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SECTION 1
PURPOSE AND NEED

1.0 INTRODUCTION

In 1999 the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved various projects to improve runways and
runway safety areas (RSAs) at Igor |. Sikorsky Memorial Airport (BDR) in Stratford Connecticut (see
Exhibit 1.0-1 and Exhibit 1.0-2). These proposed improvements followed the completion of an airport
master plan and a fatal crash in 1994. For various reasons explained below, those projects were never
completed. This document provides an environmental analysis of an additional RSA alternative and a
reevaluation of the existing alternatives included in the 1999 environmental documents. A runway
extension for Runway 6-24 is not proposed in this reevaluation.

According to FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, “if major steps toward
implementation of the proposed action (such as the start of construction, substantial acquisition, or
relocation activities) have not commenced within three years from the date of approval of the FEIS, a
written reevaluation of the adequacy, accuracy, and validity of the FEIS will be prepared by the
responsible FAA official.” FAA Order 1050.1E further states that “this evaluation, signed by the
responsible FAA official, will either conclude that the contents of the previously prepared environmental
documents remain valid or that significant changes require the preparation of a supplement or new EIS.”

Thus, this Written Reevaluation of the Final EIS has been prepared to assist the FAA in evaluating the
potential environmental effects resulting from the newly proposed design for the RSA upgrades to
Runway 6-24 at BDR and will document the additional data that has arisen since publication of the Final
EIS. The proposed projects to be re-evaluated in this Written Reevaluation include the following:

e Construction of a RSA that is 500 feet in width (250 feet on either side of the runway centerline) by 300
feet in length beyond the Runway 24 threshold with the installation of an Engineered Materials Arresting
System (EMAS) (120 feet in width by 300 feet in length); and

e Rehabilitation of pavement on Runway 6-24.

It should be noted that an extension to Runway 6-24 and an approach lighting system are not proposed;
thus, this Written Reevaluation will not include an evaluation of a runway extension or the installation of
an approach lighting system.

This report will be divided into the following sections:

Section 1 (Purpose and Need) will discuss the purpose and need of the proposed projects to be
addressed in this written reevaluation;

Section 2 (Alternatives) will discuss the new design alternative to meet the stated purpose and need;
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Section 3 (Affected Environment) will provide a description of the existing condition of the physical,
natural, and human environment both on and within the immediate vicinity of the Airport that has changed
since preparation of the Final EIS; and

Section 4 (Environmental Consequences) will present an assessment of the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project alternative included in Section 2.

This document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
[(NEPA); 42 United States Code (USC) 4321 et seq.]; the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
implementing regulations; [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1500-1508]; FAA Order 1050.1E,
Change 1: Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and FAA Order 5050.4B: National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions as supplemented by FAA’s
Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions (October 2007).

This Written Reevaluation was made available for public comment. A total of twelve comment letters were
received from the public. In addition, a Public Workshop/Hearing was held on September 22, 2010. A
total of twenty-nine speakers commented at the public hearing. All substantive comments received from
the public during the public comment period as well as during the Public Hearing were carefully reviewed;
comments and responses are included in Appendix F. In accordance with Federal regulations, the FAA
will not decide whether to implement the proposed projects or take an alternative action until the review
process is completed and a ROD is issued.

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

On April 27, 1994, a twin-engine charter aircraft overshot Runway 6-24 at BDR in instrument conditions
and struck the blast fence at the northeast end of Runway 6-24 (see Appendix G). Eight passengers
were killed. In a report by the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), the following was
recommended: “In coordination with the State of Connecticut and the Town of Stratford, following the
relocation of State Highway 113, Sikorsky Memorial Airport should immediately establish a runway safety
area at the approach end of Runway 24 in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration Advisory
Circular 150/5300-13 and remove the nonfrangible blast fence.” Class Il, Priority Action) (A-94-216).

In 1995, the City of Bridgeport and BDR completed a Master Plan Study and Airport Layout Plan (ALP)
Update, which identified deficiencies that affected the ability of the Airport to fulfill its role as a regional
corporate and general aviation airport for the New England region. Deficiencies noted were as follows:
deteriorated pavement on Runway 6-24; non-standard RSAs on Runway 6-24; absence of a standard
runway approach lighting system for the Runway 6-24 instrument approach; and insufficient runway
length on Runway 6-24.

As a result of the deficiencies noted in the Master Plan, an EIS was initiated in 1996 to address the
potential environmental impacts associated with various proposed projects that were intended to improve
the runway pavement structure on Runway 6-24; to provide, to the extent practicable, RSAs on Runway
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6-24 which met (then) current FAA minimum safety standards; to enhance the visual guidance for the
Runway 6-24 instrument approach; and to provide sufficient runway length on Runway 6-24 to
accommodate existing and projected air transportation demand.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Improvements to Runway 6-24 at BDR was
prepared in May 1999 and a ROD was issued by the FAA on October 5, 1999. The proposed
improvements were included on the (then) current ALP, dated 1995. The proposed improvements
contained in the ROD included a shift of Runway 6-24 700 feet to the northeast; construction of a 1,000-
foot RSA for Runway 24; construction of an 800-foot RSA for Runway 6; relocation of Main Street (Route
113); installation of a MALSF; and rehabilitation of pavement of Runway 6-24.

On October 1, 1999, the FAA issued FAA Order 5200.8, Runway Safety Area Program, which stated that
all federally obligated airports and all RSAs at airports certificated under 14 CFR part 139 shall conform to
the standards contained in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design, to the extent practicable.

In December 1999, the Town of Stratford, Connecticut objected to the issuance of the FAA’s ROD for the
Approval of the 1995 Airport Layout Plan, Installation of Landing Aid, and Funding of Airport
Development, (October 1999) and sued the FAA. Ultimately the US Court of Appeals found in favor of the
FAA ROD.

In accordance with FAA Order 5200.8, a RSA Determination was issued by the FAA on September 9,
2000 that stated that the RSA for Runway 6-24 can be improved by shifting the runway 700 feet northerly,
resulting in 900 feet on the Runway 6 centerline and 1,000 feet on the Runway 24 end.

On March 9, 2001, a single engine aircraft overran the runway while landing and struck the non-frangible
blast fence (see Appendix G). On April 23, 2004, the NTSB reached out to the Town of Stratford by
writing that it” strongly urges the Town of Stratford to agree to the approved airport layout plan. The Board
believes that failure to do so imposes an unnecessary and avoidable safety risk...”

Opposition still continued and in order to compromise with the Town of Stratford and the City of
Bridgeport to advance critical RSA improvements, the FAA suggested that one of the EIS alternatives be
re-evaluated for consideration. Alternative 1G, as explained in Section 2, was selected for re-evaluation
and on May 30, 2003. The Town of Stratford and the FAA agreed that the safety improvements for
Runway 6-24 should be revised to allow Runway 6-24 to remain in its current location, the RSA for
Runway 6 to include existing wetlands, and the RSA for Runway 24 to be limited to 300 feet beyond the
threshold of Runway 24. This agreement received support from the Connecticut Department of
Transportation (CT DOT) on August 3, 2006.

Subsequent to that support and upon a submission by the Town of Stratford’s state representative, the
State Legislature imposed to a two year (one year then it was extended) Moratorium in April 2007 on any
State involvement on the moving of Main Street in Stratford, which prevented the possibility of the RSA
project progressing as the State needed to be a part of the movement of the State roadway.
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Given the advancement in EMAS technology, a revised RSA Determination was issued on February 5,
2009 by the FAA in accordance with FAA Order 5200.8. The FAA recognized that EMAS technology has
now improved and would be warranted for study at BDR as it would enhance the safety for aircraft in
approach categories C and D. The FAA also recognized that Alternative 1G of the Final EIS did not
include the removal of the non-frangible blast fence. Based on FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13,
Airport Design, the blast velocity of the business jet using BDR would not warrant the existence of the
fence and thus, it could be removed. The revised RSA Determination recommended the construction of a
300-foot safety area on the Runway 24 end with EMAS and the removal of the blast fence.

The ALP was updated to reflect these changes; the ALP was conditionally approved on March 20, 2009
(see Exhibit 1.1-1).

On June 12, 2009, a single-engine aircraft struck the non-frangible blast fence at the northeast end of the
runway (see Appendix G). Subsequent efforts by the US Army, FAA, and the City of Bridgeport to ensure
a small piece of federal surplus property be dedicated toward the EMAS project was met with another
lawsuit. In March 2010, the Town of Stratford sued the City of Bridgeport seeking a preliminary injunction
to prevent that dedication of land or further efforts towards the EMAS project. The preliminary injunction
was denied by the US District Court.

As of 2011, none of the proposed improvements addressed in the Final EIS/ROD have occurred at BDR.

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND ROLE OF THE AIRPORT

BDR occupies a 600-acre site in the Town of Stratford in Fairfield County, Connecticut. The Airport is
approximately four miles southeasterly of the City of Bridgeport and approximately 20 miles southwest of
New Haven, Connecticut. The Airport has a listed elevation of 10 feet above mean sea level and is
located on a peninsula bounded by Main Street (Connecticut Route 113) on the east and Lordship
Township, Prospect Drive, and Stratford Road on the south and west, and a portion of the Great
Meadows on the north. The Airport is owned and operated by the City of Bridgeport.

1.2.1 FORECAST OF AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS

Several forecasting efforts have been completed for the Airport. In support of the Master Plan effort is
1995, a forecasting effort was completed for the Airport for the years 1998, 2003, and 2018 with 1993 as
the base year. This effort was developed based on the data in the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF),
the 1986 Connecticut State Airport System Plan, and the 1982 Master Plan in addition to historical trends
at the Airport. In 2006, the Connecticut Statewide Airport System Plan provided a review of the existing
state aviation system. These forecasts were developed using the 1995 effort.

Since air traffic at BDR had fallen significantly since the 1995 Airport Master Plan, a forecasting effort was
conducted in support of the ALP Update in 2009 to determine the critical or design aircraft and to review
the role of the Airport.
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1.2.1.1 Classification of the Airport

The classification of an airport in reference to its conformance with design standards is accomplished by
a system called the airport reference code, or ARC. The ARC is comprised of a two-part code, which
represents the approach speed and wingspan of the critical design aircraft. The critical design aircraft is
defined as the largest aircraft with 500 or more operations that operates or is anticipated to operate at the
airport in the foreseeable future. The components of this ARC code are defined in Table 1.2-1.

TABLE 1.2-1: ARC COMPONENT DEFINITIONS

APPROACH
APPROACH SPEED DESIGN
SPEED WINGSPAN CRITERIA
CATEGORY CRITERIA GROUP
A Speed < 91 Knots I Wingspan < 49 feet
B Speed > 91 but < 121 knots Il Wingspan > 49 but < 79 feet
C Speed >121 but < 141 knots 1 Wingspan > 79 but < 118 feet
D Speed >141 but < 166 knots v Wingspan> 118 but < 171 feet
E Speed > 166 knots \ Wingspan > 171 but < 214 feet
\' Wingspan > 214 but < 262 feet

Source: FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13.

According to the Master Plan that was prepared for BDR in 1995, the critical aircraft was the Gulfstream
[I; thus, BDR was identified as being in Approach Category C, Design Group Il (C-1l) for Runway 6-24. In
April 2009, an ALP Update was prepared. This Update noted that despite the fall off in overall aircraft
traffic at the Airport, jet traffic has increased (see Table 1.2-2). As shown in the table, the aircraft using
the airfield in approach categories C and D are jets and since there are more than 500 operations by the
Gulfstream 1V, this aircraft has been selected critical aircraft for design. Thus, the ARC for future
development at the Airport is D-1l, which includes aircraft with approach speeds of 141 knots or more but
less than 166 knots, wing spans between 49 feet and 79 feet, and tail heights between 20 feet but not
including 30 feet.
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TABLE 1.2-2: ANNUAL JET AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX (OPERATIONS)

Three Year
AIRCRAFT ARC sz‘"(fg:) 1903' | 20022 | Average, | 2007°
- VS 2005-2007"
Challenger C-ll 41,250 60 328 - 580
Cessna Citation (all B-Il 22,000 300 1,552 1,418 839
Models)
Gulfstream II/III/IV/IV C-1I/D-ll 68,700 10 1,028 1,057 3,175
Gulfstream I D-II 65,300 - - 78 -
Gulfstream Il C-l 68,700 - - 246 365
Gulfstream IV D-II 74,000 - - 641 708
Gulfstream V C-li 89,000 - - 92 412
Learjet 24/35/54/60 D-1 18,300 370 534 613 658
Dassault Falcon
50/900 B-II 37,500 10 56 352 1,032
Rockwell Sabreliner C-l 24,500 240 - - -
IAl Westwind/IAl Astra C-l 23,500 240 290 225 -
Boeing 737 C-lll 110,000 - 6 - -
BAC 111 C- 79,000 120 - - -
Global Express C-l - - - 12 90

Source: reprinted from Airport Layout Plan Update, URS Corporation (2009).
' 1993 Master Plan
% Jet Ops by Type (IFR, 7/02 to 6/03) from Sikorsky Airport Operations
® Jet Ops by Type, Calendar Year 2007, from Sikorsky Airport Operations, includes VFR ops
“ETMSC Report, 01/2005 to 12/2007, from filed flight plans

1.3 EXISTING AIRPORT FACILITIES IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT

Since none of the proposed improvements addressed in the Final EIS/ROD have occurred at BDR, the
deficiencies noted in the Master Plan and Final EIS remain. It should be noted that during the EIS
process between 1996 and 1999, alternatives to provide sufficient runway length on Runway 6-24 to
accommodate existing air carrier and corporate and projected air transportation demand were eliminated
from further study. In addition, during the numerous meetings and discussions over the last 10 years with
the FAA, City of Bridgeport, and the Town of Stratford, the City, Airport, and FAA decided that an
approach lighting system would not be considered.

The most recent, FAA-approved ALP for BDR is shown on Exhibit 1.1-1. Note: This ALP will be
submitted with minor corrections to the FAA. Per guidance received by the FAA, the Non-Conforming
Condition table is being renamed to Modification of Standards and the RSA for Runway 6 will be identified
as being 100 feet beyond the threshold and not 200 feet.

Final Written Reevaluation: Environmental Impact Statement Section 1 — Purpose and Need
Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport June 27, 2011
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1.3.1 RUNWAY SAFETY AREA

As defined by FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design, a RSA is “a defined surface
surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for reducing the risk or damage to airplanes in the event of
an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the runway.” The required RSA at an airport is based on the
ARC. At the time of the Master Plan and Final EIS, FAA guidelines detailed in Advisory Circular
150/5300-13, stipulated that a D-Il runway requires a RSA that is 500 feet in width centered on the
runway centerline and 1,000 feet in length beyond the runway threshold. However, since that time, FAA
standards relating to RSAs have changed. According to the ALP Update (2009), most of the air traffic
using BDR are aircraft in approach categories A and B and that the visibility minimums to Runway 6 are 1
mile. According to Change 14 of Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, a RSA that is 300 feet in length prior to
the landing threshold or beyond the runway end would satisfy the RSA needs for the majority of aircraft
using Runway 6.

There is only 100 feet of RSA beyond the Runway 6 threshold and no RSA at the end of Runway 24 (see
Exhibit 1.3-1). A blast fence is located 15 to 25 feet northeast of the end of the pavement at the Runway
24 end immediately adjacent to Main Street (US Route 11). This structure is 200 feet in length, 8 feet in
height, and constructed to withstand jet blasts in excess of 120 miles per hour. The fence is a rigid, non-
frangible structure.

1.3.2 PAVEMENT CONDITION

Subsequent to the completion of the Master Plan Update in 1995, engineering investigations were
conducted in June 1996. Results indicated that the pavement on both runways were “fair” with both
runways exhibiting indications of accelerating deterioration due to normal exposure to weather and
climate. A visual inspection indicated that Runway 6-24 exhibited a higher degree of pavement raveling.
As a result of this Pavement Condition Index study, the FAA recommended that the pavements of both
runways be reconstructed to restore a 20-year design life. It should be noted that limited funding
precludes the ability to reconstruct Runway 11-29 at this time.

1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
The purpose and need of the proposed projects contained in this Written Reevaluation are the following:

e Provide, to the extent practicable, RSAs on Runway 6-24 which meet current FAA minimum
safety standards: The National Transportation Safety Board stated that ‘the fatalities were caused by the
presence of the nonfrangible blast fence and the absence of a safety area at the end of the runway.” FAA
Order 5200.8 states that the RSAs at Federally obligated airports and all RSAs at airports certificated
under 14 CFR Part 139 shall conform to the standards contained in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 to
the maximum extent practicable.

Final Written Reevaluation: Environmental Impact Statement Section 1 — Purpose and Need
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e Improve the runway pavement structure on Runway 6-24 in order to restore a 20-year pavement
design life to accommodate existing and projected aircraft types and levels of operations:. The
Airport does participate in a regular crack seal maintenance program and in 2007, the runway received a
thermoplastic seal coat; however, no reconstruction or rehabilitation of the pavement of Runway 6-24 has
taken place. Thus, the pavement is continuing to deteriorate as identified in the engineering investigations
in 1996.

