreed upon
by the Code Official and the applicant, or later if the applicant requests, to inspect such dwelling
or dwelling unit. If such inspection or reports provided to the Code Official pursuant to 130-
10 establishes that the dwelling or dwelling unit is in substantial compliance with this code and
any other applicable law, regulation ox code, the Code Official shall issue a certificate of
compliance for said dwelling or dwelling unit, provided that all fees or other assessments
charged against the dwelling or dwelling unit pursuant to this Housing Code have been paid.
One copy of the certificate of compliance shall be handed to or sent by mail to the applicant; a
second copy shall be posted by the owner or his/her designated agent in a conspicuous location
inside the dwelling or dwelling unit for the information of the tenant and shall not be removed
by or at the direction of anyone other than the tenant; and a third copy shall be kept on file in
the Code Official’s office. After the issuance of a certificate, if, upon reinspection or receipt of
reports provided to the Code Official pursuant to Section 130-10 pursuantto-this-code it is
determined by the Code Official that the dwelling or dwelling unit is no longer in substantial
compliance with this code or any other applicable law, regulation or code, the certificate may
be revoked by the Code Official in a writing stating the reasons for the revocation.
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Chapter 130. Housing Code

Article I Amendments to Code

'§ 130-35. Chapter 9, Rental Certification and Inspections.

[Amended 3-26-2007, effective 4-20-2007; 10-14-2014, effective 11-7-2014]
Add CHAPTER 9, RENTAL CERTIFICATION AND INSPECTIONS:

SECTION 901
CERTIFICATION

Pindings. The Town Council of the Town of Mansfield finds that inadequate maintenance of
residential rental property within the community is a detriment to the public welfare, health and
safety.

961.1 Scope. No owner, agent or person in charge of a residential rental housing unit offered for
rent within the Town of Mansfield shall allow any person to occupy the same as a tenant or
lessee for a valuable consideration, unless the owner, agent or person. in charge holds a valid
certificate of compliance issued by the Code Official for the specific housing unit.

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

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

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

5. Housing units in any building consisting of not more than four units, where the owner
resides at least 6 months per calendar year. Owner is defined as that individual owning at least
a 50% fee simple interest in said property. To qualify for this exemption, any such ownez-
occupant must be the record owner of a minimum 50% fee simple interest in said residential
rental property in his or her personal individual capacity only.

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

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

Implementation Schedule: The provisions of this chapter shall be implemented pursuant to a
schedule, hereinafter referred to as the “implementation schedule,” developed and maintained
by the Code Official. No owner, agent or person in charge of a dwelling or dwelling unit
located within the Town of Mansfield shall be found in violation of this chapter until such time
as he/she fails to obtain a valid certificate of compliance within the period of time speci fied by
the implementation schedule.
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Term of Certificate: Every rental certificate of compliance shall expire pursuant to the date set
forth within the implementation schedule. The fee for a certificate of compliance shall be $150
for the two-year period established pursuant to the schedule.

901.2 Conditions for issuance of certificates. Upon request of the owner, agent or other
person authorized to rent a dwelling unit (hereinafter referred to as the "applicant"), the Code
Official will be available at an appointed time, within a reasonable amount of time, agreed upon
by the Code Official and the applicant, or later if the applicant requests, to inspect such dwelling
or dwelling unit. If such inspeetion or reports provided to the Code Official pursuant to 130-10
establishes that the dwelling or dwelling unit is in substantial compliance with this code and any
other applicable law, regulation or code, the Code Official shall issue a certificate of compliance
for said dwelling or dwelling unit, provided that all fees or other assessments charged against
the dwelling or dwelling unit pursuant to this Housing Code have been paid. One copy of the
certificate of compliance shall be handed to or sent by mail to the applicant; a second copy shall
be posted by the owner or his/her designated agent in a conspicuous location inside the dwelling
or dwelling unit for the information of the tenant and shall not be removed by or at the diréction
of anyone other than the tenant; and a third copy shall be kept on file in the Code Official’s
office. After the issuance of a certificate, if, upon reinspection or receipt of reports provided to
the Code Official pursuant to Section 130-10 it is determined by the Code Official that the
dwelling or dwelling unit is no longer in substantial compliance with this code or any other
applicable law, regulation or code, the certificate may be reveked by the Code Official in a
wrting stating the reasons for the revocation.

]




Chapter 152. Rental Property

Article L. Landlord Registration .

§ 152-4. Definitions.

As used in this article, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated:

ADDRESS
A location as described by the full street number, if any, the street name, the city or town,
and the state, and not a mailing address such as a post office box.

AGENT IN CHARGIL:
One who manages real estate, including, but not limited to, the collection of rents and
supervision of property.

NONRESIDENT OWNER
Of a residential rental housing unit means any owner of suek said property who does not

_ reside onsite or does not own at least a 50% interest fee simple in bis individual

capacity. in-any-such-unit-or-its-assoctated premises;-which-is-owned-by-her-or hivs- Any
owner-oceupant who is not the record owner of a minimum of 50% fee simple
interest in said residential rental property in his or her personal individual capacity
shall also be considered z non-resident owner for the purposes of this article.
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Chapter 152, Rental Property

Arxticle §. Landlord Registration

§ 152-4, Definitions.

As used in this article, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated:
ADDRESS
© A location as described by the full street number, if any, the street name, the city or town,

and the state, and not a mailing address such as a post office box.

AGENT IN CHARGE _
One who manages real estate, including, but not limited to, the collection of rents and
supervision of propesty.

