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Silver/Petrucelli & Associates and BSC Group were selected in the summer of 2014 to evaluate 
various sites that could be developed into a combined facility for Public Works, Vehicle 
Maintenance and Sewer Garage.  A Site Evaluation Matrix was prepared for each site, in order to 
grade the sites against one another, and objectively compile a list of the recommended sites.  
Originally 12 sites were analyzed but, throughout the process three (3) more sites were added to the 
evaluations.  The matrix for each site consisted of 14 evaluation criteria, each of which was given an 
importance factor of between 1 (somewhat important) and 3 (very important).  This would allow 
certain criteria to be more important that other criteria; for example, the town may consider 
neighborhood impacts to be of more importance than the availability of public utilities.  The 
importance factors for each criteria were reviewed with the town staff, the Town Council and the 
CWPCA.  Based on our site visits/walks and research of GIS and assessor’s information, each 
criteria was also given a grade between 1 and 10 (1 – poor, 5 – fair, 10 – good).  For each criteria the 
importance factor was multiplied by the grade and the resulting score for each of the 14 criteria was 
added to produce a final total score.  This empirical method was utilized to provide an unbiased, 
objective way of comparing the sites.  The 15 evaluation matrices are included within the report.   
 
In order to determine what the needs of the town where a building analysis was performed analyzing 
the existing facilities of all the departments and analyzing the current and future needs of the facility 
and site.  A program study was performed studying all the features of the existing facility and an 
equipment and vehicle study was performed to determine the size of the future facility.  Based on the 
data collected a proposed program and floor plan were created to aid in the site selection process.  
The proposed building layout is not the final layout of the future building it was created to be used as 
a tool to help in the site selection process. The current facility is undersized for the needs of the town 
and the existing site is does not allow for future expansion.  The existing facilities have meet the end 
of their useful live and there is a long list of repairs and upgrades required for the facility to meet 
current building and energy codes. The proposed building program and layout were designed to 
minimize the size of a new facility by combining the department of public works, the sewer 
department, vehicle maintenance and administrative offices.  The combined layout will help reduce 
the size of the building by allowing for shared spaces such as restroom facilities, multipurpose rooms 
and mechanically and electrical spaces.  By understanding the future facility needs a proper analysis 
of the 15 sites was able to be conducted. 
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The site analysis consisted of an individual evaluation of each of the (15) potential sites.  The 
evaluations included a site visit and review of Town assessor maps and GIS website.  The site visits 
were performed during several days between August and September 2014, and the information 
ascertained during the walks included: 

 
 Potential sight distance lines 
 Site accessibility 
 Potential neighborhood impacts 
 Visible site features such as wetlands, ledge outcroppings and 

topography 
 
The town GIS website provided the following information for each site: 
 

 Site configuration 
 Site location 
 Availability of public utilities 
 Development zones, zoning restrictions and variances 
 Neighboring zones 
 Preserved open space 
 Flood plain limits 
 Approximate wetland limits 
 CT Natural Diversity Database restrictions 

 
The town assessor map cards were reviewed to obtain the following information for 
each site: 
 

 Assessed property value 
 Determination of private or public ownership of the parcel 
 Site size 

 
This information was presented to members of the Town staff and WPCA during 
several meetings subsequent to the physical data gathering.  Town staff provided 
points of clarification on several of the sites, including but not limited to: 
 

 State open space restrictions 
 Exact location of available public utilities 

 
 Site 1: 9 Captain James Mann Memorial Drive (Watrious Park Adjacent the Middle 

School) 
 Site 2: 55 Nooks Hill Road 
 Site 3:  100 County Line Drive 
 Site 4:  105 Coles Road (Fire District Facility) 
 Site 5:  192 Shunpike Road 
 Site 6: 250 Shunpike Road (Algonquin Gas Facility) 
 Site 7: Coles Road 
 Site 8: Evergreen Road (1) 
 Site 9: Evergreen Road (2) 
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 Site 10: Geer Street 
 Site 11: Willowbrook Road (Dog Park) 
 Site 12: 25-99 Community Field Road (Existing DPW Facility) 
 Site 13: 14 Progress Drive 
 Site 14: Alcap Ridge 
 Site 15: County Line Drive (Gardner Property) 

 
 
During several meetings with Town staff, the matrix results were presented and discussed, and as a 
result one (1) of the sites (Site 11 – Dog Park at Willowbrook Road) was removed from the list, as 
there is an existing Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection easement across 
the property, which makes any type of development cost-prohibitive.   
 