The purpose and need has been changed from that was included in the 1999 Final EIS/ROD. Principally,
there is no proposal to extend Runway 6-24. The need to improve the RSA and Runway 6-24 pavement
remains. Section 2 identifies the proposed action and alternatives developed to meet the purpose and
need.

In addition to evaluating alternatives, this Written Reevaluation will also determine whether the contents
of the previously prepared 1999 environmental documents remain valid or whether significant changes
require the preparation of a supplement or new EIS. This determination will be based in part on a review
of new information obtained since the issuance of the Final EIS/ROD.

Final Written Reevaluation: Environmental Impact Statement Section 1 — Purpose and Need
Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport June 27, 2011
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SECTION 2
ALTERNATIVES

2.0 INTRODUCTION

Section 1 identified the nature and extent of existing conditions at BDR with respect to the non-standard
RSA and deteriorating pavement condition. This section provides a description and evaluation of
alternatives considered in terms of meeting the identified purpose and need for the proposed
improvements at BDR.

The EIS process initially identified 21 preliminary alternatives for the rehabilitation of Runway 6-24, RSA
upgrades to Runway 6-24 and associated relocation of Main Street, and the construction of an approach
lighting system for Runway 6. All of these alternatives included the reconstruction of all or part of the
existing pavement on Runway 6-24 and were developed based on three basic scenarios:

Group 1 Alternatives: Alternatives which utilized only the existing pavement envelope of Runway 6-24;

Group 2 Alternatives: Alternatives which shifted the pavement of Runway 6-24 to accommodate RSAs
and the approach light system only to the extent required to provide the 4,677 linear feet of usable takeoff
length presently provided by the runway; and

Group 3 Alternatives: Alternatives which shifted and extended the pavement of Runway 6-24 as to
provide a 5,000-foot usable takeoff length as well as accommodate RSAs and the approach light system.

2.1 FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR FURTHER STUDY

During the EIS process, the 21 preliminary alternatives were then screened according to two basic
assessment criteria: aviation operations and wetland impact. As a result of the initial screening, the
following alternatives were retained for further study: Alternatives 1, 1G, 2B, 2D, 3E, 3G, as well as the
No Action Alternative. However, after further analysis and coordination, it was determined in the EIS
process that the additional runway length in the Group 3 Alternatives may be inconsistent with the
Connecticut Coastal Management Act as it relates to the expansion of airports within the coastal
boundary. Thus, Alternatives 3E and 3G were dropped from further study and Alternatives 1, 1G, 2B, 2D
and No Action were retained for further study. Alternative 2D was selected as the FAA’s Preferred
Alternative in the Draft EIS; however, due to comments received during the Draft EIS Public Review
Process, this alternative was modified to combine various elements of Alternative 2B [Medium Intensity
Approach Light System with Sequenced Flashing Lights (MALSF) and 800-foot RSA at the Runway 6
end] and Alternative 2D (MALSF, 1,000-foot RSA at the Runway 24 end, and the relocation of Main
Street onto Sniffens Lane). This combination was referred to as Alternative 2D-Modified and then became
the FAA’s Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS and the Selected Alternative in the ROD.

277 AL TERNATIVE 7

As noted above, Group 1 Alternatives only utilized the existing pavement envelope of Runway 6-24.
Thus, this alternative involved the reconstruction of the Runway 6-24 pavement without any other
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improvements; that is, this alternative did not involve the addition of any RSAs or approach light systems
and an extension of the usable takeoff length of that runway (see Exhibit 2.1-1).

2712 AL TERNATIVE 1G

Based on comments received during the study process, this alternative was developed to provide a
minimal amount of RSA at the Runway 24 end without impacting any wetlands. Thus, this alternative is
similar to Alternative 1 in that it involved the reconstruction of the Runway 6-24 pavement but provided
250 feet of RSA at the Runway 24 end with a minor relocation of Main Street (see Exhibit 2.1-2).

273 AL TERNATIVE 2B

As mentioned above, Group 2 Alternatives shifted the pavement of Runway 6-24 to accommodate RSAs
and the approach light system only to the extent required to provide the 4,677 linear feet of usable takeoff
length provided by the runway. Thus, this alternative shifted the runway 575 feet to the northeast with the
abandonment of the pavement on the Runway 6 end and the construction of RSAs of 500 feet in width
and 600 feet in length for Runway 6-24 (see Exhibit 2.1-3). Alternative 2B included a MALSF installed
approximately at the new Runway 6 threshold. This alternative required Main Street to be relocated 1,200
feet to the northeast.

274 AL 7TERNA TIVE 2D

Alternative 2D shifted Runway 6-24 875 feet to the northeast with the abandonment of the pavement of
the Runway 6 end and the construction of RSAs of 500 feet in width and 1,000 feet in length for Runway
6-24 (see Exhibit 2.1-4). Also, a MALSF was proposed with Alternative 2D. This alternative required Main
Street to be relocated approximately 1,800 feet to the northeast.

2715 AL TERNA TIVE ZD-MODIFIED

Alternative 2D-Modified shifted the entire existing runway 875 feet to the northeast and establish a 1,000-
foot long by 500-foot wide graded RSAs at both ends of the new runway. This configuration required the
closure of a portion of existing Main Street and creation of a new connection utilizing a segment of
existing Sniffens Lane and new roadway around the end of the new RSA back to Main Street. As a result
of the Final EIS/ROD, Alternative 2D-Modified was selected for final design and construction (see Exhibit
2.1-5).

276 NOACTION AL TERNATIVE
The No Action Alternative was defined as not reconstructing Runway 6-24, not providing standard RSAs,

not installing an approach lighting system on Runway 6-24, and not extending Runway 6-24 to a length of
5,000 feet.
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Although this alternative would not have met the intended purpose and need stated in the EIS, it was
retained and considered throughout the EIS process in order to establish a comparative baseline against
which all other Build Alternatives were compared.

2.2 NEW ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR FURTHER STUDY

Since completion of the Final EIS and FAA’s issuance of a ROD, no improvements have occurred at BDR
but new information has been received. In 1999, the FAA issued FAA Order 5200.8 that stated that all
federally obligated airports and all RSAs at airports certificated under 14 CFR part 139 shall conform to
the standards contained in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 to the extent practicable. As a result, the
FAA issued a Determination that stated that the RSA for Runway 6-24 can be improved by shifting the
runway 700 feet northerly, resulting in 900 feet on the Runway 6 centerline and 1,000 feet on the Runway
24 end. Opposition continued and as a result, in 2003, the FAA and the Town of Stratford agreed that one
of the EIS alternatives be re-evaluated for consideration. Given the technological advances with EMAS,
the FAA reissued their Determination in 2009 to include the use of EMAS with Alternative 1G from the
Final EIS. The Determination also called for the removal of the non-frangible blast fence.

227 AL TERNATIVE 7G-MODIFIED WITH INSTALLATION OF FMAS

This new alternative is similar in scope to the RSA improvements for Runway 24 originally presented as
Alternative 1G in the Final EIS, which included a RSA that is 500-foot wide (250 feet on either side of the
runway centerline) by 250-foot in length beyond the Runway 24 threshold. However, Alternative 1G-
Modified varies in that it provides construction of the RSA for Runway 24 of 300 feet and not 250 feet as
with Alternative 1G. Thus, this revised alternative involves the rehabilitation of pavement on Runway 6-24
and construction of a RSA that is 500 feet in width (250 feet on either side of the runway centerline) by
300 feet in length beyond the Runway 24 threshold with the installation of an Engineered Materials
Arresting System (EMAS) (120 feet in width by 300 feet in length). Exhibit 2.2.-1 depicts this new
alternative. This alternative is depicted on the current ALP which was conditionally approved by the FAA
on March 20, 2009 (refer back to Exhibit 1.1-1). Conditional approval indicates the improvements shown
on the ALP still require environmental determinations/permits.

The installation of EMAS could be used to enhance the RSA beyond the runway end when it is not
practicable to obtain a RSA that meets current standards. FAA Advisory Circular 150/5220-22A,
Engineered Materials Arresting Systems (EMAS) for Aircraft Overruns, provides guidance on EMAS.
EMAS provides a crushable material in the RSA that allows an aircraft, unable to stop on the active
runway, to gradually decrease its speed, and allow the aircraft to come to a stop without serious structural
damage. EMAS offers runways with geographically constrained areas an opportunity to provide the
acceptable level of safety as a conventional RSA would.

According to FAA Advisory Circular 150/5220-22A, the resulting RSA with EMAS “must provide adequate
protection for aircraft that touch down prior to the runway threshold (undershoot). Adequate protection is
provided by either: (1) providing at least 600 feet (or the length of the standard runway safety area,
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whichever is less) between the runway threshold and the far end of the EMAS bed if the approach end of
the runway has vertical guidance or (2) providing full length standard runway safety area when no vertical
guidance is provided.” The FAA concluded in the 2009 RSA Determination that the majority of aircraft that
utilize Runway 6 are in categories A and B and thus require a RSA 300 feet in length prior to the landing
threshold or beyond the runway end.

Connected actions to this new design alternative include the following (see Exhibit 2.2-1):
e Relocation of 2,150 feet of Main Street;

e Installation of new runway edge lights on Runway 6-24;

e Relocation of Runway End Identifier Lights;

e Relocation of the existing Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI) or replacement of the VASI with a
Precision Approach Path Indicator;

e Construction of a new connector taxiway (35 feet in width by 330 feet in length) from Taxiway A to the
new Runway 24 threshold and demolition of the existing connector taxiway from Taxiway A to the existing
Runway intersection;

e Removal of the existing blast fence located off the Runway 24 threshold;

e Installation of new Airport security fence;

e Removal of an existing berm, tide gate, and culvert; and

e Construction of a turnaround at the Runway 6 threshold.
222 NO BUil D AL TERNATIVE

The No Build Alternative was assessed consistent with Section 1502.14(d) of CEQ Regulations (40 CFR
1500-1508), which requires that the No Build Alternative be considered in all development projects. The
No Build Alternative assumes that no alteration of the existing airfield configuration would occur other
than routine maintenance and equipment upgrading. Therefore, with implementation of the No Build
Alternative, no reconstruction of Runway 6-24 pavement would occur and no RSAs upgrades to bring, to
the extent practicable, BDR into compliance with application FAA design standards would occur.

223 SUMMARY

An assessment of the potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative 1G-Modified as well as
the No Build Alternative is presented in Section 4 — Environmental Consequences.

Final Written Reevaluation: Environmental Impact Statement Section 2 — Alternatives
Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport June 27, 2011

2-4



j

XX % % oo —
R 2R %
ode X <5 ‘ a3 ;
02 3 | § 5:{ 7
ey «SNIFFENS-/ Yr
; P 8 S ~~~~~ i
0 % I ™ &mﬂm»»www LA N E I {
7 i - e L i = Pt
7% i z ey s LG A
8 7 i | ‘
258 %
5% o2 by H >
R RIHIRN {
R S wd 2.
ferastvare: o ta%etetats
%
855 QRS 2 -,
00X R
3% o 2RSS AXNZ m
X 2528 el ) Y. A ‘
:. XXX, SOOOOC
55 XX LR Y
X % ¥ 20RO (nd
% gl %
ek XX i
o4 >
o KX % % ?’—r
5 ,/" ’ Q S
i XK
25250 b
5 3 '
2R & 077 % v
RIS 2
XY % B it
7 /4 XK oo oo, R RS T
4 : X R S P Wi
%S 025050509052 R RIRHRIRIS \ ‘i
S
% % :0:0...0:0:of‘..:b.‘":':':':"o:‘ Vi A}
R %S SRRRBRRY i X R AR \
’ 4 b, ¢ WO XXX X SOOOOOOC pree! %! ‘V..‘.,.-" TIRE, PEIUE. PRSI SSSy
2 SRR RRKNRRANAK,
e & S X
AAAIID
X i
: i il ; )i :
¢
%
oo RS
os RN
X
e e e e e - i = i 3
RIS ’ : 01 . 3 5
50 SR [y 0
X908 90595255 eleteteseres [y \ S =
& X 2020050025 2058 1/ (719 \
K C—— S — — — —— — — — o— o— — o— — —— t— o— o— v— — o —J—o—_ — — —— E
RS : s TiH e
ifio.
.!.I,I.l ¥ / !
IR X 3 SR8 &% 9% ! K X %% / i/ i/ Igli 8o ore e tetes
oatere AR soees 2 0 o LXK AR / ilk/ / *
5% 0% 0552825, < / 1’ 7
08 % 0% 3 . 633017 " IRERR X
X 00X oo : L g L
:-: 3¢5 250> o 7 hed
‘N X X :‘ :l: i 1 ;
% 5 et A
Soteteds g 200, 5 [P
X KRXRRS AR
/3
4]
rof |
& 8
K ~?" ! i
NN
71
i ! 7
i1
iriid
ok {11
i S SO
Jfpr T
il
(il
il
ifpid
il
fr i

Source: Reprinted from Final Environmental Impact
Statement / Environmental Impact Evaluation for the
Proposed Improvements to Runway 6-24, May 1999.

500 0 250 500 1000

IGOR |, SIKORSKY MEMORIAL AIRPORT

STRATFORD, CONNECTICUT

URS

SITES OF POTENTIAL HAZMAT/
ENVIROMENTAL CONCERN

INLAND WETLAND
TIDAL WETLAND

OPEN WATER

NOTES:

————— EXISTING RUNWAY SAFETY AREA
— - ——— EXISTING AIRPORT PROPERTY BOUNDARY
—— - —— LIMIT OF GRADING/DISTURBANCE

RECONSTRUCTION OF EXISTING RUNWAY

NO ADDITIONAL SAFETY AREAS
NO APPROACH LIGHT SYSTEM

NO EXTENSION OF USABLE TAKEOFF LENGTH

OF RUNWAY

BLAST FENCE @ RUNWAY END 24 WOQULD REMAIN
AT ITS CURRENT LOCATION AND CONFIGURATION

PAVEMENT

e

o

ALTERNATIVE 1

EXHIBIT

2.1-1




EXHIBIT
2.1-2

cmneansf

ALTERNATIVE 1G

1. RECONSTRUCTION OF EXISTING RUNWAY PAVEMENT

2. ADDITIONAL 250’ SAFETY AREA @ RUNWAY 24 END

4. NO EXTENSION OF USEABLE TAKEOFF LENGTH OF RUNWAY
. RELOCATION OF MAIN STREET AVOIDS WETLAND IMPACTS
6. WOULD REQUIRE THE RELOCATION OF BLAST FENCE ALONG

=
=
) oS 12 (72]
i s -
o F (73] Ll
el 1.8 ]
s E
wmn H m w [72]
i B 3
1 sz 5L
s F O O >
5 i > <
>z J
SEE 28
=55 FEEsE
Q o <
e
Eae <Losg
B¢ o
=S v = o
o
)

5

>
3
<
o
Z
3
x O @ 92
e % > <
N A | o
(@] > 2 o
- [, L -
L a. p—
(o] L o (72]
= < 24 a
Ld 0 a. <
MS > — o
= I 9z z
ax 3 o a
<O z W <
ol ) = (2
@ (4 < (&)
g O O L
z3 z £ ©°
= = = —
g @ 4] =
x> X =< =
W< Ll Ll r
| _ ‘
_
X 1
S
|
<
o
< W
= =
[FY] -MR
L L
< HC.
(72} aZ
- 9
< - .MC
W\/ Z o e
S S5 =z e
S w 7 @ tu
& = W < FW
. - -
] wo T I F Us
a £33 %9 3 2 a Ez
Hiw il 58 Z F oS o
e B
: B | B
i N
- () .
% Lo
\ c D
\ o= O
, e
“ca =
T O S o (4
2s = o 0
) © <t (@ o
£3 o x5
B < w © Mnlu
X3 1 m L w < -
S5z Z 0
C ®© c oz
was o =2
S ECX o Lo
S 2 ‘0 =0
E LL ]
3 c9 o WR
, 525 & & &
“ c £ mm
O 9 -
o= > @
=S 0 © -0
[ —_
- — n p R
= Q
3 2R \ R T s Q== e
2 \ 5 am ta%ee 0 “x"x" [0 d c O
s S R 5 .0 Q@
.“.W XX 2 uun_ 3 HISH X2 SRBRL w m %
- : % Tt 2 2
o : HiE : s S89 S
SRR N R e s ol 2 0
e 2 8 ainn IR % nua
S RIS R LR R 5