NONRESIDENT OWNER _
Of a residential rental housing unit means any owner of said propesty who does not reside
onsite or does not own at Jeast a S0% interest fee simple in his individual capacity. Any
owner-occupant who is not the record owner of a mininum of 50% fee simple interest in
said residentia) rental property in his or her personal individual capacity shall also be
‘considered a non-resident owner for the purposes of this article.
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Chanpter IBG.HGusm;{ Code

Arxticle JI. Amendments to Code

§ 130-25. Section 404, Occupaney Limits,

SECTION 404, OCCUPANCY LIMITS, is amended as follows:

A. 404.1 Privacy. Dwelling units, housekeeping units, rooming units and apartment units
shall be arranged to provide privacy and be separate from other adjoining spaces.
B. 404.5 Overcrowding. The maximum occapancy by unrelated individuals in a
" dwelling unit shall be as provided in the Mansfield Zoning Regulations, as may be
amended.
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Chapter 130, Housing Code

Axticle I1. Amendments to Code

§ 130-25. Section 404, Ocecupancy Limifs.

SECTION 404, OCCUPANCY LIMITS, is amended as follows:

A. 404.1 Privacy. Dwelling units, housekeeping units, rooming units and apartment units
shall be arranged to provide privacy and be separate from other adjoining spaces.

B. 404.5 Overcrowding. The maximum occupancy by unrelated individuals in a dwelling
unit shali be as provided in the Mansfield Zoning Regulations, as may be amended.
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COMMUNICATIONS



MEMORANDUM

From: Rebecca Shafer
To: Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission

Date: June 17, 2016

RE: Proposed Rental Regulation Amendments

I am writing to follow up on some suggestions that were mentioned at two recent Ad Hoc
Rental Committee meetings and which the Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation Group made at
previous meetings and to clarify the specific provisions of the 2015 Mansfield Tomorrow Plan of
Conservation and Development (POCD) under which the changes fit.

The critical proposals include:

e Reducing the number of unrelated persons for rental units in single family neighborhood
zones from 3 to 2

e The exclusion of “dormitory” as a permitted use in RAR zones

e Two-strike rule

The proposed regulation amendments, a copy of which is attached to this memorandum for
reference, are consistent with the POCD and they help meet Goal 7.3 “Mansfield Maintains High
Quality Living Condition Throughout The Town”.

Since the proposed regulation changes would likely discourage investor or absentee landlord
purchases of single family homes for the purpose of transient rental units, the Measure of
Effectiveness for Goal 7.3 would be enhanced. That measure of effectiveness states simply:

e Number of investor-owned single family homes in neighborhoods close to campus
decreases.

Additionally, Goal 7.4 “Mansfield’s Land Use Regulations Support Development of a Wide
Range of Housing Options to Meet the Needs of Residents at All Ages of the Life Cycle, Including
Singles, Families, Seniors and Students” has a Measure of Effectiveness which is similar that quoted
above:

e Decrease in number of single family homes on rental registry.

Clearly, the protection of single family neighborhoods close to campus is a priority for Mansfield
and decreasing rentals of single family homes near campus is encouraged by changes that make such
conversions less attractive, thereby driving student housing back onto campus or into more
appropriate locations.



In fact, “Supporting Neighborhoods” is one of the top ten ‘visions for the future’ in Mansfield
Tomorrow called out as a singular priority at page 1.4 of the POCD which notes that the “continued
conversion of single family homes into rental units ....is a significant concern for the long-term
health of these neighborhoods.”

Goal 7.3 also has language that recognizes the need for strengthening in the Mansfield land use
regulations to ensure the Goals are reached.

e Enhance code enforcement systems for rental properties through researching and
implementing enforcement practices successfully used by other college communities.
Implementation of the Nuisance Ordinance in 2011 has been successful at addressing
neighborhood nuisances, particularly in off-campus neighborhoods; however, it is too early to
determine whether the penalties to property owners are sufficient to promote long-term
compliance. If patterns of problem properties appear, stronger measures may be needed to
promote better property management. One potential resource is State College, PA.

This is further supported under the federal livability principals found at page iv of the POCD.

e Value communities and neighborhoods.
Enhance the unique characteristics of all communities by investing in healthy,
safe, and walkable neighborhoods—rural, urban, or suburban.

And the Regional Land Use Plan found at p. v of the POCD:

e Develop in a manner that respects and preserves community
character and key natural resources.

And the Vision for the Future which places a strong emphasis on community character (p.1.4
POCD)

e Preserve Community Character. One of the most common values voiced by residents
was a strong desire to preserve Mansfield’s rural character, historic assets, and natural
resources.

There is a distinct call-out of the reduction of the number of unrelated persons who can live together
by defining family to a traditional direct lineal descendent blood relative. Note Goal 7.3, Strategy B2.

o Identify strategies to improve enforcement of the Town’s
restrictions on number of unrelated individuals that can
live together.



At Strategy B3 of Goal 7.3 the POCD recognizes the specific impacts of rental units:

e Track changes in quantity and location of rental units to
determine impact of policy and regulatory changes and
identify needed changes to policies and regulations.

Later, in the POCD addressed to future development patterns, there was specific support for
protecting historic development patterns at Section 8.22.

e The purpose of this designation is to protect and enhance the pattern of
development unique to historic villages.
Ensure that infill residential development reflects existing village
patterns in terms of lot width and building placement. This may be
accomplished through mandates for narrow, deep lots to allow for clustering
while meeting minimum lot sizes for wells and septic systems.

