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1.0

2.0

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Project Description

This report has been prepared for the Town of Canton (the “Town”) by BSC Group
(“BSC”) in order to provide the Town with an analysis and comparison of existing and
proposed development potential of properties adjacent utility gaps in the Route 44
corridor portion of the Canton Water Pollution Control Authority (WPCA) sewershed
(the “Site”). The purpose of this study is to, 1) determine whether gaps in utility service
(natural gas, public water, and public sewer) along Route 44 are limiting development
potential of the abutting properties, 2) determine the approximate cost associated with
installation of new utilities to fill gaps in service, 3) determine the maximum potential
and growth as a result of utility expansion, and 4) provide a summary of results and a
recommendation to the Town based on existing and anticipated growth compared to
upfront construction costs, borne by the Town, associated with expanding utility
coverage.

1.2 Project Location

The Site consists of properties located in Canton, Connecticut, Hartford County along
approximately 1.5 miles (7,700 feet) of Connecticut State Route 44. The limits of the
study are properties on either side of Route 44 from the western limit of the Canton
sewershed, (approximately 800 feet west of the intersection with Sterling Drive) to the
eastern limit of the sewershed (approximately at the intersection with Secret Lake
Road). (See Figure 1 - Site Location Map).

1.3 Base Mapping

Using the Town of Canton Geographic Information System (GIS) Interactive Mapping,
which is publicly available from the Town of Canton Assessor’s Office, all parcels
directly abutting Route 44 within the study area were reviewed for acreage, assessed
value, zone, utility service and environmental conditions topography, floodplains,
wetlands and listed species). Base mapping was prepared showing each of these parcels
using a combination of Canton GIS mapping, Connecticut Department of
Transportation (CTDOT) 2004 Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) survey data,
Canton Water Pollution Control mapping, and CTDOT 2012 Aerial Imagery.
Properties within the Site have been color coded to distinguish development zones.
Base mapping is a part of the plan set, which has been included as Figures 2 through 6.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BSC performed a Utility Expansion and Development Study order to provide the Town with an
analysis and comparison of existing and proposed development potential of properties adjacent
utility gaps in the Route 44 corridor portion of the Canton Water WPCA sewershed. The
existing development potential for subject parcels within the study area was estimated by using



the lack of public utilities and the existing zoning regulations as the limiting factor. The future
development potential for the subject parcels within the study area was estimated by assuming
the parcels would have access to public utilities. The future development potential also
considered factors such as topography, floodplain, wetlands, listed species, Form-Based
zoning code, and a practical construction factor. The comparison of the existing and future
development potential resulted in an estimated increase in building square footage for each of
the subject parcels. Our analysis indicated a potential increase of building square footage of
approximately 340,000 sf if public utilities become available in the gap areas.

Based on information provided by the Tax Assessor, we assumed an average tax revenue
increase of $4.47/building square foot increase across the Site, for a total future tax revenue
increase of approximately $1,500,000. We estimated the cost of construction for sanitary
sewer, water and natural gas, including all incidental construction, to fill the gaps within the
study area at approximately $11,441,000 for a rate of return of approximately 7.6 years.

This Rate of Return assumes the town bears the full cost of all the utility upgrades, as well as
that all the parcels within the Site are fully developed in the first year. We have provided a
more detailed analysis of the Rate of Return with assumptions for the level of build-out over
time. These can be seen in Section 5.4.

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
3.1 Methodology

Based on direction from the Town Assessor, the most significant impact on property
assessment is building square footage. Therefore, we analyzed the limiting effect that
on-site septic systems, on-site water wells, and on-site heating systems
(oil/propane/etc.) would have on the building footprint within the subject parcels and
then prepared associated conceptual development scenarios on these parcels. These
maximum building footprints under existing conditions would then be compared with
the maximum building footprints under proposed conditions (assuming construction of
the utility gaps) and the difference would be used to determine the maximum tax
revenue achievable under future conditions.

3.2 Analysis

The properties within the Site analyzed as part of this study are those which meet all
the following criteria:

e Properties with no existing access to public sewer, public water or natural gas.
The development potential of those properties with access to all three (3)
utilities is already maximized, due to the access of those utilities.

e Properties with a size greater than approximately 30,000 square feet. Smaller
sites, and associated smaller buildings, generally are not restricted by lack of
public water and/or sewer.

e Properties located in commercial zones. The majority of parcels within the Site
are zoned commercial. Parcels in residential zones could potentially be



subdivided to smaller lots, which could then be accommodated with wells and
septic. It was not within the scope of this study to analyze individual residential
lots and their potential to subdivide.

e Properties that are either undeveloped or underdeveloped compared to the
maximum development footprint allowed by the zoning regulations. The
maximum development of a property is determined by the zoning regulations.
If a property is already developed to the approximate maximum allowed by the
regulations and does not currently have access to public utilities, then future
access to public utilities would not afford its ability to increase the development
footprint. Although there may be inherent value in the access to public utilities,
this was not considered for properties already developed to their approximate
maximum development footprint.

Based on the above criteria, 61 parcels were analyzed. These can be seen in Figures 2
and 3 and are listed in Section 4.3 below.

3.2.1 Septic

Of the 61 parcels that were analyzed, nine (9) parcels were identified that did
not have access to sanitary sewer, were greater than or equal to approximately
30,000 square feet, and were not developed to the approximate maximum
allowed per zoning. The following criteria were used to define “access to
sanitary sewer” for the purposes of this study:

e The presence of a sanitary main within the Route 44 corridor directly
fronting the subject property (i.e. a sewer connection would not require
crossing the Metropolitan District (MDC) 48-inch raw water main.

e The presence of a sanitary main within the Route 44 corridor within a
reasonable distance that a connection could be achieved from the subject
property without crossing the MDC 48-inch raw water main.