QR Q
R
o0
&
Q 2 QR
X
X
gy
XXX 02 /'f 4
XX o8 &
KRHRANX ;': S’
R #
% y o
KXXX % 2 % 2
:::: Titatited Q e E' 0ees
I:.: : OO X
%%, %3 SR RRRHAARKD 02
o oo "‘/;‘ o % %>
X o X
o X
S ﬁ. X
#,-"'f ot 59
//"' XXX
.
R 4 5 : 4
g X
Q & Satetarel "
KRR XRIRIN 7,
o’ v RN
RS X . SRR R ARRRREIXN
025 o.».:;u.v'-.o.o}‘o"
b ‘ % o \00000
5% X %
4 R |
At teroretets
X /$ \
SRR
% R
o0
R
R
X
0
% %
=K =
oo
230503 X% XX % %3
X X (XX 120 ted0 e %R
20K X 02 X degesesess: MR »
(XS RUARRXU :?u
XRXHX oyt o 00X 5% 2 3>
MK 3G
2X0% 25 MO £ L7
XRHX o 20 KR o n'. % 0! 2 I: /! if 2R
XXX % & :: § 3 XXRHK IRVA N d
X X *0% R AR ""
%99, X X 2 SOCK, ooy S !._./ \‘ i oag.,e,x k\‘
: R RREK o 28 XXX [/ i X g G - .
X { Tk 4
. 5N 250 & ol r("u' o 03000t [;foz\'é;/! A ‘*\\\ 5 I i
2 SRR S & STLAND M
| s / R RS iy W@;\-x D"-MITIG
X s B ¥ } J :
= { \ \\-\\\&E‘AKE >
e D y
- AL . . B fpe -
- - o .,\\.:’r’?ﬁ " 2 LY
VoL TR ~n, AP
%, frad it Gt B I, U Rt R
' R 5 o I 1 e TR 3
S0y e S AT o 2, PR,
L L LTS R O SR
M’ﬂ"?‘ ARACIE NN S 8 0 R L B

%

/

/

Source: Reprinted from Final Environmental Impact /
Statement / Environmental Impact Evaluation for the e

Proposed Improvements to Runway 6-24, May 1999. W

NOTES:
. 600—-FOOT SAFETY AREA, BOTH ENDS
. NO DECLARED DISTANCES

NEW PAVEMENT 1
2

EXTENDED RUNWAY SAFETY AREA 3. SHIFT RUNWAY 6-24 575 FEET NORTHEAST
4
5

(600" X 500°) RUNWAY PRIMARY SURFACE BOUNDARY 4 |NSTALL MALS—F (IN-PAVEMENT NOT REQUIRED)
. LOCALIZER IN SAFETY AREA

EXISTING PAVEMENT NO LONGER
500 0 250 500 1000 W AVAILABLE FOR RUNWAY USE 5 EXISTING ROADWAY NO LONGER
AVAILABLE FOR USE

INLAND WETLAND

EXISTING RUNWAY SAFETY AREA

TIDAL WETLAND

EXHIBIT

IGOR |. SIKORSKY MEMORIAL AIRPORT —— ———— EXISTING AIRPORT PROPERTY BOUNDARY
OPEN WATER ALTERNATIVE 2B

STRATFORD, CONNECTICUT 21-3
SITES OF POTENTIAL HAZMAT/ —— - —— LIMIT OF GRADING/DISTURBANCE '
URS ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

il




HH % oy %X .
e ererstes & N
TT e
%
HH 2
.:3. H R
o RN i/ %
SRR oo % I/ Y1
o b, Q : gy 38
:n:': X0 Y 4 /
X % .
x
e .
i
% g o\ i .
9084848005 o3 7;,: : g 2 N - :
&% 4% o o .
RIS H ""i H :
+ - A KXN %S N
o 5 s 2RAAXX I f H . '\;\:\
XXX - I 25 § N,
XXX ! o g =‘-( T s rors J b "‘h\\:\%\\
o .,
:n: % ¢ ” SO HHHEE :. f p v.“\\\ L
% % H uun = 2
XX g uu R 3 BRI N N N §
Q X 3 . 3 B
XX / i i j . W % % %, \_‘\‘ MG WA
F 3 KR . % %‘\ A, , ~
Soge e B %, \'\\ . "
; ' : /. ALY AN
& v:e R e a 2
555 X s / b T
X X% e R 03T A a2 Ao s [, 1 S, Yk
2 STETRRTNS s ? L.
952 02 byd (X2 XX “@op::“.s.oac,ee:;o,‘. bd e,
X % % % 5085 Totesetaletereteratetetesels .
2, &
/ BB : 2 BRI DISTURBA
o4 o4 3
HES : 3
S & 3
X
00041 N

X 1
oo H H
& i
R, A e e e i e S i e e R R
e 0 =
XX H
X TR R KR KRR oA ONRRIBINRORIRIIIRI] oy AL ey O] KRNI
immmmm o
R wmanaa
R & > / ]
+30 EHRXXX R Staretes R XXX il'/i X ateteletetetetess & f H
s K 2ds X otos X K ‘ . S0 / {7 Q X X o H
ot % 0RX X X o {iif R H
252 X & IX X ', ! T [ £ 11 1 -xl X
2 ! n:l " el X X 11 Ll i X% i
SRR R : X .": * 3 :I e ,, %1‘/[ l.;w xl e B3 H
Q2 R Sovel 10etels e XS / ,/f / K8 XKL %5 H
% RILHCH X R 0 I 2
o%e %08 0%, ‘oo ID FS X RN Yy
% h% 0X § 1N} ERRANKS X 2 g .
XX i i XHHRR 2505 S W7 ¥
0% iiid 0% a2 e i,
X N7 vy
X% XX % v
% X CRXX ,/’J\}‘ A
% X 7 Y\% " s
Q% XRRY 7Y, i
2 KRS o it
R -
2 X ; % :
OO XY V)
ST Y
o ;é’;
h_ﬂg o7 ‘;’ :‘ /’/’4.
< A
X%
kY . N \5’(‘5’;

Source: Reprinted from Final Environmental Impact
Statement / Environmental Impact Evaluation for the
Proposed Improvements to Runway 6-24, May 1999. .7

500

0 250 500 1000

NEW PAVEMENT

EXTENDED RUNWAY SAFETY AREA
1,000’ X 500’

EXISTING PAVEMENT NO LONGER
AVAILABLE FOR RUNWAY USE

TIDAL WETLAND

INLAND WETLAND

IGOR |, SIKORSKY MEMORIAL AIRPORT
STRATFORD, CONNECTICUT

URS

OPEN WATER

SITES OF POTENTIAL HAZMAT/
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

RUNWAY PRIMARY SURFACE BOUNDARY

EXISTING ROADWAY NO LONGER

X AVAILABLE FOR USE

RUNWAY PRIMARY SURFACE BOUNDARY
— — = — EXISTING AIRPORT PROPERTY BOUNDARY

—— - —— LIMIT OF GRADING/DISTURBANCE

1.
2.
3.
4.
S.

NOTES:

1,000-FOOT SAFETY AREA, BOTH ENDS

NO DECLARED DISTANCES

SHIFT RUNWAY 6-24 875 FEET NORTHEAST
INSTALL MALS—F (IN—PAVEMENT NOT REQUIRED).
LOCALIZER IN SAFETY AREA, OF RUNWAY 24

EXHIBIT

ALTERNATIVE 2D 0 1.4




: u:n"n"n"x"n"u : e '()YJ '
S 5 Y
2 ,,’:‘n ,x"' 0 ! g, Y / /
E XXX X3 XXX Q : s \ N * y)
i O KRN N e [ SN o
RIS 60" RIGHT-OF-WAYS [ § ¥ p
: fé;gi )
s 3 36’ PAVEMEL%wMD‘U.-;,}‘_ _5%‘ ’
SRR T 000" EXTENDED
+ R GAFETY AREA
p o "‘ 2 " N )
/ : 3 : S e
7, o RHRRK X R RRIIRRKS?
/ - ! X LR35
AR R
/'._-::_:#:: XX e = —
nal"u:“ s X ;;z ) :i
: S HE % RS R
: R : : .: :!x‘ 3 : : X ‘IQ‘ g : : '()1
R MITIGATION:..
S5 Risennd S L
L S
&
/ <
Source: Reprinted from Final Environmental Impact , . g‘
Statement / Environmental Impact Evaluation for the / \ i
Proposed Improvements to Runway 6-24, May 1999. / \ Aé
NOTES:
1. 800—FOQOT_SAFETY AREA R'{ 6 END
NEW PAVEMENT 1000—FOOT _SAFETY AREA, yw 24 END

2. NO DECLARED DISTANCES
EXTENDED RUNWAY SAFETY AREA 3. SHIFT RUNWAY 6-24 700 FEET NORTHEAST
4. INSTALL MALS—F (IN-PAVEMENT NOT REQUIRED)

500 0 250 500 1000 EXISTING PAVEMENT TO

BE REMOVED ————— RUNWAY PRIMARY SURFACE BOUNDARY
TIDAL WETLAND i FORMER STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE

PLANT PROPERTY

INLAND WETLAND EXISTING ROADWAY NO LONGER

IGOR |, SIKORSKY MEMORIAL AIRPORT 8 AVAILABLE FOR USE EXHIBIT

STRATFORD, CONNECTICUT ks — ~~— EXISTING AIRPORT PROPERTY BOUNDARY ALTERNATIVE 2D -

SITES OF POTENTIAL HAZMAT/ MODIFIED 2.1-5
URS ENVIRONMENTAL CONGERN —— - —— LIMIT OF GRADING/DISTURBANCE




IGOR I. SIKORSKY MEMORIAL AIRPORT
STRATFORD, CONNECTICUT

| RSA GRADING AREA
AIRPORT PERIMETER FENCING

NEW OR REHABILITATED PAVEMENT AREAS
PAVEMENT REMOVAL AREAS

ATLANTIC
AVIATION

MARINE BASIN

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION FEATURES

@ REHABILITATE RUNWAY 6-24 PAVEMENT (100
@ RUNWAY 6 SAFETY AREA

@ RE-ALIGN MAIN STREET (2150 L.F.)

@ INSTALL EMAS ON RUNWAY 24 (100'x300")
@ INSTALL NEW RUNWAY EDGE LIGHTS

@ INSTALL NEW PAPIOR RELOCATED VASI
RELOCATE REILS ON RUNWAY 6 AND 24
@ REMOVE TAXIWAY AT RUNWAY INTERSECTION
CONSTRUCT NEW TAXIWAY TO RUNWAY 24
@ REMOVE EXISTING BLAST FENCE

OTES:

1.

2.

. CONSTRUCTION FEATURE , REMOVE CULVERT AND TIDE GATE

@ CONSTRUCT RUNWAY 24 SAFETY AREA (300'x500"Y

'x4677" INSTALL NEW AIRPORT SECURITY FENCE

REMOVE EXISTING RTE 113 CULVERT &
CONSTRUCT NEW CULVERT

REMOVE CULVERT AND TIDE GATE STRUCTURE

REMOVE & REPLACE EXISTING DRIVEWAY
CULVERT IN TIDAL DITCH

CONSTRUCT RUNWAY END TURNAROUND
REMOVE EXISTING MAIN STREET

O® 0 @©

(35'x330")
SCALE IN FEET
e E—

500 0 500

CONSTRUCTION FEATURES INCLUDED IN RTE 113 REALIGNMENT
STATE PROJECT NO.15-336 INCLUDE @D @ @ @2 .

CONSTRUCTION FEATURE (5 , DRIVEWAY CULVERT REPLACEMENT,
TO BE COMPLETED BY THE CITY OF BRIDGEPORT IN A CONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT SEPARATE FROM STATE PROJECT NO. 15-336.

STRUCTURE TO BE COMPLETED BY THE CITY OF BRIDGEPORT IN A
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT SEPARATE FROM STATE PROJECT NO.15-336.

EXHIBIT
ALTERNATIVE 16 MODIFIED
WITH INSTALLATION OF EMAS 2.24




SECTION 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT



SECTION 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.0 INTRODUCTION

This section provides a description of the existing condition of the physical, natural, and human
environment both on and within the immediate vicinity of the Airport that have changed since preparation
of the Final EIS. Section 4 of this document will examine the potential impacts that would result from the
revised alternative.

The Final EIS was prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1D, Policies and Procedures for
Assessing Environmental Impacts, and FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook, Since that
time, FAA Order 1050.1D has been replaced with FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies
and Procedures, and FAA Order 5050.4A has been replaced with FAA Order 5050.4B, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions as supplemented by FAA’s
Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions (October 2007). The categories presented herein
reflect the relevant environmental disciplines contained in FAA Order 1050.1E.

3.1 EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING

Although owned and operated by the City of Bridgeport, BDR is located within the municipal limits of the
Town of Stratford. The Airport is located in the southern area of town on the interior portion of a land
feature roughly bound by the Long Island Sound to the south and east and the Housatonic River to the
northeast.

3.1.1 EXISTING LAND USE

Since preparation of the Final EIS in 1999, the Town of Stratford has adopted a new comprehensive,
Update to Town Plan of Conservation and Development (December 2003). However, the existing land
use patterns for the area surrounding BDR have not changed since preparation of the Final EIS with the
exception of the transfer of 1.075 acres of land of the Stratford Army Engine Plant (SAEP) to the FAA.

Existing land uses in the vicinity of BDR are varied and include open space, residential, industrial, and
commercial. Within the proposed project area, land use is aviation related or undeveloped on Airport
property and industrial and undeveloped on the SAEP property. To the south of the Airport, land use is
predominately residential. Open space of the Great Meadows Marsh is located to the west of the Airport
while industrial uses and Frash Pond, a tidal pond, are located on the northern perimeter. Immediately
east of BDR is a commercial area with additional open space and residential areas located further east
along the Housatonic River.

The SAEP, a US Army Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command Installation, is sited on 117 acres.
Under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommended the closure of the SAEP in July 1995. The installation
closed on September 30, 1998. The Final Environmental Impact Statement on the Disposal and Reuse of
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the Stratford Army Engine Plant was prepared and a ROD was issued in 2001. The ROD concluded that
portions of the property would be transferred to a Local Reuse Authority and four acres would be
transferred for aviation purposes. In March 2010, 1.075 acres of the SAEP was transferred to the FAA.

372 EXISTING ZLOVMING

Since preparation of the FINAL EIS, no changes in zoning designations have occurred within the project
study area. Thus, the Town of Stratford continues to designate two zoning classifications for the Airport:
Runway Zone, which includes the airfield, and Airport Development District, which includes all other areas
on the Airport. Zoning surrounding the Airport is comprised of Light Industrial District and Coastal
Industrial District to the north, Resource Conservation District to the west and south and Residential to
the south and east.

3.2 SOCIOECONOMIC  IMPACTS, ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE, AND
CHILDREN’S HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS

Since preparation of the Final EIS, new US Census data (Year 2000) has been received and FAA Order
1050.1D has been replaced with FAA Order 1050.1E and FAA Order 5050.4A has been replaced with
FAA Order 5050.4B. In accordance with the revised Orders, this section also includes an analysis
pursuant to US Department of Transportation (DOT) order on Environmental Justice (Order 5610.2) (July
16, 1997) and Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children From Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks (April 21, 1997).

To comply with the goals of Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations and DOT Order 5610.2, the 2000 US Bureau of Census data was
reviewed to determine the presence of minority and/or low-income populations. US DOT Order 5610.2
defines a minority population as “any readily identifiable group of minority persons who live in geographic
proximity.” CEQ regulations state that if the percentage of minority population within a given area within
the proposed project area is 50 percent or greater, then these areas would be considered minority. BDR
and the proposed project area are located within Census Tract 805 Block Group 1. Of the 1,778 people in
Census Tract 805, Block Group 1, 74 are minority (4% minority).

The US Bureau of Census follows the Office of Management and Budget's Statistical Policy Directive 14
and uses a set of money income thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine both
the poverty threshold and also who is poor. If a family’s total income is less than that family’s threshold,
then that family, and every individual in it, is considered poor. The poverty threshold for 2009, as
established by the US Bureau of Census, was used to determine the low-income populations within the
vicinity of the Airport. The average household size is 2.29 persons per household for Census Tract 805,
Block Group 1. For this analysis, the poverty threshold was established using the Bureau of Census
information for a 2-person household, with one person being a child under the age of 18. Using this
criterion, the average poverty threshold is $14,787. The median household income for Census Tract 805,
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Block Group 1 is $63,629. Therefore, the Census Block Group in which the Airport and proposed project
area are located is not considered to be low-income areas, based on the 2000 census information.

Pursuant to Executive Order 13045, the FAA recently revised their policies and procedures for
compliance with NEPA to include the assessment of environmental health and safety risks resulting from
airport development projects that may disproportionately affect children. Currently, operations at the
Airport have not been identified by any known source as adversely impacting the health or safety of
children in the area.

3.3 NOISE

According to the noise analysis completed for the Final EIS in 1999, noise levels were expected to
decrease from 1996 to 2001 (base year and study year, respectively) due to the replacement of older
louder aircraft with newer quieter aircraft. Alternative 1G, which is similar to Alternative 1G-Modified,
would not have caused more than a 2.2dBA projected increase in DNL from the future No Build condition
at any of the ten locations within residential communities surround the Airport. A 2.2 dBA increase is less
than the 3dBA increase considered significant for noise sensitive land uses outside the DNL 65 dBA
contour.