More importantly, the POCD recognizes that UConn’s growth and impacts on residential
neighborhoods need to be curtailed:

e Strategy D | Accommodate University growth while maintaining the town’s rural character
and minimizing impacts on adjacent neighborhoods. Encourage new university
development along campus edges to respect community context in scale and design.

Finally, the POCD recognizes that larger lots with more open space provides buffer and healthier
neighborhoods at Goal 9.5:

e Strategy B | Strengthen land use regulations to prevent sprawl and support development
consistent with the Future Land Use Strategy and Community Design Goals.

Consider providing incentives such as density bonuses
for subdivisions that preserve larger amounts of open
space through use of community wells and innovative
wastewater treatment approaches.

Separation distances between uses that erode neighborhoods, like rental units, are a form of
density-related incentive that prevents the creation of degraded stretches of housing. Mansfield
should consider a separation distance between rental uses of 9 times the minimum lot frontage for the
zone, so that rental units can continue to exist, but not to overwhelm, neighborhoods. This standard is
derived from State College, Pennsylvania, a community considered to use best practices with regard
to neighborhood/university balance.

The Mansfield Neighborhood Preservation Group continues to encourage the adoption of
specific and rigorous protections which discourage additional rental conversions in single family
neighborhoods. By making existing conversions non-conforming uses, there is a hope that eventually
these uses will be converted back to single family uses which preserve community neighborhoods
and encourage the containment of student housing.



Mansfield Regulation Modifications to Control Student Housing Impacts on
Residential Neighborhoods

DEFINITIONS: (new and/or modified)

17. Dormitory. A building or group of buildings used for the purpose of accommodating students,
faculty or members of religious orders with sleeping quarters with or without communal kitchen
facilities and administered by a bona fide educational, religious or fraternal institution. The term
dormitory includes fraternity and sorority houses, convents, priories, seminaries and monasteries, but
does not include clubs. Dormitory shall also include any residential structure in which more than two
(2) students reside without another resident adult family member who is a parent, guardian or other
legally authorized custodial agent.

Family shall mean any number of persons who are all direct lineal descendants related by blood,
marriage, civil union, adoption, guardianship or other duly authorized custodial relationship, and who
live together as a single housekeeping unit and share common living, sleeping, cooking and eating
facilities. Occupancy in a dormitory, sorority, fraternity, club, tourist home, emergency shelter,
rooming or boarding house, group home or similar group occupancy shall not be considered a family.

Owner-occupied. Owner-occupied shall mean that the owner of record occupies a dwelling unit and
that if the owner of record of a dwelling unit which is rented or leased is a business entity then the
occupancy shall be considered a business use and not a residential use. In addition, all members or
shareholders of a business entity must reside in the dwelling unit to be considered owner-occupied.

Student. A student is an adult individual eighteen (18) years or older who is enrolled or has been
accepted to an undergraduate degree program at a university, college, community college, technical
college, trade school or similar and is enrolled in the upcoming or current session, or was enrolled in
the previous term, or is on a scheduled term break or summer break from the institution.



LEASED PROPERTY

Written leases are required for rental of residential properties leased or rented for more than 30 days.
A list of tenant vehicle make, model, color and plate number (maximum of one per tenant) and
Leases must be provided to the Building Department upon request, and must include the following
information regarding Posting Notification, Maximum Occupancy, and Two Times
Conviction/Eviction.

Posting Notification

1. Address of rental property

2. Maximum number of unrelated persons who may lawfully inhabit the dwelling

3. Number and location of on-site, off-street parking spaces available for the rental dwelling).

4. Statement of penalties for failure to comply

5. Name and telephone number of the property owner or owner’s agent.

6. Telephone number of the Mansfield Building Department

The Posting must be prominently displayed in the dwelling unit, and be readily visible to all tenants
residing on the property. Violations or misrepresentations are subject to permit revocation.

Maximum Occupancy of Unrelated Persons

1. The number and names of unrelated persons who may occupy the premises

2. Violation of the allowable number of occupants shall result in termination of the rental lease as it
applies to ALL renters of the premises, and ALL renters have no more than 7 days to vacate the
dwelling.

Two Times Conviction/Eviction

1. Conviction of any renter who violates Alcoholic Beverage, Noise, or Disorderly Premises
Regulations more than one time within a one-year period shall result in termination of the lease as it
applies to ALL renters, and ALL renters have no more than 7 days to vacate the dwelling from the
date of the second conviction.

2. If it is necessary to evict a tenant, the Landlord shall initiate and follow proceedings for possession
under the Connecticut General Statutes.



Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL

&*PROTECHON

79 Elm Street ¢ Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Dear Town Clerk:

www.ct.gov/deep

Attached you will find a Notice of Tentative Determination Statewide General Permit that has been
issued by the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, Infand Water Resource Division.
Please distribute these documents to your staff {Mayor, Inland Wetland Commission, Conservation
Commission, Planning & Zoning Commission, Harbor Management Commission, Shellfish Commission

and the Harbormaster). The Notice of Tentative Determination and draft permit documents are -

available for viewing at hitn://www.ct.gov/deep/, at the top of the web page click on Publications, then

Public Notices.

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact Carol Ladue 860-424-3828.