Septic system capacity is a function of topography, soil conditions (specifically,
its ability to percolate flow) and depth to restrictive layer (typically either ledge
or seasonal high groundwater). On our compiled base mapping, we placed the
maximum conceptual septic system that we thought each subject parcel could
accommodate, based on the following factors:

e We assumed the system would be a gravity system and therefore be
placed on the downgradient portion of the site.

e [t was spaced away from site features as required by the Connecticut
Department of Public Health (CT DPH) CT Public Health Code On-site
Sewage Disposal Regulations and Technical Standards for Subsurface
Sewage Disposal Systems, 2015 edition (CT DPH Technical
Requirements)



Per the CT DPH Technical Requirements, each septic design must
accommodate a Minimum Length Septic System (MLSS), based upon site
conditions (topography, soil conditions, and depth to restrictive layer). Using
the assumed maximum conceptual septic system length, we made assumptions
for the site conditions to back calculate into a design flow associated with each
system. We made assumptions for the site conditions of each property as
follows:

e Topography — we used topography from our base mapping in the area
of the conceptual septic system.

e Soil Conditions — we used limited data, supplied by the Farmington
Valley Health District (FVHD). They provided us with several test pits
and percolation tests in properties within the Site. The test pit and
percolation test data is included as Appendix B. We also utilized The
US Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) online capabilities to run a Custom Soil Resource Report for
State of Connecticut, specifically for the Site. This report shows soil
types, and their general characteristics, within the Site. It has been
included as Appendix C. Some of the characteristics included the
percolation capability of the soil and the depth to restrictive layer. This
data confirmed the limited test pit data we received from FVHD, and
therefore provided a degree of confidence that it was sufficient to make
soil characteristic and depth to restrictive layer assumptions for subject
parcels where we did not have test pit data.

Using the maximum conceptual design flow for each subject parcel, we
determined the maximum building footprint that would be able to be served by
the septic system. We utilized 1 square foot of building (office or retail) per 0.1
gallon per day (GPD) of design flow, as specified by Section IV “Design
Flows,” Table 4 of the CT DPH Technical Requirements. We then used this
footprint to prepare a conceptual site plan for each of the subject parcels. If the
site-specific building footprint, septic footprint and associated zoning
bulk/dimensional requirements (setbacks, parking, etc.) could be
accommodated by a parcel, that building footprint was used to determine the
existing conditions development potential. If the site-specific building
footprint, septic footprint and associated zoning bulk/dimensional requirements
could not be accommodated by a parcel, then the building footprint was reduced
to a point such that it could be accommodated by the parcel.

In no case, did we assume a site septic system could handle greater than 7,500
GPD. Design flows greater than 7,500 GPD require permitting through CT
DEEP and not through CT DPH. CT DEEP permitting requires a more
interactive and complex permitting process that includes groundwater hydraulic
monitoring that is not possible within the limits of this study scope. It becomes



even more complex when on-site water wells are also required on the same site
as CT DEEP regulated septic systems. Based on our experience, as well as
discussions with developers, we have assumed that the cost, complexity and
unknown upfront factors of permitting a septic system greater than 7,500 GPD
would be an inherent limiting factor.

The following table presents our estimated current development potential for
the nine (9) parcels currently without access to sanitary sewer, as listed below.

Max Conceptual
BSC Lot # Address Bldg SF w/out
Sanitary

4 375 Albany Tpk 5775 st

5 370 Albany Tpk 9,844 sf

7 364 Albany Tpk 10,654 st
8 361 Albany Tpk 61,688 sf
10 345 Albany Tpk 29,167 sf
17 320 Albany Tpk 14,625 st
20 59 East Hill Rd 13,500 sf
24 321 Albany Tpk 9,750 sf
26 315 Albany Tpk 5,906 sf

3.2.2 On-Site Water Well

Of the 61 parcels that were analyzed, 56 did not have access to public water. A
conceptual well capacity analysis was performed on each of these sites to
determine the maximum building floor area that could be supported by an on-
site water well.

The ability of on-site water wells to supply sufficient yield is difficult to
quantify or estimate without actual well data on a parcel by parcel basis.
Geologic conditions are such that similar wells in locations as close as 50” may
exhibit significantly different yields. Based upon data supplied by the FVHD,
there are significant variations in well yield for properties within the Site. Well
yield results varied between 1.25 gallons per minute (GPM) and 30 GPM.
Besides yield variations, there are other unknowns, such as the potential for
groundwater contaminants. In cases where there may be sufficient yield, there
may be potential contamination issues with existing groundwater that would
need to be treated.

Even with low yield results and contaminants, it may be possible to engineer
functional water systems. Each site is specific and the well system design
would potentially depend on factors such as the following:

e Type and size of holding tank. Smaller yields could be accommodated
by holding tanks.

e Treatment system. This depends on the type of contaminants
discovered in during the yield tests.



e Location on site. This can vary based on natural features (open water
courses) and man-made features (footing drains, septic systems, etc.).

It is not within the scope of this study to perform detailed analyses of potential
water systems on a site by site basis. Although in many cases it may be possible
to engineer, permit and construct water systems on sites with challenging
geological or contaminant issues, these issues, as well as the additional
construction costs associated with well development, present an inherent
limiting factor in the development of sites that require on-site water wells. After
reviewing data from the FVHD, we noted that the minimum on-site well yield
was tested at 1.25 GPM. Although we do not have information indicating any
on-site water tank designs that may work in conjunction with the lowest-yield
well, we assume the well can produce approximately 1,000 gallons during a 12-
hour period, which is our assumption for the longest work day for a typical
business.

Using the known data from FVHD, as well as the inherent limiting development
factors of on-site water wells, we have assumed a maximum well yield of 1,000
GPD. As referenced in the Septic section above, we utilized 1 square foot of
building (office or retail) per 0.1 GPD of design flow. We have therefore
assumed that the maximum office/retail building size for any lot that requires
on-site water wells is 10,000 square feet. For any parcels that currently do not
have access to public water and contain buildings with greater than 10,000
square feet of floor area, we assumed the maximum floor area that could be
accommodated by on site water wells to be the current floor area.

3.2.3 On-Site Heating

The lack of available natural gas to a site, and its effect on site development
potential, is difficult to quantify. Other forms of building heating, including oil
and propane, are available. Although natural gas would most times be
preferable to other, on-site sources of heating, the lack of natural gas would not
prevent development. There may be an inherent value to a site with access to
gas for the following reasons:

e Less development cost since it does not require on-site tanks and
associated appurtenances.

e The impact of on-site heat source tanks may remove developable site
area.

e The cost of natural gas may be less than oil or propane.

e The site upkeep of on-site heat sources is a maintenance item not
required for natural gas.

