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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 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. JUNE 20, 2016 – REGULAR MEETING 

3. ZONING AGENT’S REPORT 

4. 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) 
 

5. 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 

6. 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 

7. REPORTS FROM OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES 

A. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 

B. REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

C. REGULATORY REVIEW COMMITTEE 

D. PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

E. OTHER 

 

 



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/ZEO, 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/ZEO; 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. 

 

C. 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 18th 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 I 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 I and XIII 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 A solid 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 18TH, 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  
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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-
Occupancy 

Property Owner Ryan McDonald has 
requested an appeal hearing for 
Citation #16-9 & #16-16. 

14 Westwood Spring Semester/Over-
Occupancy 

Property Owner Lynn Kuo has 
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.  
 



 

PUBLIC 

HEARINGS 

 





**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: 
 Retail 
 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. 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. 
 

4.   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. 
 

5. 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. 

 

































Impaired Segment Facts 

 

Impaired Segments, Lengths (miles), and 

Water Quality Classifications:  

1. Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06); 0.4; B 

2. Eagleville Brook (CT3100-19_02); 1.67; A 

3. Cedar Swamp Brook (CT3100-17_03); 0.61; A 

Towns: Stafford and Mansfield 

Designated Use Impairments: Recreation 

Sub-regional Basin Name and Code: 

Willimantic River, 3100 

Regional Basin: Willimantic River 

Major Basin: Thames 

Watershed Area (acres): 32,774 

MS4 Applicable? No 

Figure 1: Watershed location in Connecticut 

 

 

 

 

WATERSHED DESCRIPTION AND MAPS 

The Willimantic River watershed covers an area of 

approximately 32,774 acres in northeastern 

Connecticut (Figure 1).  There are multiple 

municipalities located at least partially in the 

watershed, including Ellington, Willington, 

Tolland, Coventry, Windham, Stafford, and 

Mansfield, CT.  

The Willimantic River watershed includes three 

segments, Willimantic River (CT3100-00_06), 

Eagleville Brook (CT3100-19_02), and Cedar 

Swamp Brook (CT3100-08_01), impaired for 

recreation due to elevated bacteria levels. These 

segments were assessed by Connecticut 

Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection (CT DEEP) and included in the CT 

2010 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies. An 

excerpt of the Integrated Water Quality Report is 

included in Table 1 to show the status of some of 

the other waterbodies in the watershed (CT DEEP, 

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 

Willimantic River Watershed Summary 
 

Willimantic River, Eagleville Brook, and Cedar Swamp Brook 
 



FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary September 2012 

 

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL 

Page 2 of 39 

 

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 

Waterbody ID Waterbody Name Location Miles 

A
q

u
a

ti
c 

L
if

e 

R
ec

re
a
ti

o
n

 

F
is

h
 C

o
n

su
m

p
ti

o
n

 

CT3100-00_06 Willimantic River-06 

From Stafford POTW (east of Route 

32 (River Road)), US to headwaters at 

confluence of Middle River and 

Furnace Brook. 

0.40 FULL NOT FULL 

CT3100-19_02 Eagleville Brook-02 

From confluence with Kings (Roberts) 

Brook (east side of North Eagleville 

Road), US to headwaters near UConn 

campus (just crossing Stadium Road), 

Mansfield. 

1.67 NOT NOT FULL 

CT3100-17_03 
Cedar Swamp Brook 

(Mansfield)-03 

From Hunting Lodge Road crossing, 

US to Swamp Brook Pond outlet dam 

(just US of Route 44 crossing), 

Mansfield. 