Since selection of any particular alternative would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft
operations, a change in aircraft types, or a change in day/night operational splits, which are factors that
could result in a change in noise exposure, no noise analysis was conducted for this Written
Reevaluation.

3.4 AIR QUALITY

Fairfield County currently comprises a portion of the New York-New Jersey-Long Island NY-NJ-CT non-
attainment area. The area was designated “moderate” non-attainment in 2004 with respect to the 8-hour
ozone (O3) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) promulgated in 1997. The US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) required that states possessing non-attainment areas submit
attainment demonstration State Implementation Plans (SIPs) by 2008. Because EPA also requires that
“moderate” Os; non-attainment areas demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS no later than six years
after designation, the Fairfield County area must be in compliance with the 1997 O; NAAQS by June
2010.

Additionally, the NY-NJ-CT non-attainment area has been classified as non-attainment for the annual fine
particulate matter (PM,5) NAAQS in 2005 and non-attainment for the 24-hour PM,s NAAQS shortly after
its promulgation in 2006. With respect to these designations, non-attainment areas must submit SIPs by
April 2008 and attain the standard no later than five years after their designation.

Historically, the Fairfield County area was part of the 1-hour O3 Greater Connecticut Non-attainment area
prior to the repeal of the 1-hour O3 NAAQS. Moreover, portions of the Fairfield County area were included
in both the former New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury and the NY-NJ-CT CO non-attainment areas for the
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years 1992 through 1998. These areas were re-designated as “maintenance” of the applicable CO
NAAQS in 1998 and 1999, respectively.

To satisfy EPA’s requirements listed above, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
(CTDEP) prepared an 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration SIP and submitted it to EPA on February
1, 2008. The document presented national, regional, and local estimates and control programs necessary
to attain the NAAQS by EPA’s established deadline. However, EPA proposed to disapprove the
Attainment Demonstration SIP in May of 2008, contending that it did not display enough compelling
evidence to ensure attainment by June 2010. EPA’s ruling has yet to be finalized, due in part to CT DEP’s
recent petition to extend EPA’s attainment deadline.

CTDEP also submitted their Fine Particulate Matter (PM,s) Attainment Demonstration SIP to EPA on
November 18, 2008, demonstrating how the area would attain the annual PM,s NAAQS by April 2010.
EPA is still reviewing this submittal and has yet to render an approval. In addition, CTDEP made revisions
to its Regional Haze SIP on November 18, 2009, to assure EPA that the effort to increase visibility in the
area is harmonized to the attainment strategies contained in the PM, 5 SIP.

A complete air quality analysis can be found in Appendix C.

3.5 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT: SECTION 4(f)

Section 4(f) resources include public parks and recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges or
management areas of national, state, or local significance. Section 4(f) also applies to historic sites of
national, state, or local significance, as determined by the Official that has jurisdiction over these historic
resources. Such sites are those that are listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP), as well as those identified by appropriate state or local agencies as having historical
significance.

As concluded in the Final EIS, Short Beach Park is located east of the Airport between Main Street and
Long Island Sound, the Great Meadows Marsh is located immediately to the west of the Airport, and
Milford Point is located northeast of the Airport at the mouth of the Housatonic River and Long Island
Sound (see Exhibit 3.5-1). The Great Meadows Marsh and Milford Point are two of the ten units that
make up the Stewart B. McKinney National Wildlife Refuge.

3.6 HISTORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Consideration of the effects Federal actions to cultural resources is mandated by Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended (16 USC 470-470w-6). Section 106 requires
Federal agencies to take into consideration the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and
afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment on such
undertakings, as appropriate. The procedures for implementing Section 106 are contained in the ACHP
regulations 36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties.
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These regulations define a Federal undertaking as an action that is proposed by a Federal agency (or a
project proposed by others that will receive funding, permits, licenses, or authorizations from Federal
agencies) that has the potential to affect historic properties. Historic properties are defined as properties
that are either listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP, including buildings, structures, historic districts,
objects, sites, or archaeological resources. These regulations implementing the NRHP may be found in
36 CFR 60.4.

According to the Final EIS, no historic architectural properties were located within the Area of Potential
Effect (APE) that was developed for the Final EIS analysis. In support of the Final EIS, a
geomorphological investigation was conducted to identify areas of buried, intact, non-wetland soils that
had the potential to contain archaeological deposits and features. Shovel testing and test unit excavations
were conducted within the area of intact soils accessible though hand excavations. A light scatter of
prehistoric quartz lithic debitage (chipped stone from tool making by the early Native Americans) was
recovered from shovel testing and one of the test units. In addition, a piece of prehistoric ground stone
used as a tool for grinding was recovered on the surface, in a disturbed context.

Thus, since the proposed project area currently under study in this Written Reevaluation encompasses
the APEs developed for the Final EIS, it is concluded that no historic, architectural, cultural, or
archaeological properties are located within the proposed project area. The Connecticut State Historic
Preservation Office has been contact for concurrence. A response is pending.

3.7 FARMLANDS

According to the soils data provided by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) - Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey database (Version 4, dated March 22, 2007), there
are several different soil types located within the Airport and surrounding area (see Table 3.7-1 and
Exhibit 3.7-1).

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), Public Law 97-98, 7 USC 4201-4209, was enacted as part of
the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 to minimize the extent to which federal programs contribute to
unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. Important farmlands include
all pasturelands, croplands, and forestlands that are considered to be Prime, Unique, and Statewide or
Locally Important lands. As part of the FPPA, the USDA - NRCS has defined Prime Farmland as land that
has chemical and physical characteristics, which support food production, feed, and fiber production.
Statewide important soils are soils that are among the most productive soils in the State for agriculture
and forestry. Unique soils are classified as soils that are unique to the region and are used for specific
agriculture or industrial purposes. The FPPA does not apply to land that is already committed to urban
development, regardless of whether it has been classified as Prime or Statewide Important Farmland by
the NRCS.
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TABLE 3.7-1
SOILS TYPES WITHIN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT AREA

I\g?’;')nl;g:t Map Unit Name Rating

13 Walpole sandy loam Farmland of statewide importance
29A Agawam fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes All areas are prime farmland

99 Westbrook mucky peat, low salt Not prime farmland

302 Dump soils Not prime farmland

306 Udorthent — Urban Land Complex Not prime farmland

307 Urban Land Not prime farmland

308 Udorthent, smoothed Not prime farmland

W Water Not prime farmland

Source: USDA-NRCS Web Soil Survey (State of Connecticut, Version 7, December 3, 2009).
3.8 WATER RESOURCES

As detailed in the Final EIS, the project study area is located at the junction of two major water sources:
the Housatonic River and the Long Island Sound. The study area is bisected by two drainage basins:
Marine Basin and Stratford Great Meadows sub-basin, which is within the Southwest Coast Basin.

Water resources within the project area consist of surface and ground waters. The State of Connecticut
has adopted standards to protect water quality. These Water Quality Standards are administered by the
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CT DEP) and were established to identify
designated uses for surface and ground waters and identify criteria necessary to support those uses.

3.8.1 SURFACE WATER QUALITY

Within the vicinity of the Airport, several different surface waters exist, as depicted on State of
Connecticut Surface Water Quality Maps (CTDEP 2006). There are surface waters to the west and
southwest of the Airport with a surface water quality of “SC/SB”. Most of these surface waters are located
in the Great Meadows marsh complex, to the west of the Airport. The Housatonic River, Marine Basin
and associated ditches on the eastern side of the airport are also classified as “SC/SB”. According to the
Connecticut Surface Water Quality Standards (CTDEP 2002), this classification indicates that the existing
surface water quality is “SC” with a goal of achieving “SB”. Frash Pond to the north of the Airport and
other smaller pockets of surface water surrounding the Airport are classified as “A”. Many of these
surface water features are hydraulically connected by human-made ditches.

382 GROUNDWATER QUALITY
Based on State of Connecticut Ground Water Quality Maps (CTDEP 2009), the entire project area is

located in a groundwater classification area of GB. The Connecticut Ground Water Quality Standards
(CTDEP 1996) describe the GB classification as:
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Ground water within a historically highly urbanized area or an area of intense industrial activity and where
public water supply service is available. Such ground water may not be suitable for human consumption
without treatment due to waste discharges, spills or leaks of chemicals or land use impacts.

Class GB ground waters are designated for use in industrial processes and cooling waters; base flow for
hydraulically-connected surface water bodies; presumed not suitable for human consumption without
treatment.

3.8.3 DRAINAGE AND STORMWATER CHARACTERISTICS

The existing drainage system along Main Street consists primarily of a roadside swale on the west side of
the roadway and a closed drainage system on the east side. The major outlet to the drainage system is a
channel (approximately 16 feet wide), located south of Runway 24, which outlets to the Marine Basin and
Long Island Sound. Records indicate that there is a 15 inch diameter RCP under the existing road,
however, this culvert is submerged, even under low tide conditions, and survey of the exact size and
invert has not been obtained. This segment of roadway at the culvert is known to flood during major storm
events.

The overall drainage system is influenced by a berm and non-functioning gated drainage structure at the
north end of Marine Basin. The gate mechanism, inside a concrete structure, has deteriorated over the
years and has been completely removed. No information indicating the original configuration or intended
operation of this gate mechanism has been located. Field observations suggest that it was a manually
controlled vertical gate, controlling flow through a culvert under the earth berm. Anecdotal evidence and
observed debris at the east end of the berm that indicates the Marine Basin overtops the berm, in that
location, during higher than normal tide events.

Drainage along the existing runways consists of overland sheet flow directly to open channels.
3.9 COASTAL RESOURCES

BDR is required to comply with the regulations set forth in the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
(CZMA), as amended through Public Law (PL) 104-105, the Coastal Zone Protection Act of 1996, and the
provisions of the Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA), sections 22a-90 through 22a-112. The
CZMA requires that each state with coastal boundaries establish a Coastal Zone Management Program
(CZMP), which in Connecticut, is administered by the CTDEP - Office of Long Island Sound Programs
(OLISP).

The entire Airport is located within Connecticut’s coastal boundary as defined by section 22a-94 of the
CGS. Connecticut has a two-tired coastal zone. The first tier “Coastal Boundary” generally extends
inland 1,000 feet from the shore. It is bounded by a continuous line delineated by a 1,000-foot linear
setback measured from the mean high tide water mark in coastal waters; or a 1,000-foot linear setback
measured from the inland boundary of state regulated tidal wetlands; or the continuous interior contour
elevation of the one hundred year frequency coastal flood zone; whichever is farthest inland. The second
tier “Coastal Area” includes all of the state’s thirty six coastal municipalities.
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The CZMP identifies all of the project area within the Coastal Boundary as established by the CGS
Section 22a-90 through 22a-112 9.

The project area contains multiple coastal resources, including tidal wetlands and coastal flood hazard
areas (CFHA). A CFHA is statutorily defined as, “those land areas inundated during coastal storm events
or subject to erosion induced by such events...” In general, CFHAs include, “all areas designated as
within A-zones and V-zones by the FEMA. A-zones are subject to still-water flooding during 100-year
flood events and V-zones are subject to direct action by waves three feet or more in height.” Only CFHA
A-zones are found within the study area.

Other coastal features in the study area include Marine Basin, a tidal inlet bounded on its western end by
a man-made earthen berm with an obsolete tide-gate structure. Two tidal creeks flow inland from Marine
Basin. One flows in a northwesterly direction through a constricted culvert under a gravel residential
driveway. This creek terminates in a small tidal wetland area located just south of the SAEP located on
the corner of Main Street and Sniffens Lane. The second tidal creek flows in a westerly direction through
a culvert under Main Street and terminates in a tidal wetland area located just inside (west of) the airport
fence. There are no shellfish beds in the immediate vicinity of the study area and shellfishing is actually
prohibited within Marine Basin.

3.10 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

The US Department of the Interior (DOI) maintains a national inventory of river segments, which appear
to qualify for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System. A review of the DOI National Park
Service National Rivers Inventory website (last updated November 23, 2004) indicated that there are no
federally-designated, nor potentially eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers on or within the vicinity of the Airport.
There are no state-level wild and scenic rivers programs in Connecticut.

3.11 FLOODPLAINS

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, defines floodplains as the “lowland and relatively flat
areas adjoining inland and coastal waters including flood prone areas of offshore islands, including at a
minimum, the area subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding in a given year.” The State of
Connecticut participates in the National Flood Insurance Program and, as such, has adopted ordinances
to manage development within floodplains. Floodplains in the area are subject to flooding due to coastal
storm activity or extremely high tides.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), dated
June 18, 2010, the project area is located within a special flood hazard area subject to inundation by the
1% annual chance flood (Flooding Zone AE) (see Exhibit 3.11-1).
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3.12 WETLANDS

Wetlands are areas found along streams, rivers, springs, ponds, and drainage ditches. Jurisdictional
wetlands are defined by the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) as “those areas that are inundated or
saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
The majority of jurisdictional wetlands, those wetlands that are protected by the Clean Water Act (CWA),
meet three delineation criteria: a prevalence of wetland-associated vegetation, hydric (wetland-type)
soils), and wetland hydrology.

3.12.1 WETLAND DELINEATIONS

In support of the Final EIS, a variety of investigations were completed to determine the extent and nature
of tidal and inland wetlands at the Airport. The areas that were delineated generally included Airport
property east of Lordship Boulevard with specific attention to a linear swath along Runway 6-24 to a
distance of approximately 1,000 feet from the edge of pavement on both sides of the runway and the
entire property east-northeast of Main Street in the vicinity of, and including, Marine Basin (see Exhibit
3.12-1).

In December 2009, the boundaries of the inland and tidal wetlands within the vicinity the Runway 24 end
and Main Street were again field-delineated. In June 2010 and October 2010, the wetlands in the vicinity
of the Main Street Realignment Project were further evaluated to obtain more detailed information on
existing tidal and inland wetland resources. The delineated wetlands are detailed in the Section 3.12.1.1
entitled Wetland Field Investigation and Delineation for Route 113 Relocation (see Exhibit 3.12-2 and
Appendix D). In November 2010, the wetlands within the limits of the Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation project
were further evaluated The delineated wetlands are detailed in Section 3.12.1.2 below entitled Wetland
Field Investigation and Delineation for Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation (see Exhibit 3.12-3 and Appendix D).

The 2009 and 2010 wetland delineations were conducted according to both the federal and State of
Connecticut definitions. Criteria used to support the inland wetland boundary determinations included:
NRCS mapping; Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States — Version 6.0 (NRCS, 2006); Field
Indicators for Identifying Hydric Soils in New England — Version 3 (New England Hydric Soils Technical
Committee, 2004); and the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: North Central and
Northeastern Supplement, Waterways Experiment Station, 2008). Tidal wetland delineations were
conducted based on the estimated elevation of the high tide line and extent of tidal wetland vegetation in
accordance with COE requirements. The June 2010 and October 2010 wetland delineations extended
several of the wetland boundaries in the vicinity of the existing access driveway to the east of Main Street
to better represent the wetland boundary in the vicinity of the proposed activity. The November 2010
wetland delineation extends 250 feet from either side of Runway 6-24 and extends a sufficient distance to
encompass the Town of Stratford upland review area of 100 feet.

Final Written Reevaluation: Environmental Impact Statement Section 3 — Affected Environment
Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport June 27, 2011

3-9



3.12.1.1 Wetland Field Investigation and Delineation for Route 113 Relocation

The wetlands below are depicted on Exhibit 3.12-2 and in Appendix D in a report entitled Wetland Field
Investigation and Delineation for Route 113 Relocation.

Wetland 1 (Flag Series 101-153/ Inland Wetland) is located to the northwest of the existing residential
driveway off Main Street between the last house on the road and the end of Breakers Lane. This large
emergent wetland extends well beyond the project limit to the west and south and is hydraulically
connected to wetlands 8, 9, and 10. The delineated portion of this wetland covers approximately 2.5
acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis), which forms a dense
monoculture throughout most of the wetland.

Wetland 2 (Flag Series 201-222 / Inland Wetland) is located to the west of Breakers Lane, just north of
wetland 1. This wetland covers approximately 0.5 acres and is dominantly forested in the north and
emergent in the south. The forested portion of this wetland is dominated by gray birch (Betula Populifolia)
and the emergent vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a dense monoculture.

Wetland 3 (Flag Series 301-311 / Inland Wetland) is located south of Sniffens Lane, just west of a large
parking lot behind the condos on Breakers Lane and north of wetland 2. This emergent wetland covers
approximately 0.2 acres. Wetland vegetation is comprised of common reed in the east and south, gray
birch in the west and mixed herbaceous grasses (graminae spp.), sedge (Carex spp.), and rush (Scirpus
spp.) in the central portions of the wetland.