These costs are minor, however, compared to the total cost of developing and
maintaining a site, especially smaller sites where relatively small oil or propane
tanks would be sufficient to provide the building heating needs. While the



4.0

availability of natural gas may be beneficial to site development, and there may
be a small inherent value to the availability of natural gas, we did not consider
the lack of available natural gas to be of any limiting factor under the existing
future development potential.

FUTURE CONDITIONS DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
4.1 Methodology

As previously mentioned, the most significant impact on property assessment is
building square footage. The future conditions development potential assumes the site
development is not limited by a lack of available public utilities. Therefore, we
prepared conceptual development scenarios associated with the maximum building
footprint allowed by the zoning regulations, on the subject parcels. Based upon
information provided by the Tax Assessor, we determined the existing tax revenue per
building square foot, for each subject parcel. We then took the average tax revenue per
building square foot ($4.47/sf) and applied it to the maximum increase of potential
building square foot to determine the total maximum tax revenue increase across all the
subject parcels.

4.2 Analysis

For each subject parcel without public sewer, we determined a maximum building
footprint (25% of the total acreage) of the total allowed by the zoning regulations. We
then determined the minimum number of parking spaces that would be required by the
zoning regulation for the building and prepared a conceptual site plan that depicted a
potential site layout. If the site-specific building footprint, and associated zoning
bulk/dimensional requirements (setbacks, parking, etc.) could not be accommodated by
a parcel, then the building footprint was reduced. A conceptual site layout was
produced, through an iterative process, such that an approximate maximum building
footprint was realized. We also produced two (2) additional conceptual site plans for
parcels that did have access to public sewer. We have included these conceptual site
plans in Figures 4 — 6.

Due to the number of parcels we analyzed without public water, however, we were not
able to produce conceptual site plans for each of these parcels. We did determine,
though, that for the 12 parcels for which we prepared conceptual site plans, the
maximum building footprint allowed by zoning was roughly equal to the maximum
building floor area realized in the conceptual site plans. For our analysis of the
maximum potential building floor area for those parcels without public water, we are
assuming the maximum potential building floor area is the maximum building footprint
allowed by zoning. These potential footprints, however, assume no other site
restrictions, either natural, practical or per the zoning code. In order to account for
these restrictions, we have considered the following:

e Topographical restrictions.
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Floodplain restrictions.

Wetlands restrictions.

Species restrictions.

Relaxing of the zoning restrictions per the Form Based Code portion of the
zoning code.

Practical construction restrictions.

4.2.1 Topography Limitations

Using the topography generated from 2004 CTDOT Lidar Data, we analyzed
the approximate slopes and grade changes of each site. From an engineering
perspective, a site can be designed even with extreme topography present.
However, we understand that substantial earthwork and/or retaining walls can
be cost-prohibitive, and may be a very unattractive feature to a potential
developer. Therefore, we categorized 10 parcels as topographically
challenging. Although the base mapping shows that many of the sites exhibit
grade change, we feel that only severe topography is a prohibitive site feature.
To account for the loss to development potential to the site, we have assumed a
reduction in the maximum future development footprint. The parcels, and their
associated reduction due to topographical limitations are as follows:

o Lotl-15%

e Lot2-10%

e Lot 5 — 0% because the topography is in wetlands, which is already
undevelopable, and accounted for in the wetlands limitation reduction
(see Section 4.2.3)

o Lot8—-25%

o Lotl0—-15%

o Lotl6—15%

o Lotl8-15%

o Lot31-10%

o Lot98-20%

e Lot 100—-25%

4.2.2 Floodplain Limitations

In accordance with Section 6.2 Floodplain Management, of the zoning
regulations, there are restrictions on development within a floodplain. We
analyzed FEMA mapping (Flood Insurance Rate Map, Hartford County, CT
Panel 308 of 675, Map No. 09003C0308F, Effective Date September 26, 2008
and Flood Insurance Rate Map, Hartford County, CT Panel 309 of 675, Map
No. 09003C0309F, Effective Date September 26, 2008) to determine properties
within the Site that were subject to base flooding. We are showing the limits
of the base flood elevation on the plan set. FEMA mapping has been included
as Appendix A, and is also shown on Figures 2 - 6. We determined that several
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of the 61 properties were analyzed are situated within the base flood, including
Lots 19, 21, 26, 28, 43, 61, 63, 74, and 76.

Although the local regulations require a higher level of development standard
for properties within the floodplain, development is still possible. None of these
properties within the floodplain are located within the floodway, which would
have required further restrictions. For those properties within the floodplain,
we have assumed a 10% reduction in the maximum future development
footprint.

4.2.3 Wetlands Limitation

In accordance with the Town of Canton Regulations of the Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Agency, there are restrictions to development within town
wetlands and associated upland review areas. We analyzed town GIS data,
available on the town website to determine properties within the Site that were
situated within wetland areas. We are showing the limits of wetland on the
plan set. We understand that the areas of wetland shown on the town GIS are
shown as approximate wetland areas and that actual delineation must be
performed by a licensed soil scientist. We also assumed that areas depicted as
wetlands on the GIS, but which are currently developed, would most likely not
be delineated as wetlands. We have assumed that these developed areas within
GIS limits of wetlands are NOT actually wetlands.

We determined that 13 parcels within the Site are situated within wetland areas.
Depending on the relative area of wetlands per parcel, we have assumed either
a 10%, 30%, or 50% reduction in the maximum future development footprint.
The parcels are as follows:

e 10% Reduction — Lots 7, 21, 31, and 33.
e 30% Reduction — Lots 5, 23, 30, 35, 37, 42 and 74.
e 50% Reduction — Lots 39 and 43.