Thank you

OVIF CLERK
TOVIN OF WANSEIELD

Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
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NOTICE OF TENTATIVE DETERMINATION
SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION
NOTICE OF FEDERAL COASTAL CONSISTENCY REVIEW
Application #WQC-201607149, Application #FCC-201603722 -
Department of the Atmy General Permits for the State of Connecticut -
Municipalities: State-wide
Waters: All Waters

The Department of Energy & Envir omnental Protection (“DEEP”) hereby gives notice it has made a
tentative defetmination for applications submitted by United States Army Corps of Engineers, New
England District (“Corps”) pursuant to Section 401(a)(1) of the Pederal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) for
the, Water Quality Certification (“WQC”) of state-wide general permits (“GP”). The applicant has also
requested a determination pursuant to section 307(c)(1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act to review
the proposed GP for consistency with the enforceable policies of Connecticut’s federally-approved
Coastal Management Program contained in sectlons 22a-90 to 22a-112 of the Connecticut General

Statutes (“CGS”).

Specifically, the Corps proposes to issue a new Department of the Army General Permits for the State of
Connecticut pursuant to 33 CFR part 325.5(c)(3) for minimal impact activities within the State of
Connecticut. The new GP consists of 23 individual general permits, GP 1. through GP 23., with a
siréamlined review process for activities within Corps jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA and

" Section 10 of the federal Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and for activities within the jurisdiction of the
State of Connecticut under Section 401 of the CWA. The proposed activities will affect inland and
coastal waters and wetlands, and coastal and aquatic resources of the State of Connecticut.

ACTIVITIES IN INLAND WATERS: A tentative determination has been made to grant WQC with
conditions and limitations for some activities, deny WQC for some activities, and waive WQC for some
activities. WQC for applications filed with DEEP for activities proposed for authorization under the
Preconstruction Notification (PCN) process is not valid until the commissioner issues a written eligibility
determination for that activity. Upon written determination that an activity proposed by an applicant is

eligible, WQC under‘ PCN would be deemed approved.

ACTIVITIES IN TIDAL, COASTAT, and NAVIGABILE WATHRS: A tentative determination has been
mado to grant a WQC with conditions for activities that meet the requirements for Self -Verification (SF)
and Preconstruction Notification (PN) under the GP. The GP will not authorize activities in these waters
unless state authorization is also granted. Under the proposed GP, applicants will first apply to the DEEP
for Structures, Dredging & Fill or Tidal Wetlands permits or certificates, Water Quality Cerfification, and
Coastal Consistency Concurrence, as appropriate. Substantive evaluations of activities for consistency
with state water quality standards and coastal management policies will be conducted at the time these -
activitios arc evaluated in applications filed with the DEEP for authorization under the authorities
identified in Section 2, paragraph IL.1. of the GP. Once the DEEP has made a determination to authorize
or certify such activities or found such activities to be consistent with the State’s Coastal Management
Act, any apphcable provisions of the GP become valid upon written notification by the Corps pursuant fo

the provisions of the GP.




Interested persons may obtain copies of the apphcatlon from the Corps at: United States Army Corps of
Engineers, New England Division , 696 Virginia Road, Concord, MA. 01742-2751, Atin: Diane M. Ray,

phone: (978) 318-8831 or (800) 343-4789,

All interested parties are invited to comment on the tentative determination concerning the application for
a WQC or the Coastal Consistency Review. Comments regarding the provisions of the WQC for :
activitics in inland waters should be forwarded to Robert Gilmore, DEEP/Iniand Water Resources
Division, 79 Elm Streef, Hartford, CT 06106-5127; email: Robert.Gilmore@ct.gov. Comments
regarding the provisions of the WQC. for activities in tidal, coastal or navigable wators or the Coastal
Consistency Review should be directed to Brian Golembiewski, DERP/Office of Long Island Sound
Programs, 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127; email: Brian.Gelembiewski@ct.gov. The
“application and a draft copy of the proposed WQC are available for inspection on the DEEP website
(wwsvw.ct.gov/deep) or at the office of the Inland Water Resources Division at the above address from
-8:30AM fo 4:30PM Monday through Friday by contacting Carol Ladue at (860) 424-3828.
Written comments on the Wi QC application and federal Coastal Consistency Review must be submitted to

the Department no later than Fuly 14, 2016.

ADA PUBLICATION STATEMENT
The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection is an Affirmative Action and Equal

Opportunity Employer that is committed to complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act. To
request an accommodation contact us at (860) 4185910 or deep.accommodations(@ct.gov.

PPublishing Date: June 14, 2016

oA &ﬁﬁ/@ TRl

Betsey C. Wingfield, Chief
Bureau of Water Protection & Land Reuse
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(Delivering Quality Water h

The University of Connecticut is pleased to provide you, our water system
customer, with the 2015 Water Quality Report. This report is provided

to fulfill the Consumer Confidence Reporting requirement of the federal
Safe Drinking Water Act (please see the water quality test results on page
3) and to keep you apprised of important water system developments.

We know the most important thing we do each and every day is to
provide clean, safe drinking water so our consumers can trust the water
being provided to them. The importance is more evident these days with
the recent media coverage of the water quality crisis in Flint, Michigan.
The University and its contract operator, New England Water Utility
Services (NEWUS), want to assure you that a number of steps are taken in
our water treatment and testing so you can have confidence in your water
quality.

UConn’s 2015 Water Quality Report includes the results of more than
700 samples tested at state certified laboratories for more than 80
potential contaminants and water quality parameters. We are pleased
to report the water quality results meet state and federal drinking water
standards.

The UConn water system receives its water from gravel-packed wells
located near the streambanks of the Fenton and Willimantic rivers. In the
near future, the University’s well water will be supplemented with water
from the Connecticut Water Company’s (CWC) Northern-Western water
system. This is the result of years of analysis, planning, and permitting
that will allow the University to meet its water supply goal of ensuring

an adequate quantity of pure drinking water while making efficient

use of available resources. The final environmental permit authorizing
the construction of the interconnection pipeline was issued by the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), and
approximately 50% of the overall project construction was completed in

2015.