Wetland 4 (Flag Series 401-434 / Tidal Wetland) is located to the east of Main Street, just south of the
existing residential driveway off Route 113. This emergent tidal wetland is hydraulically connected to
wetlands 5, 6, and 7 and covers approximately 1.25 acres. The dominant feature of this wetland is the
open water tidal ditch that bisects the wetland and forms the connection to the other tidal wetlands. The
vegetation is comprised of smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora) close to the ditch and saltmeadow
cordgrass (Spartina patens) and common reed inland from the ditch.

The delineated portion of Wetland 5 (Flag Series 501-532 / Tidal Wetland) is located just south of the
existing residential driveway off Main Street, east of wetland 4. This emergent tidal wetland is
hydraulically connected to wetland 4. The dominant feature of this wetland is the open embayment area
that opens into Long Island Sound, identified on USGS maps as “Marine Basin”. The delineated portion
of this wetland is west and north of this embayment. The vegetation is comprised of smooth cordgrass
close to the water and saltmeadow cordgrass and common reed inland from the water.

Wetland 6 (Flag Series 601-622 / Tidal Wetland) is located to the west of Main Street, between the
eastern ends of Runways 11-29 and 9-24, within the Airport property perimeter fence. This emergent
tidal wetland is hydraulically connected to wetland 4 and covers approximately 2 acres. The open water
tidal ditch that flows under Main Street from wetland 4 is the dominant feature of the northeastern portion
of this wetland. The vegetation is comprised of smooth cordgrass close to the ditch and saltmeadow
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cordgrass and common reed inland from the ditch. Further inland from the ditch is an area that is
maintained by the airport and is dominated by mowed salt tolerant grasses (Graminae spp.). At the time
of delineation this area was flooded.

Wetland 7 (Flag Series 701-722 / Tidal Wetland) is located to the east of Main Street, just north of the
existing residential driveway off Main Street. This emergent tidal wetland is hydraulically connected to
wetland 4. The dominant feature of this wetland is the open water tidal ditch that forms the eastern border
of the wetland. The eastern side of the ditch is vegetated by a very narrow band of tidal wetland
vegetation before an upland mound of land parallels the entire length of the ditch. The vegetation of this
wetland is comprised of smooth cordgrass close to the ditch and common reed inland from the ditch.

The delineated portion of Wetland 8 (Flag Series 801-8805 / Tidal Wetland) is located just north of the
existing residential driveway off Main Street, east of the open water tidal ditch adjacent to wetland 7. This
large emergent wetland extends well beyond the project limit to the east and north and is hydraulically
connected to wetlands 1, 9, and 10. Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a
dense monoculture throughout most of the wetland.

The delineated portion of Wetland 9 (Flag Series 901-910 / Inland Wetland) is located just north of the
existing residential driveway off Main Street, east wetland 8. There is only a small upland ridge between
the delineated portions of wetlands 8 and 9. This large emergent wetland extends well beyond the
project limit to the east, west, and north and is hydraulically connected to wetlands 1, 8, and 10. Wetland
vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a dense monoculture throughout most of the
wetland.

The delineated portion of Wetland 10 (Flag Series 1001-1004 / Inland Wetland) is located just north of
the existing residential driveway off Main Street, east wetland 9. There is only a small upland ridge
between the delineated portions of wetlands 9 and 10. This large, emergent wetland extends well beyond
the project limit, to the west, and north, and is hydraulically connected to wetlands 1, 8, and 9. Wetland
vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a dense monoculture throughout most of the
wetland.

3.12.1.2 Wetland Field Investigation and Delineation for Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation

The wetlands below are depicted on Exhibit 3.12-3 and in Appendix D in a report entitled Wetland Field
Investigation and Delineation for Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation.

Wetland 1 (Flag Series 101 to 106 / Inland Wetland) is located in the infield area on the northwest side of
Runway 6-24, just northeast of the northernmost taxiway, near the Runway 24 end. This small, emergent
wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 2, 4, and 8 by a series of culverts under the taxiways.
Although there is a hydraulic connection to tidal wetlands 4 and 8, the tidal influence does not extend
inland past Wetland 4. At the time of delineation there was some standing water in this wetland. This
wetland covers approximately 250 square feet. Wetland vegetation is dominated by yellow nutsedge
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(Cyperus esculentus), green bulrush (Scirpus atrovirens), and mowed goldenrod (Solidago spp.). Other
species include black willow (Salix nigra), and redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea). The principal function
of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 2 (Flag Series 201 to 225 / Inland Wetland) is located in the infield area on the northwest side of
Runway 6-24, between the northernmost taxiway and the middle taxiway. This long, linear swale is
bordered on both sides by an emergent wetland that is hydraulically connected to wetlands 1, 4, and 8 by
a series of culverts under the taxiways. Although there is a hydraulic connection to tidal wetlands 4 and
8, the tidal influence does not extend inland past Wetland 4. At the time of delineation there was some
standing water in this wetland. This wetland covers approximately 0.2 acres. Wetland vegetation is
dominated by yellow nutsedge, green bulrush, saltmarsh bulrush (Scirpus robustus) and mowed black
willow. Other species include redosier dogwood, and common reed (Phragmites australis). The principal
function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 3 (Flag Series 301 to 318/ Inland Wetland) is located in the infield area on the northwest side of
Runway 6-24. This long, linear swale is an emergent wetland that is aligned perpendicularly to the middle
of Wetland 2, but is not hydraulically connected to it. This wetland covers approximately 0.1 acres.
Wetland vegetation is dominated by yellow nutsedge, green bulrush, redtop (Agrostis gigantea), sedge
(Carex spp.), and aster (Symphyotrichum spp.). The principal function of this wetland is groundwater
recharge.

Wetland 4 (Flag Series 401 to 457 / Tidal Wetland) is located in the infield area on the northwest side of
Runway 6-24, between the middle taxiway and the southernmost taxiway. This long, linear swale is
flanked by an emergent wetland which broadens in width near the middle and narrows on the ends. This
wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 1, 2, and 8 by a series of culverts under the taxiways.
Although there is a hydraulic connection to inland wetlands 1 and 2, the tidal influence does not extend
inland past Wetland 4. At the time of delineation there was some standing water in this wetland. There
were also small fish (species undefined) observed in the water. This wetland covers approximately 0.75
acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), saltmeadow
cordgrass (Spartina patens), yellow nutsedge, common reed, and green bulrush. Other species include
saltmarsh bulrush, black grass (Juncus gerardi), redtop, and aster.

Wetland 5 (Flag Series 501 to 511 / Inland Wetland) is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24,
just southwest of the southernmost taxiway, near the Runway 6 end (see Figure 3). This small, emergent
wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to Wetland 6. There is
also a storm drain just north of this wetland. This wetland covers approximately 0.1 acres. Wetland
vegetation is dominated by green bulrush, redtop, sedge, and rush (Juncus spp.). Other species include
black grass and aster. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 6 (Flag Series 601 to 644 / Inland Wetland) is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24,
southwest of the southern taxiway, near the Runway 6 end. This emergent wetland is not hydraulically
connected to any other wetland, although it is close to wetlands 5 and 7. This wetland covers
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approximately 0.35 acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, black grass, and
aster. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 7 (Flag Series 701 to 725 / Inland Wetland) is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24,
southwest of the southern taxiway, near the Runway 6 end. This small, emergent wetland is not
hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to wetlands 6 and 8. This wetland
covers approximately 0.1 acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, black grass,
and aster. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 8 (Flag Series 801 to 888 / Tidal Wetland) is located along the periphery of the airfield, along the
southwestern end of Runway 6, on the west and east sides of the runway. This vast wetland extends well
beyond the delineated boundary and is hydraulically connected to wetlands 1, 2, and 4 by a series of
culverts under the taxiways. Although there is a hydraulic connection to inland wetlands 1 and 2, via tidal
Wetland 4, the tidal influence does not extend inland past Wetland 4. This wetland is also connected to
Wetland 16, which is part of an open water ditch on the eastern side of the airport. Wetland 8 also
empties into the open waters of Long Island Sound, by way of a culvert under Lordship Boulevard. The
delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers more than 2 acres. The overall wetland
covers more than 100 acres and is known locally as Lordship Marsh. Wetland vegetation is dominated by
black grass, common reed, smooth cordgrass, and saltmeadow cordgrass. Other species include
seaside goldenrod (Solidago sempervirens) and marsh elder (/va frutescens).

Wetland 9 (Flag Series 901 to 916 / Inland Wetland) is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24,
southwest of the southern taxiway, near the Runway 6 end. This small, emergent wetland is not
hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to Wetland 8. This wetland covers
approximately 0.1 acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, black grass, and aster.
The principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 10 (Flag Series 1001 to 1025 / Inland Wetland) is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24.
This emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to
wetlands 8 and 11. This wetland covers approximately 0.25 acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by
redtop, sedge, rush, and aster. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 11 (Flag Series 1101 to 1109 / Inland Wetland) is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24
(see Figure 3). This small, emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland,
although it is close to wetlands 10 and 12. This wetland covers approximately 850 square feet. Wetland
vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster. The principal function of this wetland is
groundwater recharge.

Wetland 12 (Flag Series 1201 to 1216 / Tidal Wetland) is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24.
This emergent wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 13, 15, and 16 beyond the study area
boundary. The delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers approximately 0.1 acres.
Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster.
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Wetland 13 (Flag Series 1301 to 1215/ Tidal Wetland) is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24.
This emergent wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 12, 15, and 16 beyond the study area
boundary. The delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers approximately 0.1 acres.
Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster.

Wetland 14 (Flag Series 1401 to 1425 / Inland Wetland) is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24.
This small, emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to
wetlands 13 and 15. This wetland covers approximately 0.1 acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by
sedge, rush, and aster. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 15 (Flag Series 1501 to 1520 / Tidal Wetland) is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24
(see Figure 3). This emergent wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 12, 13, and 16 beyond the
study area boundary. At the time of delineation there was an area of shallow, standing water. The
delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers approximately 0.15 acres. Wetland
vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, and rush. Other species include common reed, black grass,
and aster.

Wetland 16 (Flag Series 1601 to 1661 / Tidal Wetland) is located along the periphery of the airfield, on
the southeastern side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This long, linear, open water swale and emergent
wetland is hydraulically connected to the open water portions of Wetland 8 beyond the study area
boundary. Wetland 16 and Wetland 17 appear to be connected by a culvert that passes under the
abandoned runway on the eastern side of Runway 6-24. Wetlands 12, 13, and 15 are also connected to
this wetland beyond the study area limits. At the time of delineation there was water in the ditch adjacent
to this wetland. Within the study area, the delineated portion of this wetland covers more than 2 acres.
Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed, smooth cordgrass, and saltmeadow cordgrass. Other
species include black grass, seaside goldenrod, and redtop.

Wetland 17 (Flag Series 1701 to 1760 / Tidal Wetland) is located southeast of Runway 6-24 near its
intersection with Runway 11-29 along the periphery of the airfield, on the eastern side of the Runway 24
end. This emergent wetland and open water swale appears to be connected wetland 16 by a culvert that
passes under the abandoned runway on the eastern side of Runway 6-24. At the time of delineation
there was water in the ditch. The delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers
approximately 1.0 acres. Wetland vegetation along the edge of the open water ditch is dominated by
black grass, common reed and saltmarsh bulrush. Wetland vegetation in the emergent portion of the
wetland closer to the runway is dominated by seaside goldenrod, redtop, sedge, rush, and saltmarsh
bulrush.

Wetland 18 (Flag Series 1801 to 1811 / Inland Wetland) is located due south of the point where Runway
6-24 and Runway 11-29 intersect in the infield area on the east side of the Runway 24 end. This small,
emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to Wetland 17.
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This wetland covers approximately 0.05 acres. Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush,
and aster. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

3.12.2 HIGH TIDE LINE

The CT DEP Office of Long Island Sound Programs (OLISP) regulates all activities conducted in the tidal
wetlands in Connecticut. The OLISP permit authority includes everything waterward of the high tide line
(HTL). The HTL indicates the maximum height reached during the year by a rising tide. The HTL includes
spring high tides and other high tides that occur with periodic frequency (including 1 year frequency
storms) but does not include significant storm surges such as may accompany a hurricane.

An evaluation and observation of the peak seasonal high tide was conducted on October 8, 2010. This
was the date of the highest tide predicted by NOAA for the year 2010 at Sniffens Point. The observed
high tide was surveyed to be at Elevation 5.75 based on the NGVD 1929 datum. Exhibit 4.5-1 shows the
HTL in the vicinity of Route 113. Also, a Technical Memorandum regarding the HTL can be found in
Appendix D.

3.13 FISH, WILDLIFE, AND PLANTS

As detailed in the Final EIS, within the vicinity of the Airport are several major habitat complexes. This
written reevaluation will summarize the complexes that are located within the current project area: Great
Meadows Marsh, Lewis Gut, and the Housatonic River.

The Great Meadows Marsh is the large tidal marsh system to the west and southwest of the Airport.
Within the overall area known as the Great Meadows Marsh lies the Lewis Gut estuarine embayment.
Lewis Gut consists of a large east-west channel leading from the eastern side of Bridgeport Harbor to an
open embayment southwest of Lordship Boulevard. Lewis Gut and its networks of creeks are the
pathways by which the Great Meadows Marsh system received tidal flushing.

The Housatonic River ecosystem includes bottom habitats and overlying waters of the river's lower
mainstem and Marine Basin and the Nells Island/Charles E. Wheeler Game Preserve tidal wetland
complex. Tidal wetlands in the study portion of the Housatonic River mainstem consist of areas
associated with the Marine Basin. Historically, the area in which the Marine Basin lies consisted of a tidal
wetland and creek system that was connected to Great Meadow Marsh and Lewis Gut to the southwest.
Artificial fill placed to create the Airport, Lordship, and the industrial complex to the north, have eliminated
that connection. Many other factors shaped the present configuration of the Marine Basin and its
tributaries including, but not limited to, dredging in the 1920’s, disposal of dredge sediments on land to
the north, and creation of a landfill between Marine Basin and Dorne Drive.

The shorelines of the Marine Basin and its tributaries consist of debris and rubble fill slopes which limit
the extent of the tidal wetland vegetation in most areas. The remainder of the Marine Basin consists
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primarily of open water surrounded by marrow cordgrass fringe which gives way to dense monocultures
of common reed along the upper borders.

3.13.1 RARE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Under Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.) and FAA Order
1050.1E, Federal agencies are required to consult with all Federal and state agencies regarding
Federally- and State-listed threatened and/or endangered species in the proposed project area.

Previous coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in support of the Final EIS identified
that the Atlantic coast piping plover (Charadrius melodus), a federally threatened species, was present in
the vicinity of the Airport. A Biological Assessment was conducted during the previous EIS process to
evaluate the potential effects of the (then) proposed projects on the piping plover. The FWS concurred
with a preliminary determination of “not likely to adversely affect” the piping plover conditioned on the
inclusion of minimization measures in the implementation of the project. These minimization measures
included time-of-year restrictions for installation of the MALSF, construction of runway modifications, and
the change in approach elevations.

In addition, in support of the previous EIS, the FWS noted that two other federally-listed species that were
potentially occurring within the area included the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and the peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus). These species were noted as transient.

Previous coordination with the CTDEP in support of the Final EIS identified the presence of several state-
listed species within the vicinity of the Airport. Two species in particular that were noted to be located
within the direct study areas of the alternatives included in the previous EIS were panic grass (Panicum
amarum) and coast violet (Viola brittoniana). Surveys, which were conducted in 1996, concluded that the
only plant species that was present in the proposed project area was coast violet.

Recent coordination with the FWS in support of this Written Reevaluation indicated that piping plovers
consistently nest in the vicinity of the project area (see Appendix B). However, since the revised
alternative included in this Written Reevaluation would not include a MALSF, the piping plovers would not
be impacted by the increased light levels. In order to avoid adversely affecting breeding piping plovers,
the FWS recommended that the approach elevation over Milford Point remain at 200 feet above mean
sea level or greater. In addition, the FWS reiterated the implementation of minimization measures: runway
modifications and change in approach elevations must be in place prior to March 15. At that time, piping
plovers return to nearby beaches to breed. No other federally-listed or proposed threatened or
endangered species under the jurisdiction of the FWS are known to occur in the vicinity of the project
area.

A recent search of the CTDEP Natural Diversity Data Base identified numerous records of populations of
species listed by the State, pursuant to section 26-306 of the CGS, as endangered, threatened or special
concern within the vicinity of the Airport (see Appendix B).
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According to recent coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) has been designated for 17 federally managed species within and adjacent to the Airport
(see Appendix B). Coordination with the NMFS has indicated that particular attention should be focused
on the winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus) habitat. Adult winter flounder utilize shallow
near shore areas such as the marine basin for spawning and feeding, while eggs, larvae, and juveniles
use the area for early stage life development.