4.2.4 Listed Species Restrictions

In accordance with zoning requirements, projects located within area of listed
species (CT DEEP Natural Diversity Database boundaries) must submit a CT
DEEP review request. The Planning & Zoning Commission typically requires
the CT DEEP recommendations be implemented as a condition of the Site Plan
Approval permit. It has been our experience that, although these
recommendations can have project cost and schedule implications, they
generally do not restrict the development footprint. The recommendations are
specific to the type of species that are listed so it is not known what specific
restrictions may be placed on which parcels.

We have analyzed the “CT_DEEP Natural Diversity Data Base Areas, Canton,
CT, June 2017,” (Appendix D) and determined that the majority of the Site is
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located within CT DEEP listed species. We have not assumed, however, that
any specific parcel will be restricted due to its location within this area.

4.25 Form-Based Code

The Town of Canton has recently adopted a Form-Based Code for Design
Districts, which has relaxed bulk and dimensional requirements for lots within
designated areas. Our site is located within three (3) of the design districts;
Harts Corner Design Village District, Canton Village Design Village District,
and East Gateway Design Village District. We determined that our estimated
maximum building footprints (described below in Section 4.2 below) were
based on:

e Parking as it relates to maximum site impervious coverage.
e Maximum building coverage allowed by the zoning regulations.

The Form Based Code provides relief for, among other things, parking, site
impervious coverage and building coverage. We have assumed a potential
increase of 15% in the maximum future development footprint due to the ability
to relax these requirements that the Form-Based Code affords.

4.2.6 Practical Construction Restrictions

As discussed in Section 3.1, the most significant factor in property value
assessment is building square footage. The purpose of our analysis, taking
multiple factors into consideration, is to determine the maximum future
development footprint so that this number may be used to determine potential
future tax revenue. It is not reasonable or prudent, however, to assume that
each site will in fact be developed to this maximum footprint, especially since
potential town financial commitments may be based on the future development
of the parcels within the Site. We have therefore applied a 10% reduction to
the maximum future development footprint, for each parcel, as a practical
construction consideration.

4.3 Results

Our conceptual well analysis indicated that six (6) parcels are limited by lack
of available public sewer and 30 of are limited by lack of available public water.

The following table assumes a full build of the utility gap areas, and lists future maximum floor
area increase and associated yearly tax revenue associated with the floor area increase. The tax
revenue increase is based on the tax revenue per building square foot average of $4.47/sf.
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. Max Maximum
BSC Avallgble Existing Existing Max Future Yearly
Address Public Conceptual ;
Lot # Utilities Bldg SF Conceptual Bldg SF Potential
Bldg SF Tax Revue
1 104 Dyer Ave S.G 0 sf 10,000 sf 21,000 sf $49,170
2 401 Albany Tpk S 0 sf 10,000 sf 19,200 sf $41,124
4 375 Albany Tpk None 0sf 5,500 sf 5,500 sf $0
5 370 Albany Tpk None 5,760 sf 9,844 sf 37,713 sf $124,576
7 364 Albany Tpk None 6,880 sf 10,000 sf 25,000 sf $67,050
8 361 Albany Tpk None 1,575 sf 10,000 sf 50,456 sf $180,839
9 352 Albany Tpk S 2,036 sf 10,000 sf 19,408 sf $40,446
10 345 Albany Tpk None 4,824 sf 10,000 sf 29,508 sf $87,200
12 8 Slvr Mine Acr None 1,344 sf 5,478 sf 5,478 sf $0
14 6 Slvr Mine Acr None 1,420 sf 5,072 sf 5,072 sf $0
16 4 Slvr Mine Acr None 1,718 sf 4,687 sf 4,687 sf $0
17 320 Albany Tpk None 1,630 sf 7,200 sf 7,200 sf $0
18 2 Slvr Mine Acr None 1,742 sf 4,504 sf 4,504 sf $0
19 316 Albany Tpk None 0sf 9,750 sf 9,750 sf $0
20 59 East Hill Rd None 1,989 sf 5,400 sf 5,400 sf $0
21 312 Albany Tpk S 3,416 sf 10,000 sf 10,956 sf $4,271
23 310 Albany Tpk S 28,080 sf 28,080 sf 39,449 sf $50,820
24 321 Albany Tpk None 4,128 sf 9,750 sf 18,147 sf $36,415
25 306 Albany Tpk S 975 sf 7,326 sf 7,326 sf $0
26 315 Albany Tpk None 6,100 sf 6,100 sf 12,600 sf $29,055
27 298 Albany Tpk S 4,200 sf 10,000 sf 13,525 sf $15,758
28 309 Albany Tpk S 400 sf 6,695 sf 6,695 sf $0
29 296 Albany Tpk S 4,375 sf 10,000 sf 10,482 sf $2,155
30 305 Albany Tpk S 2,322 sf 6,706 sf 6,706 sf $0
31 290 Albany Tpk S 5,500 sf 10,000 sf 12,416 sf $10,801
32 301 Albany Tpk S 1,182 sf 9,355 sf 9,355 sf $0
33 288 Albany Tpk S 953 sf 7,405 sf 7,405 sf $0
34 299 Albany Tpk S 1,788 sf 10,000 sf 11,271 sf $5,682
35 286 Albany Tpk S 914 sf 10,000 sf 14,044 sf $18,076
36 295 Albany Tpk S 0 sf 10,000 sf 67,275 sf $256,019
37 282 Albany Tpk S 1,268 sf 5,602 sf 5,602 sf $0
38 291 Albany Tpk S 7,120 sf 10,000 sf 11,947 sf $8,705
39 280 Albany Tpk S 1,968 sf 7,326 sf 7,326 sf $0
40 285 Albany Tpk S 2,283 sf 10,000 sf 36,969 sf $120,553
41 272 Albany Tpk S 2,382 sf 9,468 sf 9,468 sf $0
42 277 Albany Tpk S 10,424 sf 10,424 sf 17,752 sf $32,756
43 250 Albany Tpk S,W 23,048 sf 23,048 sf 30,274 sf $0
44 271 Albany Tpk S 1,495 sf 10,000 sf 15,780 sf $25,835
47 244 Albany Tpk S,W 3,099 sf 9,919 sf 9,919 sf $0
51 232 Albany Tpk S 1,000 sf 7,664 sf 7,664 sf $0
53 228 Albany Tpk S 1,452 sf 10,000 sf 12,286 sf $10,216
54 253 Albany Tpk S,W 336 sf 7,214 sf 7,214 sf $0
57 220 Albany Tpk None 22,014 sf 22,014 sf 29,869 sf $35,110
58 247 Albany Tpk S,W 3,261 sf 7,664 sf 7,664 sf $0
59 220 Albany Tpk S 2,800 sf 6,312 sf 6,312 sf $0
61 210 Albany Tpk S 2,136 sf 10,000 sf 16,129 sf $27,397
62 241 Albany Tpk S,W 1,329 sf 11,046 sf 11,046 sf $0
63 200 Albany Tpk S,G 4,500 sf 5,579 sf 5,579 sf $0
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68 225 Albany Tpk S 3,958 sf 10,000 sf 13,864 sf $17,270
70 215 Albany Tpk S 5,650 sf 10,000 sf 15,892 sf $26,339
71 188 Albany Tpk S,.G 4,347 sf 9,130 sf 9,130 sf $0
74 211 Albany Tpk S 6,680 sf 10,000 sf 30,534 sf $91,785
76 207 Albany Tpk S 1,988 sf 6,188 sf 6,188 sf $0
82 195 Albany Tpk S 3,016 sf 10,000 sf 12,173 sf $9,713
84 191 Albany Tpk S 17,100 8,679 sf 8,679 sf $0
90 175 Albany Tpk S.G 1,916 10,000 sf 22,655 sf $56,568
92 171-173 Albany S,.G 3,760 sf 10,000 sf 10,031 sf $0
94 163 Albany Tpk S.G 8,565 sf 10,000 sf 16,456 sf $28,858
96 161 Albany Tpk S.G 2,886 sf 8,228 sf 8,228 sf $0
98 155 Albany Tpk S.G 2,112 sf 7,405 sf 7,405 sf $0
100 153 Albany Tpk S.G 3,842 sf 5,884 sf 5,884 sf $0
S — Sanitary Sewer Total Potential Yearly Tax Revenue = $1,500,000