You should know lead is rarely found naturally in drinking water sources.
The primary way lead can enter drinking water is when it comes in
contact with lead service lines or household plumbing (pipes, faucets)
made from lead. A critical step in reducing the risk of lead leaching from
customers’ service lines or internal plumbing is for the water supplier

to adjust the pH in the distribution system. Our wellfields provide
groundwater that is of very high quality, and we treat the water with low
doses of sodium hydroxide to adjust the pH to protect against corrosion.
Further, we fully comply with the EPA requirements regarding sampling
for lead in drinking water and have provided documentation to the
Connecticut Department of Public Health to demonstrate our results.

Like UConn, CWC has a comprehensive corrosion control program that
provides treatment based on the source water quality. Extensive water
quality testing is also conducted at CWC's sources and within their
distribution system and no lead has been detected.

Thank you for taking the time to review this report. If you have questions
concerning the drinking water quality results, please call, week days
between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., the University’s Department of Environmental
Health and Safety at 860-486-3613, or the NEWUS project manager at
860-486-1081. NEWUS is the contract operator subsidiary of CWC.

N J

Regulatory Oversight

The University’s Main Campus and Depot Campus systems experienced no water quality
or monitoring/reporting violations for this reporting period. To ensure that tap water

is safe to drink, the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of
Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH) establish and enforce regulations that
limit the amount of certain substances in the water provided by public water systems.
Water quality testing is an ongoing process, and the frequency of testing for each parameter
is prescribed by drinking water regulations. Due to testing schedules, not all of these tests
were required during 2015, but the most recent test data is shown in the table located on
page 3. Samples from the University’s water systems are tested regularly at state-certified
laboratories to ensure compliance with state and federal water quality standards. Water
samples are collected for water quality analysis from our wells, from entry points into our
systems, and from sample locations within our distribution system.

Securing Additional Water Supply
for the Long Term

To address the anticipated long term water supply needs of UConn and nearby areas

in Mansfield, a detailed study in the form of an Environmental Impact Evaluation

was prepared, publicly reviewed, and ultimately approved in 2013 under the state’s
Environmental Policy Act. Among the alternatives that were studied, an interconnection
with CWC was determined to be the most environmentally sound, most consistent with
the state plan of conservation and development, and most economical.

In June 2015, the University and Connecticut Water jointly received their permit

from the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) approving the
interconnection of the two supply systems (the Diversion Permit). Issuance of the permit
followed several months of public involvement, including a comment period on the draft
permit and public hearings held in Mansfield and at the DEEP’s main office. The final
permit authorizes CWC over the 25 year period, to provide 1.18 million gallons per day
(mgd) on average and a maximum of 1.85 mgd for a peak day.

Upon completion, water will come from the CWC Northern-Western system via a new
5.2-mile pipeline, the construction of which was also authorized in the DEEP permit.
Water main installation in and along Rt. 195 in Tolland, Coventry, and Mansfield started
in July 2015, and the construction project was 50% complete with 12,260 linear feet
having been installed as of the end of the year. An additional 3,131 linear feet was also
installed in and along Rt. 44 in the Mansfield Four Corners area.

Working in partnership with the Town of Mansfield, CWC has also established a

Wiater System Advisory Group with representatives from the Town, UConn, nearby
communities, and other stakeholders, who have met quarterly to review local input to
ensure communication and collaboration relating to CWC's system. The group will also
make recommendations about best management practices, including water conservation
programs, and the company will work with the Advisory Committee to implement such
programs.

Installing Water Main on Rt 195



System Description

The University owns and operates the Main Campus water system in Storrs
and the Depot Campus section in Mansfield. Although the Main and Depot
systems are interconnected, the source of water within each system can vary.
The Main Campus receives water from gravel-packed wells located in the
Fenton River and Willimantic River Wellfields. The Depot Campus receives
water only from the Willimantic River Wellfield. UConn’s wells do not
pump directly from the Fenton and Willimantic Rivers; rather, the wells are
located near the rivers and pump groundwater from underground aquifers.
As groundwater moves very slowly through the fine sands that make up
these aquifers, the water is naturally filtered. The result is water of excellent
chemical, physical, and bacteriological quality pumped from each wellfield.
The only water treatment added is sodium hydroxide for pH adjustment and
corrosion control, and chlorine for disinfection.

The University continues to have an ample supply of high quality drinking
water to meet the needs of its current on-campus and off-campus users. In
addition, it has over 7.6 million gallons of water storage capacity to meet

all domestic, process, and fire protection needs. Large booster pumps help
maintain adequate system pressures, and emergency generator power ensures
continued operation during electric power outages.

Water Quality

As water travels over the land
surface and/or through the
ground, it dissolves naturally
occurring minerals and

in some cases, radioactive
material, and can pick up
substances resulting from the
presence of animals or human
activity, including:

e viruses and bacteria, which
may come from septic systems, livestock and wildlife;

* salts and metals, which can be natural or may result from storm water
runoff and farming;

e pesticides and herbicides, which may come from a variety of sources such
as agriculture, urban storm water runoff or lawn care;

e organic chemicals, which originate from industrial processes, gas stations,
storm water runoff and septic systems; and

* radioactive substances that can be naturally occurring.

To ensure safe tap water, EPA prescribes limits on these substances in water
provided by public water systems. The presence of these contaminants does
not mean that there is a health risk. The University complies with EPA and
DPH water quality requirements to ensure the quality of the water delivered
to consumers. There were no water quality violations in the University’s
systems in 2015.

Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection
Byproduct Rule (Stage 2 DBP rule)

The EPA’s Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule (DBP
rule) requires all water systems to evaluate the potential for producing elevated
levels of certain “disinfectant by-products” that have potential adverse health
effects. These chemical compounds can be produced by the reaction of
disinfecting chemicals with naturally occurring chemical compounds found in
the water. Water quality test results over eight consecutive quarterly sampling
periods showed that none of the samples contained levels of disinfection
by-products in excess of allowable levels. Because of these favorable sample

results, the University’s water system has been designated as in compliance
with the DBP rule.

Health Information

Consumer Confidence Reports are required to contain public
health information for certain contaminants and compounds,
even if the levels detected in the system were less than the
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) established for those
parameters. The presence of contaminants does not necessarily
indicate that the water poses a health risk. More information
about contaminants and potential health effects can be obtained
by calling the EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Hotline
(800-426-4791).

Some people may be more vulnerable to contaminants

in drinking water than the general population. Immuno-
compromised persons such as persons with cancer undergoing
chemotherapy, persons who have undergone organ transplants,
people with HIV/AIDS or other immune system disorders,
some elderly, and infants can be particularly at risk for
infections. These people should seek advice about drinking
water from their health care providers. EPA and the Federal
Center for Disease Control guidelines on reducing the

risk of infection by Cryptosporidium and other microbial
contaminants are available from EPA’s Safe Drinking Water
Hotline (800-426-4791).

CRYPTOSPORIDIUM. Cryptosporidium is a microbial
parasite found in surface waters throughout the U.S. Since
the University uses groundwater (wells) rather than surface
water (reservoirs), the University is not required to test for
Cryptosporidium.

COPPER & LEAD. The University currently meets regulatory
requirements for both lead and copper. Lead and copper
samples were collected in 2013 and 2014. The 90t¢h percentiles
for both lead and copper were below the EPA Action Level.
Nonetheless, the University believes it is important to provide
its customers with the following information regarding lead

and copper.

If present, elevated levels of lead can cause serious health
problems, especially for pregnant women and young children.
Lead in drinking water is primarily from materials and
components associated with service lines and home plumbing,.
The University’s water systems provide high quality drinking
water, but cannot control the variety of materials used in
plumbing components. If you are concerned about lead in your
water, you may wish to have your water tested. Information

on lead in drinking water is available from the Safe Drinking
Water Hotline or at www.epa.gov/safewater/lead.

Similarly, elevated copper levels can also have health impacts.
Copper is an essential nutrient, but like lead, its levels can

vary from location to location. Some people who drink water
containing copper in excess of the Action Level over a relatively
short period of time could experience gastrointestinal distress
and may also suffer liver or kidney damage. People with
Wilson’s disease should consult their personal physician. If you
are concerned about elevated copper levels, you may wish to
have your water tested.

When your water has been sitting for several hours, you can
minimize the potential for lead or copper exposure by flushing
your tap water for 30 seconds to 2 minutes before using water
for drinking or cooking.

UCONN
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Water Quality Testing
The results of tests conducted on water samples for regulated compounds for our Main and Depot systems are summarized in below.
While most of the monitoring was conducted in 2015, certain substances are monitored less than once per year because the concentrations
are expected to be relatively constant. If levels were tested prior to 2015, the year is identified in parentheses.
As required by the EPA and the DPH, the University also periodically tests for “unregulated contaminants.” Unregulated contaminants are
those that do not yet have a drinking water standard set by EPA. The purpose of monitoring for these contaminants is to help EPA decide
whether the contaminants should have a standard. The last required samples for those unregulated compounds were collected in October
2014 with all sample results below detection levels.
In addition, since UConn’s water comes from groundwater wells and given our water system’s treatment capabilities, UConn’s water supply
is newly subject to the DPH’s “Ground Water Rule” requiring routine tests for e. coli bacteria. As of September 2015, UConn tests each
active well on a monthly basis for the presence of e. coli. There have been no detections.
University of Connecticut Water System Includes Main and Depot Campuses
Highest Level Range of MCL
Water Quality Test MCL MCLG Detected Detections Exceeded? | Possible Contaminant Source
AL AL Corrosion of household plumbing
Copper (ppm) 1.3 1.3 0.299* 0.006-0.480 No systems
AL AL Corrosion of household plumbing
Lead (ppb) 15 15 1r* ND-27 No systems
Barium (ppm) 2 2 0.015 0.015 No Erosion of natural deposits
Chloride (ppm) 250 NA 25.7 25.7 No Erosion of natural deposits
Nitrate (ppm) 10 10 0.72 0.60-0.72 No Runoff from fertilizer use
Sodium (ppm) NL=28 NA 24.4 24.4 No Erosion of natural deposits
Sulfate (ppm) NA 250 10.8 10.8 No Erosion of natural deposits
Soil runoff, pipe sediment, or
Turbidity (ntu) 5 ntu NA 0.27** ND-4.52 No precipitation of minerals or metals
Total Coliform (# of monthly positive Naturally present in the
samples) 1 0 0 ND No environment
Alpha Emitters (pCi/L) (2013) 15 0 5.1 ND-5.1 No Erosion of natural deposits
Combined Radium (pCi/L) (2013) 5 0 1.08 ND-1.08 No Erosion of natural deposits
MRDL MRDLG Water additive used to control
Chlorine (ppm) 4 4 0.83 0.04-0.83 No microbes
HAAS5 (ppb) By-product of drinking water
[Haloacetic acids] 60 NA 3.8 ND-3.8 No disinfection
TTHMs (ppb) By-product of drinking water
[Total Trihalomethanes] 80 0 17.9 3.8-17.9 No disinfection
* Compliance is based on 90th Percentile Value as listed here.
**Compliance is based on Running Annual Average as listed here.