3.14 HAZARDOUS WASTE, POLLUTION PREVENTION, AND SOLID WASTE

Information presented in this section pertains to the generation, disturbance or disposal of environmental
contaminants and hazardous materials at the study area. This assessment was focused on the portion of
the study area slated for potential acquisition for the re-alignment of a 2,200-foot long portion of Main
Street. The assessment presented in this section adheres to the following regulations and
recommendations set forth in the following guidance: FAA Order 1050.1E, FAA Order 5050.4B, and the
FAA Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions.

3.14.1 FEDERAL AND STATE REGULATIONS
3.14.1.1 Hazardous Materials

Federal legislation, enforced by the EPA and summarized in Table 3.14-1, regulates the release,
handling and remediation of hazardous materials. Several Connecticut State statutes and regulation are
also potentially applicable to the study area. These statutes and regulations are listed in Table 3.14-1.
These regulations pertain to requirements for the investigation and remediation of contaminated parcels.

Note: In accordance with CGS 22a-134(1)(M) and upon review by the City of Bridgeport, the transfer of
the FAA land to the City of Bridgeport would be exempt from the Connecticut Property Transfer Law
[a/k/a the Property Transfer Act (PTA)] for several reasons: there is no indication that the portion of land
has been used for anything other than a parking lot; no hazardous waste has been generated since
November 18, 1980; there is no indication that there has been any discharge of hazardous waste on the
portion of land; and the contaminants detected are generally associated with asphalt.
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TABLE 3.14-1

REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT - FAIRFIELD COUNTY

Regulation Description
Federal
Clean Air Act (CAA) Title | ijn?;zzieesrethe release of hazardous or toxic contaminants into the
Clean Water Act (CWA) Regulates levels of hazardous materials and other contaminants in

the drinking water and groundwater

Emergency Planning and
Community Right to Know Act
(EPCRA)

Informs the public and emergency officials about the presence and
dangers of hazardous materials in their surrounding areas

Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA, or
“Superfund”)

Allocates government funds and resources to ensure timely
remediation of accidental or unintentional release of hazardous
material and environmental contaminants

Federal Insecticide Fungicide
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

Guides management and regulation of toxics associated with pest
and weed control

Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act (HMTA)

Manages safe transport of hazardous waste

Pollution Prevention Act of 1990

Requires that pollution shall be prevented or reduced at the source
wherever feasible

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA)

Sets important standards and practices regarding the generation and
management of hazardous materials from “cradle to grave”

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)

Regulates levels of hazardous materials and other contaminants in
the drinking water

Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA)

Guides the process of introducing new toxic contaminants into the
environment

State

§22a - 6u

Reporting of Certain Significant Environmental Hazards Required

§22a -134 — 22a-134e

Connecticut Property Transfer Law

§22a -133k-1 — 22a-133k-3

Remediation Standard Regulations

§22a -133g-1

Environmental Land Use Restrictions

§22a -114 — 22a-134z

Hazardous Waste Regulations

Based upon the review by City of Bridgeport outside legal counsel, the presence of Polychlorinated
Biphenyls (PCBs) in site soils does not meet the definition of PCB Remediation Waste found in 40 CFR
761.3 as long as the fill material was deposited prior to April 18, 1978 and PCB concentrations are less
than 50 parts per million.

Project site is not subject to the remedial requirements of the PTA or the Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA). However, due to the presence of contaminated soils the construction documents will contain
specifications describing methods of handling controlled materials, including best management practices,
storage on site and removal and disposal of materials to a designated waste remediation site/area.

Section 3 — Affected Environment
June 27, 2011
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3.14.1.2 Solid Waste

The main Federal regulations by which solid waste is controlled are the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) - Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA) and the Solid Waste
Disposal Act (SWDA) of 1965. As defined under the SWDA, solid waste includes any garbage, refuse or
sludge from a waste treatment plant, water supply treatment plant or air pollution control facility, including
that generated from industrial, commercial, agricultural and other land uses. Additionally, the State of
Connecticut has several Solid Waste Regulations that govern the disposal, excavation, handling and
disruption of solid waste. These regulations define solid waste as unwanted or discarded solid, liquid,
semisolid or contained gaseous material, including but not limited to, demolition debris, material burned or
otherwise processed at a resource recovery facility or incinerator, material processed at a recycling facility
and sludges or other residue from a water pollution abatement facility, water supply treatment plant or air
pollution control facility. Connecticut regulations also govern the disruption of solid waste disposal areas.
A solid waste disposal area is defined in the Connecticut regulations as any location, including a landfill or
other land disposal site, used for the disposal of more than ten cubic yards of solid waste. Approval from
the CTDEP is required to disrupt such a solid waste disposal area. Regulations pertaining to solid waste
management are summarized in Table 3.14-2.

TABLE 3.14-2
REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT - FAIRFIELD COUNTY

Regulation Description
Federal
Resource Conservation and | Sets important standards and practices regarding the generation
Recovery Act (RCRA) and management of hazardous materials from “cradle to grave”
Includes any garbage, refuse or sludge from a waste treatment
Solid Waste Disposal Act plant, water supply treatment plant or air pollution control facility,
(SWDA) including that generated from industrial, commercial, agricultural and
other land uses
State
§22a-209-1 — 22a-209-16 Connecticut Solid Waste Management Regulations
§22a-207 — 22a-207b Connecticut Solid Waste Regulations
3.14.2 METHODOLOGY

The impact assessment performed for this Written Reevaluation involved: 1) addressing the potential for
existing or future environmental contamination or hazardous materials in the study area and 2) identifying
the types and amounts of these contaminants that may occur as a result of the construction and operation
of the proposed projects.

The information utilized to address the requirements of the written reevaluation were derived from two
Preliminary Site Assessments prepared by URS Corporation which covered the study area and data
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derived from the completion of a Subsurface Investigation. The two Preliminary Site Assessment reports
were titled, Task 120 — Preliminary Site Assessment Site 1-City of Bridgeport Property Map 50.04, Block
3, Lots 1 and 2 (dated August 13, 2009) and Task 120 — Preliminary Site Assessment Site 2 — Stratford
Army Engine Plant Property, Map 50.05, Block 4, Lot 2 (dated August 13, 2009).

These Preliminary Site Assessment reports followed the CT DOT general guidance for completion of a
Task 120 Preliminary Site Evaluation as presented in the CT DOT Division of Environmental Compliance
On-Call Contaminated Soil/Groundwater Scopes document, dated 2003. In March 2010, a Subsurface
Investigation was conducted in accordance with CT DOT Task 220 to evaluate soil and groundwater
conditions in response to the environmental concerns identified by the Preliminary Site Assessments.
These reports can be found in Appendix E. The study area is illustrated in Exhibit 3.14-1.

3.14.3 PRELIMINARY SITE ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

The Preliminary Site Assessment for Site 1 identified the following environmental concerns for the portion
of the study area located on the two parcels currently owned by the City of Bridgeport.

1. Raymark Waste. So called Raymark Waste has been identified in two portions of the Site. Based on
the results of soil samples collected at the Site, the Raymark Waste contains concentrations of asbestos,
total mass and synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) Metals, dioxins, pesticides, Polycyclic
Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs), PCBs and Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). The areas of the Site
which contain the Raymark Waste are considered a portion of the Raymark Superfund site.

2. Contaminated Soil. Assessment activities of the Raymark Waste present at the Site identified the
presence of contaminated soil at portions of the Site beyond the limits of the identified Raymark Waste.
Soil beyond the limits of the Raymark Waste is contaminated with concentrations of asbestos, copper,
lead, pesticides and PCBs.

3. Contaminated Groundwater: Groundwater in vicinity of the SAEP is impacted with minimal
concentrations of chlorinated VOCs.

4. Former Truck Stop: A truck stop was formerly located in the southwestern portion of the Site along
Main Street (CT Route 113). The former presence of a truck stop could indicate the former presence of
gasoline and/or diesel fuel oil tanks associated with vehicle fueling operations and a fuel oil tank
associated with the truck stop building. Furthermore, the former use of this portion of the Site by trucks
could have resulted in incidental releases of gasoline and or diesel fuel in this location.

5. Former Building Structures: In addition to the truck stop, three other building structures previously
existed on portions of the Site. One of these buildings was apparently a restaurant. The use of the other
two former buildings is not known. There is the possibility that these former buildings could have had
heating oil tanks, could have been used for industrial purposes and/or could have been painted with lead-
based paint, all of which could have lead to impacts to soil and/or groundwater.
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6. Earth Fill: One portion of the Site has been identified as an area where fill material, so called Airport
Earth Fill, has been deposited. Portions of this area beyond the limits of the Raymark Waste are impacted
with contaminants such as lead and asbestos.

7. Stratford Solid Waste Landfill: Although some distance from the project area portion of the Site,
portions of the Stratford Solid Waste Landfill are located on the Site. Contaminants are known to
commonly leach from landfills to soil and/or groundwater. While no specific reference to releases from the
Stratford Solid Waste Landfill were identified by this assessment, there is a good possibility that releases
have occurred from this landfill and that such releases could have impacted portions of the Site.

8. Solid Waste Disposal Area: The so called Raymark Waste identified in several portions of the Site and
the Airport Earth Fill located near the project area may contain Solid Waste at a volume (greater than 10
cubic yards) that could subject the Site to the requirements of the Connecticut Solid Waste Regulations.
Further assessment of the content of the identified Raymark Waste and airport earth fill may be required
to refine this conclusion.

The Preliminary Site Assessment for Site 2 identified the following environmental concerns for the portion
of the Study Area located on the SAEP.

1. Former Soil Stockpile. Petroleum contaminated soil was formerly stockpiled in the southeast portion of
the South Parking Lot. This material was later used as fill material in an area east of the South Parking
Lot as approved by the CTDEP. The former presence of the petroleum impacted soil and the filling may
have resulted in impacts to soil and groundwater in this South Parking Lot.

2. Contaminated Groundwater. Groundwater in the vicinity of the project area portion of this Site has
been monitored as part of the RCRA closure of several waste water sludge lagoons (a’ka/ RCRA landfills)
located to the east of this area. The monitoring has identified concentrations of VOCs in groundwater in
the vicinity of the proposed roadway area.

3. FOSFT. The Army has implemented a FOSFT for the entire SAEP site. The FOSFT includes land use
restrictions such as no residential use and no use of groundwater. This deed restriction may convey with
the property or may require the application of an Environmental Land Use Restriction.

Other potential environmental concerns exist within the Site parcel (21.53 acres) including former plating
and manufacturing areas, the closed RCRA lagoons and the former wastewater treatment plant.
However, as these areas are located some distance from the proposed roadway, the portion of the Site
slated for potential acquisition, the potential for an environmental concern to the project area is minimal
relative to disturbance of soil. Further study conducted during the subsurface investigation (Task 210)
noted that only minimal concentrations of arsenic and barium within the project area. No other
contaminants were detected in the ground water.
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3.14.4 SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION FINDINGS

A Subsurface Investigation consisting of the drilling of twenty (10) soil borings, collection and analysis of
two (2) soil samples from each soil boring, installation of two (2) groundwater monitoring wells and
collection and analysis of one (1) groundwater sample from each of the groundwater monitoring wells was
conducted during April 2010. The soil borings, soil sample collection and groundwater monitoring well
installation activities were completed on April 18 and April 19, 2010. The groundwater monitoring well
sampling was conducted on April 26, 2010. The soil borings were advanced via the use of hollow stem
auger drilling equipment and soil samples were collected via use of split spoon soil sample equipment.
Groundwater samples were collected in general accordance with CT DEP low-flow groundwater sampling
procedures. A copy of the Subsurface Investigation report can be found in Appendix E.

Subsurface materials at the Site consisted primarily of fine to medium sand and silt with lesser amounts of
fine gravel and trace amounts of organic material and concrete. Difficult drilling conditions were
encountered in the southern portion of the Site in the general area of soil borings B-8 through B-10. The
majority of the material observed appeared to be fill material. At least one soil boring, B-9, encountered
peat type material near the completion depth of the soil boring.

3.14.4.1 Soil Sample Results

Each of the twenty (20) soil samples were analyzed for asbestos via Polarized Light Microscopy, (PAHSs)
by EPA Method 8270 and RCRA 8 metals plus copper, nickel and zinc by EPA Methods 6010 and 7471.
Selected soil samples were also analyzed for one or more of the following compounds: VOCs by EPA
Method 8260, petroleum hydrocarbons by the Connecticut Extractable Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon
(ETPH) Method, Semi-volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) by EPA method 8270, RCRA 8 metals,
copper, nickel and zinc by EPA Method 6010 and 6020A following extraction by the SPLP process,
RCRA 8 metals, copper, nickel and zinc by EPA Method 6010 and 6020A following extraction by the
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) process, Chlorinated Pesticides by EPA Method
8081B, Chlorinated Herbicides by EPA Method 8151A, PCBs by EPA Method 8082, cyanide by EPA
Method 9010/9012, Flashpoint by EPA Method 1010, Corrosivity by EPA Method 9045C and Reactivity
by SW846 CH.7. One soil sample was also analyzed for Dioxins by EPA Method 8290.

Concentrations of asbestos, PCBs, Metals, VOCs, petroleum hydrocarbons, SVOCs and Dioxins were
detected in various soil samples collected at the study area during the conductance of the Subsurface
Investigation. Pesticides and herbicides were not detected in soil samples analyzed for these compounds.

Asbestos was detected via a presence/absence test as being in only three of the twenty soil samples.
These three soil samples were subsequently analyzed for the percentage of asbestos present. Asbestos
was not detected at concentrations greater than the laboratory reporting limit in these three samples.
PCBs were detected in eight (8) of the twenty (20) soil samples and ranged in concentration from 0.48
milligrams per kilograms (mg/kg) to 8.3 mg/kg. The majority of the detected concentrations are greater
than the CT DEP Remediation Standard Regulations (RSRs) Residential Direct Exposure Criteria (RDEC)
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of 1 mg/kg. Various total metals were detected in each of the twenty (20) soil samples. The detected
concentrations of barium, copper, chromium, lead, nickel and zinc indicate the presence of releases of
these metals in some of the soil boring locations. Several petroleum related VOCs were detected in some
of the soil samples at concentrations less than RSRs criteria. Petroleum hydrocarbons were detected in
four (4) of seven (7) soil sample analyzed for ETPH. Two (2) of the detected concentrations (780 mg/kg
and 3,900 mg/kg) exceeded the RSRs RDEC, the Industrial/lCommercial Direct Exposure Criteria
(ICDEC) and/or the GB Pollutant Mobility Criteria (GB PMC). SVOCs, mostly PAHs, were detected in five
(5) of eight (8) soil samples analyzed for these compounds. Concentrations of several of the SVOCs
compounds in several of the soil samples exceeded the RDEC, ICDEC and/or the GB PMC.

Selected soil samples were analyzed for RCRA eight metals plus copper, nickel and zinc following
extraction by both the SPLP and TCLP processes. Concentrations of lead in the SPLP extract in three (3)
of the five (5) soil samples were greater than the GB PMC. Concentration of lead in three (3) of the five
(5) soil samples were greater than the Toxicity Characteristic Regulatory Levels indicating that the soil
would be considered hazardous. Elevated concentrations of copper, nickel and zinc were also present in
the TC LP extract of the same three soil samples. Several other disposal characterization compounds
were also analyzed from selected soil samples to characterize the soil for potential off-site disposal. No
issues were identified related to these disposal characterization soil samples.

3.14.4.2 Groundwater Sample Results

The groundwater samples collected from each of the two groundwater monitoring wells at the site were
analyzed for VOCs, ETPH, PAHs, PCBs and RCRA eight metal plus copper, nickel and zinc. VOCs,
ETPH, PAHs and PCBs were not detected at concentrations greater than the laboratory reporting limit in
the groundwater samples collected from groundwater monitoring wells MW-100 and MW-101. Barium
was detected at a concentration of 0.14 milligrams per liter (mg/L) in the groundwater sample collected
from groundwater monitoring well MW-100. The RSRs do not have an established Surface Water
Protection Criteria (SWPC) for barium. The presence of barium in groundwater may be related to the
elevated concentrations of barium detected in site soils. This concentration likely represents background
conditions. No other metals were detected at concentrations greater than the laboratory reporting limit in
this groundwater sample. Arsenic was detected at a concentration of 0.0062 mg/L in the groundwater
sample collected from groundwater monitoring well MW-101. This concentration is greater than the
SWPC for arsenic of 0.004 mg/L but may, however, represent background conditions as no elevated
concentrations of arsenic were detected in site soils No other metals were detected at concentrations
greater than the laboratory reporting limit in this groundwater sample.
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SECTION 4
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.0 INTRODUCTION

This section presents an assessment of the potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative
1G-Modified as well as the No Build Alternative. In addition, mitigation strategies are described to avoid
and minimize the identified impacts, where appropriate. Alternative 1-G Modified involves the
rehabilitation of pavement on Runway 6-24; construction of a RSA that is 500 feet in width (250 feet on
either side of the runway centerline) by 100 feet in length beyond the Runway 6 threshold; and
construction of a RSA that is 500 feet in width (250 feet on either side of the runway centerline) by 300
feet in length beyond the Runway 24 threshold with the installation of an EMAS system (100 feet in width
by 300 feet in length).