W — Public Water
G — Natural Gas

The total maximum future conceptual building increase is approximately
340,000 sf. At $4.47/sf, we estimate a maximum potential yearly tax revenue
increase of approximately $1,500,000 to the town, based on full construction of
the utility gaps.

A full site analysis matrix has been provided in Appendix F, which documents
existing parcel information, maximum existing building footprints and
maximum future building footprints, with adjustment for zoning and
environmental factors.

4.3.1 Potential Maximum Efficiency Results

Although it was not part of the scope of this study to determine differing utility
gap build-out scenarios and the resulting tax revenue increase, we observed
specific areas/parcels that would appear to provide the greatest increase of tax
revenue if public utilities were provided. As expected, the greatest increases in
tax revenue were seen on the larger parcels. We noticed there is a particular
cluster of larger parcels located between Dyer Avenue and East Hill Road (BSC
Lots 1, 2, 5, 7-10) that, if provided public water and sewer and full built, could
generate an estimated $590,000 yearly tax revenue, based on and additional
potential 132,000 square feet of building footprint at $4.47/sf.

5.0 UTILITY EXPANSION

The final component of our study after determining the gaps in utility service along the Route
44 corridor was to prepare an opinion of probable cost for the Town to construct and/or extend
sanitary sewer, public water, and natural gas service. A major factor in the cost of adding utility
services is the presence of a 48-inch MDC raw water main that runs down the middle of Route
44. There is a substantial fee (on the order of approximately $300k) that must be paid to MDC
to cross their water main with any utilities, therefore it would be more economically feasible
to provide utility services on both sides of the road. Additionally, since Route 44 is a State
road, the construction must comply with the CTDOT requirements in Maintenance Directive
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93-1 for a permanent trench pavement replacement, which requires a milling operation from
shoulder to centerline along the entire trench length. Since utilities will have to be installed on
both sides of the road, this essentially requires that the road will have to be milled from
shoulder to shoulder. Unit costs have been compiled from CT DOT, NH DOT, and recent
contractor bids and can be found in Appendix E. Each type of utility service is described in
greater detail below:

51 Sanitary Sewer

The majority of the parcels in the study area have access to sanitary sewer, with the
only gap in service being Dyer Avenue to East Hill Road. The total length of pipe
required would be approximately 2,400 feet in each direction, for a total of 4,800 linear
feet. Based on information from the Canton Water Pollution Control Authority, the
average cost per linear foot ranges between $250 - $300. We have assumed a cost of
$275 per linear foot, which results in a total cost for sanitary sewer installation of
$1,320,000.

5.2 Water

The majority of the parcels in the study area do not have access to public water. Public
water is available on the south side of the road from 250 Albany Turnpike to 220
Albany Tpk and Dowd Avenue to Secret Lake Road. There are also several locations
where a lateral crosses to the north side of the road, however they only provide service
to the immediate parcels. The total length of pipe required would be approximately
14,200 linear feet. Based on information from the Connecticut Water, the average cost
per linear foot ranges between $200 - $350. We have assumed a cost $300 per linear
foot, which results in a total cost for water main installation of $4,260,000.

5.3 Natural Gas

The majority of the parcels in the study area do not have access to natural gas. Based
on mapping from CNG, there appears to be natural gas service on both sides of the
street from Dowd Avenue to Secret Lake Road. The total length of pipe required would
be approximately 13,800 linear feet. We have assumed a cost per linear foot of $100,
which results in a total cost for natural gas main installation of $1,380,000.

For the full expansion of all three (3) utilities as indicated above, a cost of
approximately $11,441,000 was estimated, which includes major items such as new
asphalt, milling, utility installation, traffic maintenance, and mobilization, as well as an
8% contingency.