0.61 U NOT FULL 

Shaded cells indicate impaired segment addressed in this TMDL 

FULL = Designated Use Fully Supported 

NOT = Designated Use Not Supported 

U = Unassessed 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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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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 

Waterbody 

ID 

Waterbody 

Name 
Station Station Description Municipality Latitude Longitude 

CT3100-

00_06 

Willimantic 

River 
457 

Upstream Stafford POTW 

adjacent to park 
Stafford 41.95049 -72.303653 

CT3100-

19_02 

Eagleville 

Brook 

1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road Mansfield 41.79908 -72.273817 

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road Mansfield 41.80401 -72.266044 

1225 
#43 Hunting Lodge Road 

(private driveway) 
Mansfield 41.80668 -72.264592 

1697 
N Eagleville Road adjacent to 

F-lot 
Mansfield 41.80888 -72.263319 

CT3100-

17_03 

Cedar 

Swamp 

Brook 

1659 
Upstream of Hunting Lodge 

Road 
Mansfield 41.81637 -72.278984 

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. 
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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 
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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 TMDLs.  

Table 3: Potential bacteria sources in the Willimantic River watershed 

Impaired 

Segment 

Permit 

Source 

Illicit 

Discharge 

CSO/SSO 

Issue 

Failing 

Septic 

System 

Agricultural 

Activity 

Stormwater 

Runoff 

Nuisance 

Wildlife/

Pets 

Other 

Willimantic 

River CT3100-

00-06_01 
x x  x  x x  

Eagleville 

Brook  

CT3100-19_02 
x x  x x x x x 

Cedar Swamp 

Brook 

CT3100-17_03 
x   x  x x  
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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 
Number in 

watershed 

CT Surface Water Discharges 1 

GPL Discharge of Swimming Pool Wastewater 0 

GSC Stormwater Discharge Associated with Commercial Activity 0 

GSI Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activity 4 

GSM Part B Municipal Stormwater MS4 0 

GSN Stormwater Registration – Construction 3 

LF Groundwater Permit (Landfill) 0 

UI 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 (GSI000985), CUNO Inc. (GSI000253), and J.J. Motts Concrete (GSI001187). 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 
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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 
Map 

# 

Mansfield CT DOT GSI001176 
Stormwater Associated 

With Industrial 

Activities 

Mansfield Salt 

Storage 
Plains Road 10 

Mansfield 

Board of 

Trustees 

Connecticut 

State University 

System 

GSN001873 

Stormwater 

Registration - 

Construction Activities 

5-10 Acres 

E.C.S.U. 

Women’s 

NCAA Softball 

Field & 

Facilities 

Mansfield 

City Road 
9 

Mansfield 
University Of 

Connecticut 
GSN002185 

Stormwater 

Registration - 

Construction Activities 

5-10 Acres 

Reclaimed 

Water Facility 

Ledoyt 

Road, 

UCONN 

12 

Mansfield Rosal Trust UI0000019 Groundwater  Permit 
Dundee's & 

Two Steps 
Unknown 13 

Stafford 

Springs 

Town of 

Stafford 
CT0101214 Surface Water  Permit Stafford WPCF 

50 River 

Road 
19 

Stafford 

Springs 

The Joseph J. 

Mottes Co. 
GSI001187 

Stormwater Associated 

With Industrial 

Activities 

J.J. Motts 

Concrete Co. 

10 Meadow 

Lane 
21 

Stafford 

Springs 

3M Purification, 

Inc. 
GSI001961 

Stormwater Associated 

With Industrial 

Activities 

3M 

Purification, 

Inc. 

32 River 

Road 
20 

Storrs 
University Of 

Connecticut 
GSN002186 

Stormwater 

Registration - 

Construction Activities 

5-10 Acres 

Storrs Hall 

Addition, 

UCONN 

231 

Glenbrook 

Road 

11 

Storrs 

Mansfield 

Durham School 

Services 
GSI002280 

Stormwater Associated 

With Industrial 

Activities 

Durham School 

Services 

1725 

Stafford 

Road 

15 

Storrs 

Mansfield 
Rosal Trust UI0000019 Groundwater  Permit 

Dundee's & 

Two Steps 

1717 Storrs 

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 
Sample 

Location 

Sample 

Date 
Result 

Stafford CUNO, Inc. GSI000253 Willimantic River 001 09/21/01  880  

Stafford CUNO, Inc. GSI000253 Willimantic River 001 08/02/02  24  

Stafford CUNO, Inc. GSI000253 Willimantic River 002 09/21/01  1,500  
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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 