Definitions and Key Terms

AL (Action Level): The concentration of a contaminant which, i
exceeded, triggers treatment or other requirements which a water
system must follow.

MCL (Maximum Contaminant Level): The highest level of a
contaminant allowed in drinking water. MCLs are set as close to
the MCLGs as feasible using the best available treatment technology.
Typically when MCLs are exceeded a violation occurs and public
notification is required.

MCLG (Maximum Contaminant Level Goal): The level of a
contaminant in drinking water below which there is no known or
expected health risk. MCLGs allow for a margin of safety.

MRDL (Maximum Residual Disinfection Level): The highest level
of a disinfectant allowed in drinking water.

MRDLG (Maximum Residual Disinfection Level Goal): The level
of a drinking water disinfectant below which there is no known or
expected risk to health.

Detected Contaminant: A detected contaminant is any contaminant
measured at or above a Method Detection Level. Just because a
contaminant is detected does not mean that its MCL is exceeded or
that there is a violation.

NA: Not applicable.

ND: Not detected.

NL: Notification level.

ppb (parts per billion): One part per billion = ug/L; the equivalent
of 1 penny in $10,000,000.

ppm (parts per million): One part per million= 1 mg/l; the
equivalent of 1 penny in $10,000.

PCi/L (picocuries per liter): A measure of radioactivity.

TT (Treatment Technique): A required process intended to reduce
the level of a contaminant in drinking water.
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Managing Demand
Over the past 10+ years, UConn has made major investments in
leak detection and repair in order to reduce water losses from our
transmission and distribution systems. Also, extensive outreach
continues to be done to inform our students, staff, and off-campus
customers of the importance of water conservation. During much
of that time the result of these investments and efforts had been a
year-to-year reduction in water use, or at least sustained levels of
water use, despite the fact that the service population was growing
liccle-by-lictle.

The most notable reduction in
potable water demand was the
result of the University’s Reclaimed
Water Facilicy (RWF). Since the
summer of 2013, the RWF has
provided treated non-potable water
to UConn’s utility plant for make-
up water for steam production,
process cooling for the heat-
and-power producing turbines, and chilled water used for air
conditioning in many campus buildings.

Innovative Partnership Building
on Discovery Drive

The reclaimed water facility produced about 182,000 gallons

per day (gpd) on average in 2015 but is capable of processing
significantly more. The RWF and udility plant staff are constantly
looking for ways to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
reclaimed water production. In fact, a process change suggested by
plant staff in early 2015 significantly cut the salt concentration in
the reclaimed water, which increased its usage as process water.

Several building projects currently under construction will

also use reclaimed water. The STEM Residence Hall, the Tech
Park’s Innovation Partnership Building, and a new science and
engineering building will use reclaimed water for toilet flushing
and meeting their cooling needs. By substituting processed
wastewater for drinking water for these uses, the University expects
to save at least 44,000 gpd of potable water during the cooling
season.

The University has also engaged environmental and public health
regulators to plan for the eventual use of reclaimed water for
irrigation on the campus grounds.

Emergency Notification
UConn and its contract operator, NEWUS, have established

a notification system to alert its customers of water supply
interruptions. These notifications will be sent when water is
planned to be temporarily unavailable due to construction or other
improvements or during emergencies such as a broken water main.
UConn on-campus consumers are notified through the Building &
Emergency Contact (B&EC) system. This enables an email to be
sent to the listed contacts of the buildings expected to be affected by
the outage. Off-campus customers are notified through NEWUS’
emergency notification call system. Notifications will include as
much information as possible, including the expected duration of the
outage, if known, and any special instructions.

In order for us to promptly notify our customers, it is important

that our contact information for you is complete and up to date.
Employees can check their B&EC contact information by accessing
www.beclist.uconn.edu using their NET ID. Off-campus customers
who wish to update their phone number, please call 1-800-286-5700,
send an email to customerservice@ctwater.com, or visit www.ctwater.
com/notification.

Reliability

The first phase of a project to replace

the main transmission pipe connecting
the Willimantic wellfield to the Storrs
campus’s storage and distribution system
was completed in early 2015. The cast
iron pipe being replaced was originally
installed in the 1970s and had been
showing signs of deterioration. Leaks were
being detected more frequently, and test
results indicated the pipe was surrounded
by soil that is naturally corrosive to cast
iron. About 13,500 linear feet of new 16-inch diameter pipe adjacent to the
original supply line had been installed, tested, and put into service. The new
pipe is wrapped in polyethylene plastic to prevent contact with corrosive soils.
The second phase of the transmission main replacement completed its design
and permitting in 2015, and approximately 4,000 feet of pipe will be installed
in 2016 as part of this final phase.

New Well Screen Being Installed

While the interconnection with the CWC will provide immediate redundancy
to the University water system, UConn’s existing sources of water will continue
to be its primary source of supply. To ensure that the wellfields remain reliable,
productive sources, two Fenton wells had their original brass screens, which
were over 65 years old, completely replaced and a third well, that was younger
and in better condition, was fully redeveloped to remove the fine-grained
material that had built up over time.