5.4 Estimated Approximate Rate of Return

Based on an estimated total cost of $11,441,000 and a yearly maximum tax revenue
increase of $1,500,000, the rate of return of the Town investment in public utilities for the
entire site is approximately 7.6 years. This assumes that the Town bears the full cost of
the utility installation and that all the parcels within the site are fully developed.
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Based on information provided by the Town Planner, new building square footage along
the Route 44 corridor, in areas with utilities, has increased over the last 10 years at an
average of approximately 3,800 square feet per year. This is approximately 1%, per year,
of the maximum estimated potential available building square footage increase. We have
provided the following tables to indicate what the rate of return might be at various levels
of development. These assume the town will bear the full cost of the utility installation and
do not include the cost of services incurred by the additional development or interest paid
by the Town as part of debt service. The tables assume the following:

e Total Cost of Utility Upgrade - $11,400,000
e Total Available Building SF Increase — 340,000 sf
e Yearly Tax Revenue - $4,47/sf of Building Area

100% Buildout Rate = 1% Per Year

Total Yearly Tax Rate of Return Construction
Year Building Revenue (Years) Cost
Increase (SF) Increase Remaining
1 3,400 $15,198 749 $11,384,802
2 6,800 $30,396 374 $11,354,406
3 10,200 $45,594 248 $11,308,812
4 13,600 $60,792 185 $11.248.020
5 17,000 $75,990 147 $11.172.030
6 20,400 $91,188 122 $11.080.842
7 23,800 $106,386 103 $10,974,456
8 27,200 $121,584 89 $10.852.872
9 30,600 $136,782 78 $10.716.090
10 34,000 $151,980 70 $10.564.110
20 68,000 $303,960 27 $8.,208,420
30 102,000 $455,940 10 $4,332,930
38 129,200 $577,524 0.2 $138,282
39 132,600 $592,722 0 $454.440
40 136,000 $607,920 0 $1,062,360
50 170,000 $759,900 0 $7,977,450
60 204,000 $911,880 0 $16,412,340
70 238,000 $1,063,860 0 $26,367,030
80 272,000 $1,215,840 0 $37,841,520
90 306,000 $1,367,820 0 $50,835,810
100 340,000 $1,519,800 0 $65,349,900




100% Buildout Rate = 5% Per Year

Total Buildin Yearly Tax Rate of Construction
Year g Revenue Return Cost
Increase (SF) e

Increase (Years) Remaining

1 17,000 $75,990 149 $11,324,010
2 34,000 $151,980 74 $11,172,030
3 51,000 $227,970 48 $10,944,060
4 68,000 $303,960 35 $10,640,100
5 85,000 $379,950 27 $10,260,150
6 102,000 $455,940 22 $9,804,210
7 119,000 $531,930 17 $9,272,280
8 136,000 $607,920 14 $8,664,360
9 153,000 $683,910 12 $7,980,450
10 170,000 $759,900 10 $7,220,550
11 187,000 $835,890 8 $6,384,660
12 204,000 $911,880 6 $5,472,780
13 221,000 $987,870 5 $4,484.910
14 238,000 $1,063,860 3 $3,421,050
15 255,000 $1,139,850 2 $2,281,200
16 272,000 $1,215,840 1 $1,065,360
17 289,000 $1,291,830 0.2 $226,470
18 306,000 $1,367,820 0 $1,594,290
19 323,000 $1,443,810 0 $3,038,100
20 340,000 $1,519,800 0 $4,557,900
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Since a full 100% buildout of 340,000 square feet is unrealistic, we also analyzed a 70%

maximum buildout (238,000 square feet) with an average growth rate of 3.5%. This
scenario would result in a 20-year buildout period with a full return on investment in 21

years, assuming the Town bears the full cost of the utility installation. This also does not
account for the cost of services incurred by the additional development or interest paid by
the Town as part of debt service. See the table below.

Total Buildin Yearly Tax Rate of Construction
Year g Revenue Return Cost
Increase (SF) g
Increase (Years) Remaining
1 11,900 $53,193 213 $11,346,807
2 23,800 $106,386 106 $11,240,421
3 35,700 $159,579 69 $11,080,842
4 47,600 $212,772 51 $10,868,070
5 59,500 $265,965 40 $10,602,105
6 71,400 $319,158 32 $10,282,947
7 83,300 $372,351 27 $9,910,596
8 95,200 $425,544 22 $9,485,052
9 107,100 $478,737 19 $9,006,315
10 119,000 $531,930 16 $8,474,385
11 130,900 $585,123 13 $7,889,262
12 142,800 $638,316 11 $7,250,946
13 154,700 $691,509 9 $6,559,437
14 166,600 $744,702 8 $5,814,735
15 178,500 $797,895 6 $5,016,840
16 190,400 $851,088 5 $4,165,752
17 202,300 $904,281 4 $3,261,471
18 214,200 $957,474 2 $2,303,997
19 226,100 $1,010,667 1 $1,293,330
20 238,000 $1,063,860 0.2 $229,470
21 238,000 $1,063,860 0 $834,390

5.4.1 Potential Maximum Efficiency Rate of Return

As mentioned in Section 4.3.1, we analyzed an area in the utility gap that, if public
water and sewer were constructed, would appear to provide the most efficient rate of
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return. The cost of the public improvements in this area is associated with 4,800 linear
feet of sanitary sewer and 5,000 linear feet of public water, at a total estimated cost of
$4,700,000. Given the maximum potential tax increase of $590,000, this results in an
estimated Rate of Return of 8.0 years, which shows the construction of utilities in this
area does not provide a more efficient Rate of Return than the full build scenario. This
assumes that the Town bears the full cost of the utility installation and that all the
parcels within this particular area are fully developed. The utility expansion area can
be seen in Figure 8 and the associated cost estimate can be seen in Appendix F.

6.0 CONCLUSION

BSC performed a Utility Expansion and Development Study order to provide the Town with an
analysis and comparison of existing and proposed development potential of properties adjacent
utility gaps in the Route 44 corridor portion of the Canton Water WPCA sewershed. The
existing development potential for subject parcels within the study area was estimated by using
the lack of public utilities and the existing zoning regulations as the limiting factor. The future
development potential for the subject parcels within the study area was estimated by assuming
the parcels would have access to public utilities. The future development potential also
considered factors such as topography, floodplain, wetlands, listed species, Form-Based
zoning code, and a practical construction factor. The comparison of the existing and future
development potential resulted in an estimated increase in building square footage for each of
the subject parcels. Our analysis indicated a potential increase of building square footage of
approximately 340,000 sf if public utilities become available in the gap areas.