In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E, the following environmental resource categories were assessed:

e Noise e Coastal Resources

e Compatible Land Use e Wild and Scenic Rivers

e Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and e Floodplains

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks e Wetlands

e Secondary (Induced) Impacts e Fish, Wildlife, and Plants

e Air Quality e Natural Resources and Energy Supply

e Department of Transportation Act: Section 4(f) e Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

e Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural e Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention,
Resources and Solid Waste

e Farmlands e Construction Impacts

e Water Quality
407 RESOURCES NOT AFFECTED

The following resource categories were determined not to be affected by the proposed projects at BDR:

e Noise e Department of Transportation Act: Section 4(f)
e Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and e Farmlands

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks e Fish, Wildlife, and Plants

e Secondary (Induced) Impacts e Wild and Scenic Rivers

e Compatible Land Use e Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

e Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural e Natural Resources and Energy Supply
Resources

Therefore, no further impact analyses were conducted for these categories beyond the evaluations that
follow in this subsection:
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e NoIsE: The proposed improvements would not result in an increase in the number of aircraft operations,
a change in aircraft types, or a change in day/night operational splits, which are factors that could result in
a change in noise exposure, no noise analysis was conducted.

e SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S HEALTH AND SAFETY RIsSKS: With
implementation of the Build Alternative, 2,150 linear feet of Main Street would be relocated (see Exhibit
2.2-1). The relocation would occur on land already owned by the Airport except for 1.075 acres recently
transferred to the FAA from the Army, which is expected to also be transferred to the City in the future.
There would be no relocation of residences or businesses. Therefore, the proposed projects would not
cause relocation of residences without sufficient available replacement housing; extensive relocation of
community businesses creating a severe economic hardship for the community; disruption of local traffic
patterns that would substantially reduce the Level of Service of roads serving the Airport and its
surrounding communities; and a substantial loss in community tax base. Therefore, there would be no
adverse socioeconomic impacts. In addition, the Census Block Group in which the Airport and proposed
project area are located is not considered to be low-income areas, based on the 2000 census information.
Thus, no impacts would result to minority and/or low income populations. Also, no health and safety risks
to children would result with implementation of the proposed improvements.

e SECONDARY IMPACTS: The analysis of potential secondary (induced) impacts is intended to determine
whether the proposed projects would cause shifts in patterns of population movements and growth, public
service demands, and changes in business and economic activity to the extent influenced by airport
development. The implementation of the proposed improvements would not cause shifts in patterns of
population movements and growth, public service demands, and changes in business and economic
activity to the extent influenced by Airport development. However, a temporary increase in economic
activity in both the construction and building material supply sectors of the local economy is anticipated
with the Build Alternative. These jobs generated by construction activities would be of a relatively short
duration; however, the proposed projects could potentially stimulate secondary economic impacts through
increased aviation related employment opportunities as the Airport continues to improve its facilities.

e COMPATIBLE LAND USE: The compatibility of existing and planned land uses in the vicinity of an airport is
usually associated with the extent of the airport’s noise impacts and the potential for disruption of
communities, relocation as a result of property acquisition, and induced socioeconomic impacts. As noted
above, the proposed improvements would not result in a change in noise exposure and there would be no
disruption of communities, relocation as a result of property acquisition, and induced socioeconomic
impacts. Coordination with the Town of Stratford planning has indicated that no new development is
located within the proposed project area (see Appendix B). It can be concluded that the proposed
improvements would be compatible with existing and proposed land uses and would be consistent with
local plans.

e DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT: SECTION 4(f): Within the project area, there are no public parks
and recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges and management areas of national, state, or local
significance, as well as historic sites of state and local significance that are on or have been determined

Final Written Reevaluation: Environmental Impact Statement Section 4 —-Environmental Consequences
Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport June 27, 2011

4-2



to be eligible for listing the NRHP. A shared use path for bicycles and pedestrians is located along the
east side of Route 113. This will be maintained during construction.

e HISTORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES: There are no historic,
architectural, archaeological, or cultural resources within the project area.

e FARMLANDS: While prime farmland soils are located within the proposed project area, this land is
committed to urban development. Under the FPPA, lands that are committed to urban development are
not subject to the provisions of the FPPA.

e FIsH, WILDLIFE, AND PLANTS: As discussed in Section 3.13, the FWS indicated that piping plovers
consistently nest in the vicinity of the project area (see Appendix B). However, since the revised
alternative would not include a MALSF, the piping plovers would not be impacted by the increased light
levels. The FWS recommended that the approach elevation over Milford Point remain at 200 feet above
mean sea level or greater. In addition, the FWS reiterated the implementation of minimization measures:
runway modifications and change in approach elevations must be in place prior to March 15. No other
federally-listed or proposed threatened or endangered species under the jurisdiction of the FWS are
known to occur in the vicinity of the project area.

According to the DEP Natural Diversity Data Base, numerous records of populations of species listed by
the State, pursuant to section 26-306 of the CGS, as endangered, threatened or special concern are
within the vicinity of the Airport (see Appendix B). However, the proposed improvements are not
anticipated to impact any of these species. According to recent coordination, CT DEP will review the Final
Written Reevaluation and provide additional comment, if necessary (see Appendix B).

In addition, coordination with the NMFS has indicated that particular attention should be focused on the
winter flounder habitat. An Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment was submitted to the NMFS (see
Appendix B). The EFH Assessment stated that the only impact to the marine basin would occur during
the removal of the tide gate at the head of the tidal ditch. The removal of the culvert and tide gate is not
associated with either the reconstruction of Runway 6-24 or the re-alignment of Main Street, but rather is
being proposed in response to a CTDEP NOV stating that the unauthorized culvert and tide gate
structures are in poor condition and have resulted in poor tidal exchange between the tidal lagoon and the
upstream creeks. In order to minimize any impact on potential fisheries habitat, BMPs would be
implemented during the culvert and tide gate removal, including siltation controls and mitigation including
compatible plantings on disturbed areas. This work would occur during times outside normal fish
spawning periods and all work would be coordinated with the NMFS. Thus, no fisheries impacts are
anticipated.

e WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS: There are no listed or potentially-listed Federal or State, nor potentially
eligible, Wild and Scenic Rivers in the vicinity of the Airport.
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e LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL IMPACTS: Runway edge lights would be constructed under the Build
Alternative. These lights would provide visual guidance to pilots by altering them to the location of the
pavement edge so as to avoid maneuvering their aircraft off the hardened surface. These lights would
only be illuminated during periods of reduced visibility. Runway edge lights are usually white in color,
spaced 200 feet apart, and are mounted approximately two feet above the pavement. Adverse light
emissions to the natural and social environments are not expected to occur. The light emissions that
would be emitted do not significantly scatter light in levels sufficient to cause adverse visual impacts and
are not expected to create an adverse additive effect when coupled with the existing light emissions a the
Airport. The proposed Build Alternative would create both temporary visual disturbance during
construction and long-term impacts to the existing viewscape of the area. Improvements associated with
the proposed RSA/EMAS construction would visually impact persons traveling along Main Street. These
visual impacts are considered minor in nature, as the changes are small and will be assimilated into the
already urbanized viewshed with the passage of time.

e NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY: The construction, operation, and maintenance of the
proposed projects as well as the No Build Alternative would not exceed available or future (project year)
natural resources or energy supply.

4.1 AIR QUALITY

This section includes a description of Airport air emissions sources; a description of the No Build
Alternative and proposed project; an overview of the methodology used to estimate the project-related
emissions; the results of the emissions inventory; and any required actions that would result as a
consequence of General Conformity or Transportation Conformity regulations within the CAA. The full
report can be found in Appendix C.

Historically, BDR has serviced a significant level of commercial service carriers for an airport its size,
although currently most activity at the airport is classified as General Aviation (GA). Further, because the
level of annual GA operations currently occurring at BDR is less than 180,000, no quantitative
assessment of air quality is required by the NEPA per FAA Order 5050.4B.

477 AIRPORT EMISSIONS SOURCES

The principal emissions sources currently operating at BDR include aircraft, minimal auxiliary power units
(APUs), a small fleet of ground support equipment (GSE), and fuel storage and transfer facilities.
Construction of the RSAs at BDR will also involve temporary emissions from construction equipment,
asphalt paving, and the generation of fugitive dust during land clearing and pavement demolition.
Appendix C describes sources of air emissions typically occurring at BDR, including the source type,
description of activity, and a listing of the pollutants emitted.
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4.1.2 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

The NEPA recommends disclosure of construction related emissions resulting from airport improvements
during air quality impact evaluation. Moreover, the General Conformity Rule of the CAA mandates that all
indirect emissions associated with an action occurring in a non-attainment area, including construction
emissions, be compared against the appropriate de minimis thresholds in the General Conformity
applicability test.

Construction emissions represent a temporary source of air emissions, occurring from the operation of
fossil-fueled construction equipment, service vehicles, and worker vehicles accessing and leaving the
site; pavement of newly constructed areas; and disturbance of unpaved land areas during the
construction process. Activities anticipated to occur during the RSA construction include land clearing,
earthworks and excavation, concrete and pavement installation, and finishing work.

To estimate air emissions of EPA criteria pollutants from construction equipment exhaust, activity data
taken from the proposed RSA construction schedule, including equipment activity factors, expected hours
of use or miles travelled, and brake-specific horsepower, were applied to emissions rates generated using
EPA’s approved emissions rate models NONROAD2008a (for off-road equipment) and MOBILEG6.2 (for
on-road motor vehicles). Emissions rates for calendar year 2012 were developed using area-specific
input parameters consistent with those applied in recent SIP emissions inventories, including area
meteorological data, fuel parameters, and equipment population distributions. Emissions model default
parameters were applied wherever area specific data was unavailable. VOC emissions from asphalt
paving and PM emissions from disturbance of unpaved areas were quantified using the estimated
dimensions of the project area as reported in provided plans, and emissions rates taken from EPA
guidance and other relevant publications.

4.1.3 IMPACT POTENTIAL

Table 4.1-1 presents the results of the BDR construction emissions inventory by pollutant and by project
component, representing the estimated level of emissions expected to occur as a result of the proposed
construction in calendar year 2012. For ease of evaluation of these emissions against the General
Conformity regulations, the appropriate de minimis thresholds are also included for each applicable
pollutant. As shown, the project is expected to generate 0.84 tons of VOC, 4.29 tons of CO, 5.95 tons of
NO,, 0.02 tons of SO,, 19.53 tons of PM; and 2.32 tons of PM,s.
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TABLE 4.1-1
2012 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY

2012 Construction Emissions (tons per year)
voC Cco NO, SO, PM,, PM, 5

Off-Road Equipment 0.43 2.49 5.89 0.02 0.42 0.41
On-Road Vehicles 0.07 1.80 0.06 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Asphalt Paving 0.34 -- -- -- -- --
Fugitive Dust - -- -- -- 19.11 1.91

TOTAL 0.84 4.29 5.95 0.02 19.53 2.32
“Moderate” O3 De minimis Level 50 100
PM, s De minimis Level 100 100 100

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2010.

As shown above, the total project-related emissions of CO are well below the applicable de minimis
thresholds for CO maintenance areas. VOC and NO, emissions are also well below the applicable de
minimis thresholds for “moderate” Oz non-attainment area, signifying that project emissions do not
interfere with the air quality goals of the area’s O3 SIP, and that the project is therefore considered a de
minims action.

In addition, because the CTDEP evaluates emissions of PM,s precursors NO, and SO, in addition to
directly emitted PM,s in their PM,s Attainment Demonstration SIP, the project emissions are also
compared against the applicable PM, s de minimis thresholds for these pollutants. Again, as shown on
Table 4.1-1, project-related emissions of NO,, SO, and directly emitted PM,s are well below the
applicable de minimis thresholds. Accordingly, the project is considered a de minimis action and conforms
to the area’s PM, 5 SIP.

Notably, in revisions to the General Conformity regulations finalized in April 2010, EPA removed the
regional significance test from the applicability requirements of the General Conformity Rule. Hence, no
regional significance analysis was conducted on the project-related construction emissions. However, it is
not expected that these emissions would constitute greater than ten percent of the regional emissions
budget in either applicable SIP, the criteria for regional significance under the previous regulations.

4.1.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

Although the improvements to BDR are considered de minimis actions with respect to the General
Conformity Regulations and no emissions mitigation is required to demonstrate conformity with area air
quality plans, the following mitigation measures can be implemented to reduce the overall air quality
impacts expected to occur:

o Reduce equipment idling times,
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o Use cleaner burning or low emissions fuels in equipment,

. Encourage employee carpooling,

. Limit construction activities when atmospheric conditions are conducive to O3z formation (i.e. “high
ozone days”),

. Limit construction activities during high wind events to prevent dust generation,

. Utilize warm-mix asphalt during paving operations,

. Water or apply dust suppressants to unpaved areas regularly,

. Cover materials stockpiles,

o Install pads to deter track-out as vehicles enter and leave the work site, and

. Reduce vehicle speeds on unpaved roads.

4.1.5 TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY

Installation of the Runway 24 RSA requires the relocation of a portion of Main Street bordering the Airport
property. Accordingly, because the action shall occur in a non-attainment area, the relocation could be
subject to the CAA’s Transportation Conformity Rule.

The Rule states that Transportation Conformity is not applicable to individual projects that are not FHWA
or Federal Transit Authority (FTA) projects unless they are considered “regionally significant” for the
purpose of regional emissions analysis. Coordination with the GBRPA is pending to determine whether
the relocation of Main Street associated with the BDR improvements is considered “regionally significant”.

4.2 WATER RESOURCES

4.2.1 IMPACT POTENTIAL - SURFACE WATER QUALITY

Based on the existing surface and ground water quality classifications within the project area, it is not
anticipated that the project would have negative impacts to surface water quality. The removal of the tide
gate structure and culvert at the head of the marine basin is being proposed by the City of Bridgeport as a
separate project in response to a CTDEP NOV. The re-establishment of tidal flow as a result of the
removal of the culvert and tide gate structure would likely improve water quality in the wetlands with
restricted tidal action due to more regular flushing of those wetlands.

4.2.2 IMPACT POTENTIAL - GROUNDWATER QUALITY

Based on the existing surface and ground water quality classifications within the project area, it is not
anticipated that the project will have negative impacts to groundwater quality.

4.2.3 IMPACT POTENTIAL - DRAINAGE AND STORMWATER

The proposed drainage system for this project would be a combination of vegetative swales, closed
drainage systems, and overland sheet flow. This runoff ultimately would drain to the Marine Basin. There
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are two proposed 12:1 — 2:1 rounded bottom swales on either side of the RSA. Both of these swales flow
easterly into the roadside swale that runs along the west side of the roadway.

The realignment of State Route 113 project will incorporate primary (infiltration basins, water quality
swales) and secondary stormwater treatment practices (dry detention ponds, grass drainage channels,
catch basins).

The proposed roadway profile low point (Elev. 7.3) would be raised approximately 1.5 feet above the
existing low point of the roadway profile (Elev. 5.8), which would help to reduce the frequency of roadway
flooding in this area.

As a result of the proposed drainage improvements and inclusion of primary and secondary stormwater
treatment practices consistent with the 2004 CT Stormwater Quality Manual, it is anticipated that the
quality of stormwater would slightly improve. In addition, the separate projects to correct the two CTDEP
Notice of Violations (NOVs); 1) culvert replacement under the driveway and 2) removal of the culvert and
tide gate structure at the head of the tidal lagoon, would also improve stormwater drainage and flow in the
project area.

4.2.4 PERMITTING AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Permits and mitigation measures related to water resources and wetlands are included in Section 4.5.

4.3 FLOODPLAINS

Executive Order 11988 directs Federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize
the impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and restore and preserve the natural and
beneficial values served by floodplains. Agencies are required to make a finding that there is no
practicable alternative before taking action that would encroach on a base floodplain based on a 100-year
flood. Impacts to the 100-year floodplain can occur in two forms: directly through the changes to
volumetric capacity of the floodplain or indirectly through an increase in the total volume of water arriving
at and being conveyed by the floodplain.

4.3.1 IMPACT POTENTIAL

Since the majority of the proposed activities occur within floodplain areas, there would be both temporary
and permanent impacts below the 100-year floodplain elevation. Impacts would include permanent
placement of fill materials to raise the elevation of Main Street within the proposed realignment section
and small areas of fill associated with light post foundations for the Runway 24 project. Temporary fill
may also be required for the construction of Main Street to facilitate construction vehicle access and for
maintenance and protection of traffic.
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With implementation of the No Build Alternative, no development would occur; therefore, there would be
no impact to floodplains.

4.3.2 PERMITTING AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Work associated with the proposed activities at the Airport would be almost entirely located within the
100-year floodplain limits on the site. Coordination with the appropriate regulatory agencies early on in
the design and permitting process will be important to help to identify potential priority issues which may
affect acquisition of environmental permits and approvals relating to work within the floodplain.