Source Protection

The University actively protects
its wells, wellfields, and the
Fenton and Willimantic Rivers,
which are valuable water
resources. Pursuant to the
Connecticut Environmental
Policy Act (CEPA), the
University undertakes
Environmental Impact
Evaluations for construction
projects based on their size,
location, cost or other factors.
This process, administered
through the State Office of Policy and Management (OPM), provides state
agencies, the town of Mansfield, environmental organizations, and interested
citizens an opportunity to participate in the review process on a project
regarding its potential environmental impact. The University also cooperates
with Windham Water Works regarding watershed inspections on the Main
Campus. These inspections are designed to protect the Fenton River Wellfield
and the Fenton River, as well as the downstream reservoir that serves the
Windham Water system.

Willimantic River

The University utilizes its aquifer mapping information to delineate the

areas of groundwater recharge for its wellfields. This technical evaluation,
required by DEED, shows the critical areas of direct recharge that must be
protected from certain development. DPH, in conjunction with DEEP,
maintains Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) reports on the Fenton
River and Willimantic River wells. These reports evaluate potential threats

of contamination to our wells. The University’s wellfields have an Overall
Susceptibility Rating of “LOW,” the best possible rating. To ensure continued
source protection, however, the University will remain vigilant in protecting
all of its water supply sources in the years to come. For more information

regarding the SWAP report, visit the DPH’s Web site at www.ct.gov/dph.
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Water Usage

Opverall, the total potable water usage in 2015 increased slightly
compared to 2014 but was in line with the growth in service
population and was still 4 percent less than what it was in 2012,
before the reclaimed water was being used at the UConn utility
plant. From 2005 to 2015, the average daily demand on the
UConn water system has decreased from 1.49 million gallons per
day (mgd) to 1.19 mgd. While the on-campus service population
increased by 23 percent over that time, the average daily water
demand decreased by more than 22 percent.

To accomplish that reduction, the University made many water
system changes to the actual infrastructure and its operations,
which has helped to increase our overall water use efficiency.
We continue to build on the progress made in previous years
by renewing our program to replace water fixtures in campus
buildings with water-saving devices, and the University remains
diligent about reducing wasted water through routine leak
detection and repair.

In recent years, several of the campus’s older buildings had been
renovated with water-conserving fixtures. However, a robust
program to retrofit fixtures in all buildings began in earnest

in 2014 and continued throughout 2015. All residence halls
faucet aerators and shower heads had been replaced with low

Water Conservation

While our water system does not pump water directly from

the local rivers, it does extract groundwater from local
aquifers that help sustain them. Extended dry weather

naturally reduces streamflow which, in turn, may stress fish

and other biotic stream habitat. That’s why we respond
with conservation measures of our own and request our

customers to conserve water during these periods. UConn
and NEWUS appreciate your cooperation and encourage
the wise and efficient use of water at all times by applying
the following tips:

Install water-efficient fixtures and equipment, such as
water-saving shower heads and toilets.

Take shorter showers.

Turn off faucets and showers when not in use.
Wash full loads in washing machines/dishwashers.
Limit running water in food preparation.

Limit outdoor watering to early mornings or evenings,
and do not water on windy days.

Mulch around plants to reduce evaporation.

Limit running water time when washing a car, or use a
car wash.

flow fixtures, and we've witnessed a reduction of as much as Repair leaks:

50,000 gallons per day in water use of those buildings. As toilets + In UConn dorms, promptly report leaks to your
are replaced and as academic buildings are also addressed, the Resident Advisor.

University expects to see an overall 20 percent reduction in its peak « In other campus buildings, report leaks to Facilities

day water demand. Operations at 860-486-3113.
In addition to reclaimed water and other improvements made

to the water system, the cooperation from our consumers about

conserving water certainly helped contribute to our overall drop

in water usage. Much of the summer and fall months of 2015

were particularly dry, and the resulting lower streamflows led to

our requests for voluntary and, for several weeks, mandatory water

conservation. We appreciate your efforts to conserve water when

we issue our conservation requests and throughout the year.

Storrs Campus Water System
Population vs. Potable Water Daily Demand (in million gallons per day)
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSTFIELD, CT (6268-2599
(860) 429-3336
Fax: {860) 429-6863

July 7, 2016

Commissioner James P. Redeker
Connecticut Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 317546

2800 Berlin Turnpike

Newington, CT 06131-7546

Dear Commissioner Redeker:

The Mansfield Town Council received a citizen petition (attached) regarding a proposal by Global CNG
Holdings (also known as Pentagon Energy) to convoy high pressure, natural gas by truck and to pump it
into the Algonquin Pipeline via an infusion station to be located on Route 6 in Andover, Connecticut.
Residents are concerned with the implications such an operation may have on traffic and safety and have
asked the Council to request the Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) to conduct a safety
study.

In response to the petition, at its meeting on June 27, 2016 the Town Council voted affirmatively to
request that the CTDOT conduct a safety study in regards to the operation of the infusion station to be
proposed by Global CNG Holdings/Pentagon Energy. Please let me know if this is an action that the
CTDOT would be willing to pursue.

You can reach me with any questions regarding this matter at 860-429-3336, ext. 5 or
townmngr@mansfieldct.ore.

Sincerely, - :

/W

Matthew W. Hart
Town Manager/LTA

CC:  Mae Flexer, State Senator
Gregory Haddad, State Representative
Linda Orange, State Representative
Town Council
Conservation Commission
Traffic Authority
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	7d. Director's Report
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	8a.  Rebecca Shafer to PZC

	8b. 
DEEP Notice 
	8c.  UCONN 2015 Water Quality Report
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