Based on information provided by the Tax Assessor, we assumed an average tax revenue
increase of $4.47/building square foot increase across the Site, for a total future tax revenue
increase of approximately $1,500,000. We estimated the cost of construction for sanitary
sewer, water and natural gas, including all incidental construction, to fill the gaps within the
study area at approximately $11,441,000 for a rate of return of approximately 7.6 years.

This Rate of Return assumes the town bears the full cost of all the utility upgrades, that all the
parcels within the Site are fully developed in the first year, and does not account for the cost
of services incurred by the additional development or interest paid by the Town as part of debt
service. We have provided a more detailed analysis of the Rate of Return with assumptions
for the level of build-out over time. These can be seen in Section 5.4.
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Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas.
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers.
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand,
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions.
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require



alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length,
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that

share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water

resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape,
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded.
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color,
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each sail
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management.
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example,
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings,
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.



Soil Map

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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Custom Soil Resource Report

Map Unit Legend

State of Connecticut (CT600)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

3 Ridgebury, Leicester, and 17.8 7.4%
Whitman soils, 0 to 8 percent
slopes, extremely stony

13 Walpole sandy loam, 0 to 3 0.1 0.0%
percent slopes

23A Sudbury sandy loam, 0 to 5 0.1 0.1%
percent slopes

51B Sutton fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 25.9 10.7%
percent slopes, very stony

52C Sutton fine sandy loam, 2 to 15 2.6 1.1%
percent slopes, extremely
stony

60B Canton and Charlton fine sandy 4.2 1.8%
loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes

60D Canton and Charlton soils, 15 0.2 0.1%
to 25 percent slopes

61B Canton and Charlton fine sandy 34.6 14.4%
loams, 0 to 8 percent slopes,
very stony

61C Canton and Charlton fine sandy 3.1 1.3%
loams, 8 to 15 percent
slopes, very stony

73C Charlton-Chatfield complex, 0 75.3 31.3%
to 15 percent slopes, very
rocky

73E Charlton-Chatfield complex, 15 21.8 9.1%
to 45 percent slopes, very
rocky

75C Hollis-Chatfield-Rock outcrop 5.4 2.2%
complex, 3 to 15 percent
slopes

75E Hollis-Chatfield-Rock outcrop 1.6 4.8%
complex, 15 to 45 percent
slopes

108 Saco silt loam 5.4 2.3%

109 Fluvaquents-Udifluvents 1.9 0.8%
complex, frequently flooded

306 Udorthents-Urban land complex 29.8 12.4%

308 Udorthents, smoothed 0.7 0.3%

Totals for Area of Interest 240.6 100.0%
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Custom Soil Resource Report

Map Unit Descriptions

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
maijor kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
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shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

13



Custom Soil Resource Report

State of Connecticut

3—Ridgebury, Leicester, and Whitman soils, 0 to 8 percent slopes,
extremely stony

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2t2qt
Elevation: 0 to 1,480 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 71 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 240 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Ridgebury, extremely stony, and similar soils: 40 percent
Leicester, extremely stony, and similar soils: 35 percent
Whitman, extremely stony, and similar soils: 17 percent
Minor components: 8 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Ridgebury, Extremely Stony

Setting
Landform: Depressions, drumlins, ground moraines, drainageways, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope, head slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Coarse-loamy lodgment till derived from gneiss, granite, and/or
schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 1to 6 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw - 6 to 10 inches: sandy loam
Bg - 10 to 19 inches: gravelly sandy loam
Cd - 19 to 66 inches: gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 8 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 9.0 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: 15 to 35 inches to densic material

Natural drainage class: Poorly drained

Runoff class: Very high

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
low (0.00 to 0.14 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 0 to 6 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
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Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Description of Leicester, Extremely Stony

Setting
Landform: Depressions, ground moraines, drainageways, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Parent material: Coarse-loamy supraglacial or subglacial till derived from gneiss,

granite, and/or schist

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 1to 7 inches: fine sandy loam
Bg - 7 to 18 inches: fine sandy loam
BC - 18 to 24 inches: fine sandy loam
C1 - 24 to 39 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
C2 - 39 to 65 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 8 percent
Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 9.0 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Poorly drained
Runoff class: Very high

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to high

(0.14 to 14.17 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 0 to 6 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: High (about 9.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7s
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Description of Whitman, Extremely Stony

Setting
Landform: Depressions, drumlins, ground moraines, drainageways, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Parent material: Coarse-loamy lodgment till derived from gneiss, granite, and/or

schist

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 1 inches: peat
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A - 1to 10 inches: fine sandy loam
Bg - 10 to 17 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
Cdg - 17 to 61 inches: fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 3 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 9.0 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: 7 to 38 inches to densic material

Natural drainage class: Very poorly drained

Runoff class: Negligible

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
low (0.00 to 0.14 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 0 to 6 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: Frequent

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmbhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Minor Components

Woodbridge, extremely stony
Percent of map unit: 6 percent
Landform: Drumlins, ground moraines, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope, summit, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Swansea
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Bogs, swamps
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: Yes

13—Walpole sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes
Map Unit Setting

National map unit symbol: 2svkl
Elevation: 0 to 1,020 feet
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Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 71 inches

Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 250 days

Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Walpole and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 20 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Walpole

Setting
Landform: Deltas, depressions, depressions, outwash plains, outwash terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Sandy glaciofluvial deposits derived from igneous, metamorphic
and sedimentary rock

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: mucky peat
A - 1to 7 inches: sandy loam
Bg - 7 to 21 inches: sandy loam
BC - 21 to 25 inches: gravelly sandy loam
C - 25 to 65 inches: very gravelly sand

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 3 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Natural drainage class: Poorly drained

Runoff class: Very high

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to high
(0.14 to 14.17 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 0 to 4 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmbhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 6.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Minor Components

Sudbury
Percent of map unit: 10 percent
Landform: Deltas, outwash plains, terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, dip
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
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Hydric soil rating: No