Location 

Sample 

Date 
Result 

Stafford CUNO, Inc. GSI000253 Willimantic River 003 09/21/01  6,300  

Stafford CUNO, Inc. GSI000253 Willimantic River 004 09/21/01  3,400  

Stafford Warren Corp. GSI000985 Willimantic River 001 09/26/02  1,400  

Stafford Warren Corp. GSI000985 Willimantic River 001 06/18/03  2,200  

Stafford Warren Corp. GSI000985 Willimantic River 002 09/26/02  250  

Stafford Warren Corp. GSI000985 Willimantic River 002 06/18/03  150  

Stafford 
Stafford 

Enterprises 
GSI001343 

Tributary to 

Willimantic River 
001 03/26/02  2  

Stafford 
Stafford 

Enterprises 
GSI001343 

Tributary to 

Willimantic River 
001 08/29/02  >600 

Stafford 
Stafford 

Enterprises 
GSI001343 

Tributary to 

Willimantic River 
003 03/26/02  18  

Stafford 
Stafford 

Enterprises 
GSI001343 

Tributary to 

Willimantic River 
003 08/29/02  >600 

Stafford 

Springs 

J.J. Motts 

Concrete Co. 
GSI001187 Dennis Pond 001 07/17/01  10  

Stafford 

Springs 

J.J. Motts 

Concrete Co. 
GSI001187 Dennis Pond 001 09/26/02  10  

Stafford 

Springs 

J.J. Motts 

Concrete Co. 
GSI001187 Dennis Pond 001 06/18/03  80  

Stafford 

Springs 

J.J. Motts 

Concrete Co. 
GSI001187 Dennis Pond drain to stream 10/22/05  3,300  

Municipal Stormwater Permitted Sources 

Per the EPA Phase II 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 
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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, RI (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&q=325702&depNav_GID=1654). 

  

http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2721&q=325702&depNav_GID=1654
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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 (POTWs), 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 

Town Permitee Permit Number Receiving Water Date 

30-Day 

Geometric 

Mean 

7-Day 

Geometric 

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 6 9 

Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River 08/31/2009 9 16 

Stafford Stafford WPCF CT0101214 Willimantic River 09/30/2009 5 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 

 

86%

5%

3%

6%

Impervious Cover in the Willimantic River Watershed

0 - 6%

7 - 11%

12 - 15%

> 16



FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary September 2012 

 

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL 

Page 21 of 39 

 

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 Illicit 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 

http://www.staffordct.org/health.php
http://www.ehhd.org/
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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.  

http://clear.uconn.edu/
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Figure 15: Riparian buffer zone information for the Willimantic River watershed showing the 

Willimantic River impaired segment 

 
UCONN CLEAR:  http://clear.uconn.edu/  

http://clear.uconn.edu/
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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 

  
UCONN CLEAR:  http://clear.uconn.edu/  

http://clear.uconn.edu/
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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. 

  

http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/water/watershed_management/wm_plans/eagleville_brook_wbplan.pdf
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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. 