Throughout the process, using the building and site program, the top sites were conceptually 
designed to graphically show how each of these sites might be developed and fit on the subject 
properties.  During the conceptual design of the top sites, another of the sites (Site 12 – Existing 
DPW Facility) was removed after it became apparent that there is simply not enough acreage on the 
existing site to construct the required building and site program.  Building a larger facility on the 
existing site creates hardships in construction as the existing facility would need to remain 
operational while construction of the new facility took place.  This hardship along with the limited 
size of the existing site lead to the conclusion that this would not be a feasible site to build on. 
 
As a result of the iterative process of site analysis and conceptual design, following is the grading 
order of the sites that were evaluated, as well as their respective “score”: 
 

Order Property Grade 
1 Site 15 – County Line Drive 265.29 
2 Site 6 – 250 Shunpike Road 243.64 
3 Site 1 – 9 Captain James Mann Memorial Drive 213.82 
4 Site 4 – 105 Coles Road 207.43 
5 Site 14 – Alcap Ridge 207.08 
6 Site 5 – 192 Shunpike Road 206.83 
7 Site 10 – Greer Street 200.16 
8 Site 8 – Evergreen Road (1) 186.18 
9 Site 13 – 14 Progress Drive 182.14 
10 Site 7 – Coles Road 174.92 
11 Site 9 – Evergreen Road (2) 168.04 
12 Site 3 – 100 County Line Drive 155.74 
13 Site 2 – 55 Nooks Hill Road 86.66 

Eliminated Site 11 – Willowbrook Road NA 
Eliminated Site 12 – 25-99 Community Field Road  NA 

 
 

Concept plans were prepared for the top five (5) sites, as well as for the existing DPW facility (Site 
12).  The concept of the existing DPW facility was prepared to graphically show that the site, 
unfortunately, is not a feasible alternative.  The concept plans have been attached  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

4 

Site #15 – County Line Drive: 
 
Pros: 

 Low cost to develop 
 One of the largest sites 
 Easily accessible 
 Easy vehicle access 
 Water/Gas available 
 Located away from residential areas 
 Zoned Industrial 
 0% structure demolition costs 
 No “Open”/conservation space 
 There are future expansion opportunities 

 
Cons 

 Not town owned 
 Endangered species entire site (Box Turtle) 
 Requires sanitary force main 
 Potential for site contamination due to agricultural land 

 
Site #6 – 250 Shunpike Road: 
 
Pros: 

 Low cost to develop 
 Easily accessible 
 Easy vehicle access 
 Water/Gas/Sanitary available 
 Located away from residential areas 
 Zoned Industrial 
 0% Structure demolition costs 
 No “Open”/conservation space 

 
Cons 

 Not town owned 
 On site wetlands 
 Small buildable area (due to wetlands) 
 Endangered species majority of site 
 Possible contamination due to gas plant 
 Limited expansion due to wetlands 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

5 

Site #1 – 9 Captain James Mann Memorial Drive: 
 
Pros: 

 Town owned 
 Low cost to develop 
 Large site 
 Easy vehicle access 
 No demolition costs 
 Future expansion capability 
 No “open space” or conservation areas 

 
Cons 

 Located adjacent park 
 Located adjacent residential neighborhoods and school 
 No public utilities 
 Wetlands and endangered species on portion of site 
 Possible contamination due to agricultural use in certain areas 

 
Site #4 – 105 Coles Road: 
 
Pros: 

 Large site 
 Future expansion capability 
 Accessible 
 No contamination anticipated 
 No demolition costs 
 Not town owned but potential for Fire District to share property 

 
Cons 

 Adjacent residential zone 
 Steep site topography 
 Limited available utilities 
 Some wetlands located on site 