Scarboro
Percent of map unit: 10 percent
Landform: Deltas, outwash plains, outwash terraces
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, dip
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: Yes

23A—Sudbury sandy loam, 0 to 5 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9lkv
Elevation: 0 to 1,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 43 to 54 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 45 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 185 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Sudbury and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 20 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Sudbury

Setting
Landform: Outwash plains, terraces
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Sandy and gravelly glaciofluvial deposits derived from granite
and/or schist and/or gneiss

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 1to 5inches: sandy loam
Bw1 - 5to 17 inches: gravelly sandy loam
Bw2 - 17 to 25 inches: sandy loam
2C - 25 to 60 inches: stratified gravel to sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Very low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95
in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 36 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
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Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2w
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Ninigret
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Outwash plains, terraces
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: No

Agawam
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Outwash plains, terraces
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Merrimac
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Kames, outwash plains, terraces
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Tisbury
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Outwash plains, terraces
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Walpole
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Depressions on terraces, drainageways on terraces
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: Yes

51B—Sutton fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, very stony

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9lp4
Elevation: 0 to 1,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 43 to 56 inches
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Mean annual air temperature: 45 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 185 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Sutton and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 20 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Sutton

Setting
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Coarse-loamy melt-out till derived from granite and/or schist
and/or gneiss

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 6 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw1 - 6 to 12 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw2 - 12 to 24 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw3 - 24 to 28 inches: fine sandy loam
C1 - 28 to 36 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
C2 - 36 to 65 inches: gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 8 percent
Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 1.6 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Very low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to
high (0.57 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 30 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 6.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Charlton
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Hills
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Canton
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Hills
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Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Paxton
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Leicester
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Woodbridge
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Rainbow
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: No

Narragansett
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Hills, till plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

52C—Sutton fine sandy loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes, extremely stony

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9lp5
Elevation: 0 to 1,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 43 to 56 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 45 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 185 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Sutton and similar soils: 80 percent
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Minor components: 20 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Sutton

Setting
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Coarse-loamy melt-out till derived from granite and/or schist
and/or gneiss

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 6 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw1 - 6 to 12 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw2 - 12 to 24 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw3 - 24 to 28 inches: fine sandy loam
C1 - 28 to 36 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
C2 - 36 to 65 inches: gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 15 percent
Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 9.0 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to
high (0.57 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 30 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 6.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7s
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Charlton
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Hills
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Canton
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Hills
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Paxton
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills, till plains
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Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

Leicester
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Woodbridge
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Rainbow
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Drumlins, hills
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: No

Narragansett
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Hills, till plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No

60B—Canton and Charlton fine sandy loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w81s
Elevation: 0 to 1,460 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 71 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 240 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Canton and similar soils: 50 percent
Charlton and similar soils: 35 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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Description of Canton

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills, moraines
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, nose slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Coarse-loamy over sandy melt-out till derived from gneiss,

granite, and/or schist

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 7 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw1 - 7 to 156 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw2 - 15 to 26 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
2C - 26 to 65 inches: gravelly loamy sand

Properties and qualities

Slope: 3 to 8 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: 19 to 39 inches to strongly contrasting textural
stratification

Natural drainage class: Well drained

Runoff class: Low

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to high
(0.14 to 14.17 in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.7 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2s
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Charlton

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines, ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, shoulder, summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest
Down-slope shape: Linear, convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Coarse-loamy melt-out till derived from granite, gneiss, and/or
schist

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 7 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw - 7 to 22 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
C - 22 to 65 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 3 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
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Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to high
(0.14 to 14.17 in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 6.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 2e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Sutton
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Ground moraines, ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Leicester
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Depressions, ground moraines, drainageways, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope, footslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Base slope
Down-slope shape: Linear, concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Chatfield
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Ridges, hills
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope, shoulder, summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, side slope, nose slope
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear, convex
Hydric soil rating: No

60D—Canton and Charlton soils, 15 to 25 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 9lpq
Elevation: 0 to 1,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 43 to 54 inches
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Mean annual air temperature: 45 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 185 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Canton and similar soils: 45 percent
Charlton and similar soils: 35 percent
Minor components: 20 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Canton

Setting
Landform: Hills
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Coarse-loamy over sandy and gravelly melt-out till derived from
granite and/or schist and/or gneiss

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 1 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 1to 3inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
Bw1 - 3to 15 inches: gravelly loam
Bw2 - 15 to 24 inches: gravelly loam
Bw3 - 24 to 30 inches: gravelly loam
2C - 30 to 60 inches: very gravelly loamy sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 25 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to
high (0.57 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 5.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Charlton

Setting
Landform: Hills
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Coarse-loamy melt-out till derived from granite and/or schist
and/or gneiss

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 4 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw1 - 4 to 7 inches: fine sandy loam
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Bw2 - 7 to 19 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw3 - 19 to 27 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
C - 27 to 65 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 25 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to
high (0.57 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 5.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Sutton
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Leicester
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Depressions, drainageways
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Chatfield
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Ridges, hills
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Hollis
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Ridges, hills
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Hydric soil rating: No
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61B—Canton and Charlton fine sandy loams, 0 to 8 percent slopes, very
stony

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2w81v
Elevation: 0 to 1,480 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 36 to 71 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 55 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 240 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Canton, very stony, and similar soils: 50 percent
Charlton, very stony, and similar soils: 35 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Canton, Very Stony

Setting
Landform: Ridges, hills, moraines
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope, crest, nose slope
Down-slope shape: Convex, linear
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Coarse-loamy over sandy melt-out till derived from gneiss,

granite, and/or schist

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 2 inches: slightly decomposed plant material
A - 2 to 5inches: fine sandy loam
Bw1 - 5 to 16 inches: fine sandy loam
Bw2 - 16 to 22 inches: gravelly fine sandy loam
2C - 22 to 67 inches: gravelly loamy sand

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 8 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragments: 1.6 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: 19 to 39 inches to strongly contrasting textural
stratification

Natural drainage class: Well drained

Runoff class: Low

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to high
(0.14 to 14.17 in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None
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