UConn - North Eagleville Road Mansfield 
Integrate stormwater, landscaping, and traffic 

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 

Sundial Garden 
Mansfield 

Integrate stormwater and landscape management by 

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, 



FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary September 2012 

 

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL 

Page 29 of 39 

 

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 

    Instantaneous E. coli (#/100mL) 
Geometric Mean E. coli 

(#/100mL) 

Class Bacteria Source WLA
6
 LA

6
 WLA

6
 LA

6
 

  Recreational Use 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

All All 

A 

Non-Stormwater NPDES 0 0 0       0   

CSOs 0 0 0       0   

SSOs 0 0 0       0   

Illicit sewer connection 0 0 0       0   

Leaking sewer lines 0 0 0       0   

Stormwater (MS4s) 2357 4107 5767       1267   

Stormwater (non-MS4)       2357 4107 5767   1267 

Wildlife direct discharge       2357 4107 5767   1267 

Human or domestic animal direct 
discharge

5
 

      235 410 576   126 

B
4
 

Non-Stormwater NPDES 235 410 576       126   

CSOs 235 410 576       126   

SSOs 0 0 0       0   

Illicit sewer connection 0 0 0       0   

Leaking sewer lines 0 0 0       0   

Stormwater (MS4s) 2357 4107 5767       1267   

Stormwater (non-MS4)       2357 4107 5767   1267 

Wildlife direct discharge       2357 4107 5767   1267 

Human or domestic animal direct 
discharge

5
 

      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 I-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 



FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary September 2012 

 

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL 

Page 31 of 39 

 

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: 126 colonies/100 mL 

 Single Sample: 410 colonies/100 mL 

Percent Reduction to meet TMDL: 

 Geometric Mean:  84% 

 Single Sample: 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 

808* 

(84%) 

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 

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 
3900* 

(89%) 
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 
†
Average 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 

Station Name Station Location 
Years 

Sampled 

Number of Samples Geometric Mean 

Wet 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. 
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Table 11: Eagleville Brook Bacteria Data        

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 

701 1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 8/16/2005 440 wet 

1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 8/17/2005 270 dry 

1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 4/27/2010 190 wet 

28 

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 

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 
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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 

1351* 

(91%) 
1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/16/2005 440

†
 wet 

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 8/17/2005 5100 dry 

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

211 

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 

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 945
†
 wet 

1295 
1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 8/16/2005 230 wet 

1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 8/17/2005 
10000* 

(96%) 
dry 

1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 7/20/2010 150 wet 
216 

1225 #43 Hunting Lodge Road (private driveway) 8/3/2010 310 dry 

 

  



FINAL Willimantic River Watershed Summary September 2012 

 

Willimantic River Watershed TMDL 

Page 36 of 39 

 

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 

622 

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 

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 
†
Average 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 

Station 

Name 
Station Location 

Years 

Sampled 

Number of 

Samples 
Geometric Mean 

Wet Dry All Wet Dry 

1227 Upstream of Hillyndale Road 2005, 2010 4 10 56 294 29 

1226 Upstream of Separatist Road 2005, 2010 5 12 262 451 296 

1225 
#43 Hunting Lodge Road (private 

driveway) 
2005, 2010 3 2 632 319 1760 

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. 
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Table 12: Cedar Swamp Brook Bacteria Data        

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   
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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 

149* (15%) 

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 

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 
1200* 

(66%) 
unknown 

Shaded cells indicate an exceedance of water quality criteria 
†
Average 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 

Station Name Station Location 
Years 

Sampled 

Number of Samples Geometric Mean 

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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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,  
 
I just re-read the letter I handed in to PZC this evening and I noticed that I made a mistake.  On the fourth page I 
wrote "west" when I 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 MIll 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?   
 
I apologize for my error. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Kind regards,  
 
Alison Hilding 
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Jessie Richard

From: Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 2:08 PM

To: PlanZoneDept

Subject: Follow-up comments to June 6, 2016 public hearing presentation

Attachments: Follow -up letter to PZC post June 6 hearing.doc; OLR Bill Analysis.doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: 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?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2016&bill_num=SB+

422  

 

Thank you. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Alison Hilding  
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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.  I 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.  I 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-
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campus versus off-campus will net CT Water a very different profit.  I 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 I mentioned the Water Diversion Permit requirement for a Long Range Water 

Conservation Plan.  I underscore the importance of such planning and I 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.  I 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. 