 
Site #14 – Alcap Ridge: 
 
Pros: 

 Easy vehicle access 
 Public utilities available 
 Zoned industrial 
 No “open space” or conservation areas 
 Limited demolition costs 
 Limited wetlands or “open space” restrictions 

 
Cons 

 Not town owned 
 Limited expansion opportunities 
 Adjacent residential zone 
 Possible contamination due to ongoing dumping 
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A brief list of the cons for the bottom sites (and therefore an explanation of why these sites 
were the bottom ranked sites) is as follows: 
 
Site #5 – 192 Shunpike Road: 

 This site is not town owned 
 The site is small and it would be difficult to meet the building and site program. 
 There would be no opportunity for future expansion. 
 There is a possible source of contamination due to agricultural soils.  

Site #10 – Greer Street: 
 This site is landlocked with no roadway frontage. 
 Utilities are not readily available connecting to the lot. 
 There is a precast concrete storage area located in the center of the site and could 

indicate a possible source of contamination.  
 The site is not town owned. 
 The rear half of the site appears to be wetland. 
 There would be limited expansion capability in this area. 

Site #8 – Evergreen Road (1): 
 Utilities are not readily available along evergreen road. 
 Site is located in a low lying area and there is a minor flood risk. 
 The site is located in protected open space area, and is part of municipal land 

conservation area.  
 There is limited to no expansion capability in this location. 
 There is a natural gas transmission line on a portion of the property. 

Site #13 – 14 Progress Drive: 
 Steep site topography. 
 The small size of 8.54 acres makes it difficult to fit the program on the site and 

impossible for future expansion opportunities. 
 The site is not town owned. 

Site #7 – Coles Road: 
 Site is located in a back-lot directly behind a residential subdivision. 
 Utilities area not readily available connecting to the back-lot. 
 There are portions of wetland areas throughout the back-lot area. 
 The majority of the site is protected open space, with threatened and endangered 

species on a good portion of the site.  
 Observed dumped materials from the construction of Interstate 91/Route 9 which 

may indicate possible site contamination. 

Site #9 – Evergreen Road (2): 
 Located in a residential neighborhood on a small neighborhood road with limited 

access. 
 Site is separated from the municipal area.  
 Utilities are not readily available. 
 Steep site topography. 
 Located adjacent to Interstate 91, therefore possible contamination may be present.  
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Site #3 – 100 County Line Drive: 
 Site minimal in size and oddly shaped to create feasible circulation pattern. 
 Utilities are not readily available. 
 Significant pockets of wetland on south end of site with threatened and endangered 

species throughout majority of site.  
 Protected open space on majority of site. Currently a Land Trust. 
 There is limited to no expansion capability in this location. 
 Currently the town transfer station, as a result, high probability of contamination. 

Site #2 – 55 Nooks Hill Road: 
 Large amounts of wetlands and open water onsite. 
 Located adjacent to a residential area. 
 Located away from the main municipal area. 
 Located within the 100 year flood zone 
 Site is protected open space. Currently a Land Trust. 
 Limited space for expansion due to location of wetlands.  
 Limited space onsite for development due to amount of wetland areas. 

 
 
 
END OF REPORT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Town of Cromwell / CWPCA Facility



Existing Facility Conditions
• Inadequate size 

for current and 
future operations

• No room for 
expansion on site

• Buildings in 
disrepair and at 
the end of there 
useful live



Proposed Facility Program



Proposed Facility Program Layout

Approximately 
35,000 SF + car port



Existing Site with Proposed Facility



Site Location Map



Site Evaluation Matrix



Site Evaluation Rankings



Site 15 – Matrix Evaluation



Site 15 – Proposed Site Layout



Site 6 – Matrix Evaluation



Site 6 – Proposed Site Layout



Site 1 – Matrix Evaluation



Site 1 – Proposed Site Layout



Site 4 – Matrix Evaluation



Site 4 – Proposed Site Layout



Site 14 – Matrix Evaluation



Site 14 – Proposed Site Layout



Evaluation Summary
SITE 15 SITE 6 SITE 1 SITE 14SITE 4
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