 

I 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 I forgot to mention last night is traffic issues associated with both bars 

and package stores.  I 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 I have more than once had to jump into the 
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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, I 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.    
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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) 
 



 

OLD 

BUSINESS 

 



 

NEW 

BUSINESS 

 



 
 

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 19th.  

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. 

 





 
 

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 
 
 
 
 
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 
Commission for its review and consideration.” 
 
Your assistance with this matter is greatly appreciated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Town of Mansfield 
Town Manager’s Office 

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

Hartmw@mansfieldct.org 
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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. 
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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, I will address them at the July 18th meeting. 

HOUSING 

Ad Hoc Committee on Rental Regulation and Enforcement.  The Committee voted at their June 29th 
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 10th at 5:30 p.m. in the Mansfield Community Center Community Room.  

 























 
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: 

 

 Reducing the number of unrelated persons for rental units in single family neighborhood 

zones from 3 to 2 

 The exclusion of “dormitory” as a permitted use in RAR zones 

 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:  

 

 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: 

 

 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. 

 

 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.  

 

 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: 

 

 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) 

 

 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. 

 

 

 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: 

  

 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.   

 

 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: 

 

 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: 

 

 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. 

 









2015 Water Quality report 

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 
Water 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.

Delivering Quality Water
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.

Installing Water Main on Rt 195

Main Campus, Storrs and Depot Campus, Mansfield 
Public Water System ID No. CT 0780021
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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 90th 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.

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.

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:  
•	 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;
•	 pesticides and herbicides, which may come from a variety of sources such 

as agriculture, urban storm water runoff or lawn care;
•	 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.
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AL (Action Level): The concentration of a contaminant which, if 
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.

Definitions and Key Terms

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

Water Quality Test MCL MCLG
Highest Level 

Detected
Range of 

Detections
MCL 

Exceeded? Possible Contaminant Source

Copper (ppm)
AL
1.3

AL
1.3 0.299* 0.006-0.480 No

Corrosion of household plumbing 
systems

Lead (ppb)
AL
15

AL
15 11* ND-27 No

Corrosion of household plumbing 
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

Turbidity (ntu) 5 ntu NA 0.27** ND-4.52 No
Soil runoff, pipe sediment, or 
precipitation of minerals or metals 

Total Coliform (# of monthly positive 
samples) 1 0 0 ND No

Naturally present in the  
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

Chlorine  (ppm)
MRDL

4
MRDLG

4 0.83 0.04-0.83 No
Water additive used to control 
microbes

HAA5 (ppb)
[Haloacetic acids] 60 NA 3.8 ND-3.8 No

By-product of drinking water 
disinfection

TTHMs (ppb)
[Total Trihalomethanes] 80 0 17.9 3.8-17.9 No

By-product of drinking water 
disinfection

* Compliance is based on 90th Percentile Value as listed here.
**Compliance is based on Running Annual Average as listed here.

Includes Main and Depot Campuses



             2015 Water Quality report  4

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. 
The University utilizes its aquifer mapping information to delineate the 
areas of groundwater recharge for its wellfields. This technical evaluation, 
required by DEEP, 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. 

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 
little-by-little. 
The most notable reduction in 
potable water demand was the 
result of the University’s Reclaimed 
Water Facility (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. 
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 utility 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.
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. 

Innovative Partnership Building 
on Discovery Drive

New Well Screen Being Installed

Willimantic River
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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.
Repair leaks:  
•	 In UConn dorms, promptly report leaks to your 

Resident Advisor.  
•	 In other campus buildings, report leaks to Facilities 

Operations at 860-486-3113.

Water Usage
Overall, 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 
flow fixtures, and we’ve witnessed a reduction of as much as 
50,000 gallons per day in water use of those buildings. As toilets 
are replaced and as academic buildings are also addressed, the 
University expects to see an overall 20 percent reduction in its peak 
day water demand.

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.
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