Since state funding is involved with these projects, a Flood Management Certification (FMC) from the
CTDEP would be required for both projects. This program requires approval of a certification for all State
actions in or affecting floodplains or natural or man-made storm drainage facilities. Approval is predicated
on whether the proposed activity:

. is consistent with state standards and criteria for preventing flood hazards to human life, health or
property and with the provisions of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and municipal
floodplain regulations;

. does not adversely affect fish populations or fish passage; and,

. does not promote intensive use and development of flood prone areas.

It is not anticipated that there will be any negative impacts to human health or property, fish populations
or passage, or promotion of development in flood prone areas. In fact, correction of the NOVs, as
discussed in Section 4.5, would likely improve fish populations and passage Therefore, no mitigation is
anticipated for floodplain impacts.

4.4 COASTAL RESOURCES

4.4.1 IMPACT POTENTIAL

Coastal Resources in the vicinity of the relocated portion of Main Street and proposed RSA include tidal
wetlands as well as CFHA. Tidal wetlands in the project area were formally delineated, surveyed, and
mapped in 2009 and 2010 for this project. As the project advances into the permitting stage, more
detailed investigations will be conducted to gain a better understanding of the exact tidal wetland

vegetation impacts and the need for and type of mitigation required.

Only CFHA A-zones are found within the project study area.
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4.4.2 PERMITTING AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed projects are subject to the provisions of the CCMA, sections 22a-90 through 22a-112 and
any activities at or waterward of the high tide line and/or in tidal wetlands would require permits from the
CT DEP - OLISP in accordance with CGS sections 22a-361 and 22a-32, respectively.

Consistency with the CCMA will be addressed for the project as part of the tidal wetlands permit
application. Consistency is derived based on a detailed assessment of the project’s impact on the coastal
use policies associated with each of the coastal resources located within the project study area.

Once the wetland vegetation impacts are quantified in the permitting process, mitigation measures will be
defined.

4.5 WETLANDS

4.5.1 IMPACT POTENTIAL — RUNWAY 6-24 REHABILITATION PROJECT

The rehabilitation of Runway 6-24 project would result in permanent and temporary impacts to inland
wetlands resources (see Exhibit 4.5-1). Note that the Runway 24 RSA touches the tidal wetland
boundary on Exhibit 4.5-1; however, the actual proposed construction grading might not extend to the
limit of this tidal wetland area. The overall project impact area was estimated to be contained within a
25-foot offset from existing edge of the runway pavement.

452 IMPACT POTENTIAL — REALIGNMENT OF MAIN STREET (STATE PROJECT NoO. 15-336)

The realignment of Main Street (State Project No. 15-336) would result in permanent and temporary tidal
wetland impacts (see Exhibit 4.5-1). The replacement of a clogged driveway culvert and removing the
berm (tide gate) associated two NOVs, are anticipated to be performed under separate Certificates of
Permission applications being submitted to OLISP by the City of Bridgeport. The driveway culvert
replacement is anticipated to be performed prior to the construction of State Project No. 15-336. The
construction scheduled for the tide gate structure and berm removal will be coordinated with the
construction of State Project 15-336 to address hydraulic flows in the tidal ditch and roadway cross
culvert.

The major outlet of the Main Street drainage system is a channel (approximately 16 feet wide) located
south of Runway 24 which outlets to the Marine Basin and Long Island Sound. This culvert is
submerged, even under low tide conditions, and survey of the exact size and invert has not been
obtained, however one record plan from a utility drawing shows a 15-inch diameter pipe.

The overall drainage system is influenced by a berm and non-functioning gated drainage structure at the
north end of Marine Basin. The gate mechanism, inside a concrete structure, has deteriorated over the
years and has been completely removed. Field observations suggest that it was a manually controlled
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vertical gate, controlling flow through a culvert under the earth berm. Observed debris at the east end of
the berm that indicates the Marine Basin overtops the berm, in that location, during higher than normal
tide events. A segment of the berm (approximately 80-foot long) and concrete drainage structure will be
removed to correct the CTDEP NOV. Proposed slopes and soil materials will allow for reestablishment of
tidal ditch vegetation. Preliminary hydraulic analysis shows the water elevation during the Mean Higher
High Water (Spring High Tide) condition, will increase approximately 0.5 feet (6 inch) in the tidal channel
upstream of the existing berm and the vicinity of the existing unpaved driveway.

The proposed Main Street roadway profile low point (Elevation 7.3) in the vicinity of the cross culvert is
approximately 1.5 feet above the existing low point of the roadway profile (Elevation 5.8), which will help
to reduce the frequency of roadway flooding. This segment of roadway at the culvert is known to flood
during major storm events. A hydraulic analysis report of the drainage system including the culvert,
channel, and Marine Basin structure, is being prepared by URS Corporation, and will be submitted to CT
DOT for review and approval, and will provide information associated with CTDEP permit applications. It
is anticipated that OLISP will require improvement of the existing flow conditions (flushing of tidal
waterways and wetlands) since the existing Main Street cross culvert is clogged. Preliminary analysis
indicates that a 24 inch diameter RCP will pass the 50 year rainfall event. The construction of this culvert
will be staged to allow for roadway traffic to be maintained on Main Street during construction. This will
require the existing culvert flows to be maintained during installation of a proposed culvert, which is offset
approximately 25 feet north of the existing culvert. Minor re-channelization of approximately 50 feet of the
existing ditch, at both the inlet and outlet of the culvert will be required. The area of impact, both
permanent and temporary, to various tidal ditch open water and tidal wetland resources in the vicinity of
the Main Street culvert construction will be determined after additional review and discussion of the
proposed drainage design with CT DOT, and review of tidal resources with OLISP. The design team
discussed initial design concepts and conducted a field walk, with OLISP staff on May 18, 2010. The
design and review of the stormwater drainage system is ongoing.

An existing shared use path for bicycles and pedestrians located along the east side of Main Street will
need to be restructured. A temporary path will be constructed, as needed, to maintain bike and pedestrian
traffic, along this segment immediately south of the Main Street culvert crossing. The temporary drainage
facilities (culverts, endwalls, swales, etc.) will be needed to maintain vehicle traffic and allow relocation of
underground utilities (water, phone, electric, gas, sanitary, TV) at the proposed culvert crossing. These
temporary construction features will result in temporary tidal resource impacts.

The proposed Main Street drainage system will be a combination of vegetative swales, overland sheet
flow, and closed drainage systems with oversized sumps to facilitate settlement of sediment and
treatment. It will be designed in accordance with CT Stormwater Quality Manual and E&S Control
Manual.
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4.5.3 IMPACT POTENTIAL — SUMMARY

As a result of the proposed activities, there would be both permanent and temporary impact to wetland
resources within the project area (see Exhibit 4.5-1 and Table 4.5-1). Exhibit 4.5-1 lists many different
construction features, and all but two features, will be included in either the Rehabilitate Runway 6-24
Project or the Realignment of Main Street State Project 15-336. The removal of the berm and tide gate,
and the replacement of the driveway culvert, will be separate projects constructed by the City, and
performed in accordance with CT DEP Certificates of Permission that are being applied for in response to
NOVs issued by CT DEP. Exhibit 4.5-1 and Table 4.5-1 show these two projects separately. The CT
DOT requested that the berm and tide gate project be constructed by the City of Bridgeport, separate
from State Project 15-336. The City of Bridgeport recommended that the driveway culvert replacement
project be constructed separately by the City, separate from State Project 15-336 to allow for a timely
response and resolution of NOV issues, and this also received concurrence by CT DOT.

The tidal wetland resource impacts estimated for State Project 15-336 are based on the September 2009
Revised Semi-Final Plans submission. An updated stormwater drainage design submission is being
prepared by URS Corporation for submission to CT DOT for review and approval. It is expected that
estimated impact areas are likely to change as the final design and permit application process advances.

The wetland resource impacts for the Runway 6-24 project was estimated based on preliminary plans.
The wetland resource impacts for the driveway culvert replacement, and the berm and tide gate removal
were estimated from plans being prepared in conjunction with Certificates of Permission applications to
CT DEP.

The implementation of the No Build alternative would not impact waters or wetland resource and would,
therefore, not require mitigation.
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TABLE 4.5-1
PROPOSED WETLAND IMPACTS (ACRES)

. Inland Inland
Tidal Wetlands Wetlands Wetland,Buffer
Proposed Projects (507
Perm Perm Temp Temp
Wetland Open Wetland Open Temp | Perm | Temp | Perm
Water Water
1. Rehabilitate RW 6-24 Project 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 4.00 1.79
2. Realignment of Main St. 0.12 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3. Berm & Tide Gate 0.0 0.0 0.04 0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4. Driveway Culvert Replacement 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 0.12 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.0 0.13 4.0 1.79
Source: URS Corporation (2010).
1. Rehabilitate Runway 6-24
a. Temporary Impact Areas are based on a 25’ offset from the edge of the existing runway.
2. CT DOT State Project No. 15-336 Realignment of Main Street
a. Impact areas shown are based on Revised Semi-Final Plans submission dated
September 2009.
3. Berm & Tide Gate Removal (shown as Feature 14 on Exhibit 4.5-1)
4. Driveway Culvert Replacement (shown as Feature 15 on Exhibit 4.5-1 (temporary and permanent
impacts are less than 0.01 acres)
4.54 PERMITTING AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Permitting
Work associated with the proposed activities at the Airport would be partially located within regulated

resource areas including tidal wetlands and potentially inland wetlands and upland review areas. As a
result, it is imperative that coordination be conducted with the appropriate regulatory agencies early on in
the design and permitting process. Early coordination with the regulatory agencies will help to identify
potential priority issues which may affect acquisition of environmental permits and approvals.

Federal jurisdictional tidal wetlands and inland wetlands are regulated by the COE; however, only state
jurisdiction inland wetlands, and activities within the 100 feet of the inland wetland boundary, are
regulated by the City of Stratford. Based on the anticipated impacts, Federal, state and local permits and
approvals will likely be required, as listed below:

Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project

o COE Section 10 and Section 404 Programmatic General Permit

. CTDEP IWRD Section 401 Water Quality Certification

. CTDEP IWRD Flood Management Certification

. CTDEP IWRD General Permit Registration Form for the Discharge of Stormwater and
Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction Activities

o City of Stratford Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Permit
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Realignment of CT Route 113 (State Project No.15-336)

. COE Section 10 and Section 404 Programmatic General Permit

. CTDEP IWRD Section 401 Water Quality Certification

. CTDEP OLISP Structures and Dredging / Tidal Wetlands Permit

. CTDEP IWRD Flood Management Certification

o CTDEP IWRD General Permit Registration Form for the Discharge of Stormwater and

Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction Activities

Note that approval of the OLISP permits listed above will be reviewed by CT DEP in coordination with
OLISP Certificates of Permission to correct two CT DEP NOVs that have been issued to the City of
Bridgeport (and other property owners). One violation was issued for an unauthorized culvert and tide
gate structure located on-site at the head of the tidal lagoon. Removal of the berm would eliminate the
problem of poor tidal exchange between the marine basin and the upstream tidal creeks and result in a
permanent gain in tidal wetland area. The schedule for construction of the tide gate and berm removal
project will be coordinated with the State Project 15-336, Realignment of Route 113 Main Street.

The second violation concerns an existing 24-inch culvert under an unpaved driveway to three residences
that has been filled and thereby results in restriction of tidal flushing to an upstream creek area. The
replacement of the existing 24-inch CMP culvert with a 24-inch RCP culvert and flared concrete end
sections is proposed. Removal of excess roadway material that has entered the adjacent tidal wetland
due to driveway maintenance will also be corrected. This improvement will correct the restricted tidal
flushing to the upstream tidal creak area, and is currently planned to be constructed by the City in
advance of State Project 15-336 Realignment of Route 113 Main Street.

Mitigation

Compensatory mitigation will likely include several methods to achieve full compensation. The mitigation
strategy could include wetland creation, restoration, enhancement, preservation, or a combination of
these methods. The location, size and type of compensatory mitigation would be based on multiple
factors, including, but not limited to:

. Type and quantity of the wetlands impacted

. Quality and functions and values of the wetlands impacted
. Type and quantity of wetland required for compensation

. Available land for compensation

The COE Highway Methodology will be used as a guidance document for development of the mitigation
plan. This document sets forth a process by which compensatory mitigation is established based on the
characteristics of existing wetlands, the impacts to wetland functions and values, and finally a
collaborative effort between the regulatory agencies and the applicant to determine the mitigation efforts
required for full compensation of impacts.
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Based on preliminary coordination at a site walk with OLISP, potential mitigation opportunities were
identified on site south of the existing marine basin to the east of the Airport. It is anticipated that most, if
not all, mitigation will be possible on-site. Mitigation plans will be developed in detail upon further review
with CTDOT and CTDEP during pre-application meetings, site visits, and throughout the final design
review process with CTDOT. Additional mitigation options include improving quality of wetlands along the
tidal ditch between the berm and the Main Street cross culvert by removing chunks of reinforced concrete
and other debris along the banks of the ditch. Other options include grading and establishing additional
wetland vegetation along tidal ditches within the project limits. There are many opportunities for mitigation
on the project site, including site/watercourse cleanup and plantings. The Airport will work with the
CTDOT and CT DEP/OLISP to implement satisfactory mitigation measures during the permit process.

4.6 HAZARDOUS WASTE, POLLUTION PREVENTION, AND SOLID WASTE

4.6.1 IMPACT POTENTIAL - HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The proposed project has the potential to encounter, disturb and generate contaminated soil, toxic (or
hazardous) soil/waste and possibly contaminated groundwater. This conclusion is based on the results of
the Subsurface Investigation conducted on a portion of the study area. A portion of the project area is
identified as a portion of the Raymark Waste National Priorities List (NPL) (Superfund) site. Information
provided by the US EPA Raymark Superfund Remedial Project Manager indicated that there is no formal
approval or permit process necessary for the proposed roadway construction activities within the NPL
areas (see Appendix E). CTDEP indicated that the study area may be subject to the Connecticut
Property Transfer Law a/k/a the Property Transfer Act (PTA) due to the presence of hazardous waste and
that the portion of the Raymark Waste site would require remediation in accordance with the CT DEP
RSRs (see Appendix E). However, since that time, the City of Bridgeport has indicated that in
accordance with CGS 22a-134(1)(M), the transfer of the FAA land to the City of Bridgeport would be
exempt from the PTA for several reasons: there is no indication that the portion of land has been used for
anything other than a parking lot; no hazardous waste has been generated since November 18, 1980;
there is no indication that there has been any discharge of hazardous waste on the portion of land; and
the contaminants detected are generally associated with asphalt.

Based upon the review by the City of Bridgeport outside legal counsel, the presence of PCBs in the site
soils does not meet the definition of PCB Remediation Waste found in 40 CFR 761.3 and would not
require investigation or remediation. Excess contaminated soil, hazardous soil/waste and/or contaminated
groundwater generated during construction activities will require proper off-site disposal.

4.6.2 IMPACT POTENTIAL - SOLID WASTE

Construction wastes associated with the proposed project are expected to be typical of those normally
generated by land clearing, earthwork, roadway construction, and paving projects. These wastes may
include, but not be limited to, demolition waste such as concrete; site clearing debris such as vegetation;
and wastes generated by construction workers. Based on the known fill material present with portions of
the study area, solid waste consisting of demolition debris, concrete asphalt, wood, etc may be generated
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during construction activities. Excavated solid waste will require off-site disposal in accordance with
Connecticut Solid Waste Regulations.

4.7 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The summary of construction impacts has been provided in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E. For the
Build Alternative, mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce or avoid potentially significant
impacts from construction, which would reduce the impacts below their thresholds of significance.
However, there would be unavoidable temporary construction impacts on air quality, equipment noise,
and water quality. The No Build Alternative includes no construction activities and would, therefore, result
in no construction impacts.

AIR QUALITY: Fugitive dust emissions from construction activities and equipment would occur with the
implementation of the Build Alternative. However, contractors would exercise required fugitive dust
control measures to reduce dust during the construction phases. An air quality emission inventory for the
construction period of the proposed actions indicated that the construction-related emissions would be
well below the de minimis thresholds during construction.

EQUIPMENT NoISE: Noise from equipment and related activities on the site would be regulated through
development of a construction noise specification to minimize exposure outside of the construction area.

WATER QUALITY: All construction-related water quality impacts from implementation of any of the
proposed projects would be temporary and indirect, and would result from the removal of vegetation and
grading activities and the operation of earth-moving equipment. These temporary and indirect water
quality impacts would likely result from soil erosion/sedimentation and the introduction of pollutants from
construction machinery. Potential temporary water degradation due to erosion and sedimentation would
be mitigated through the utilization of appropriate BMPs and containment devices, such as silt fences.
Appropriate erosion and sediment control plans will be prepared prior to construction for review and
approval by appropriate regulatory agencies.

SoLIb WASTE: Excavated solid waste will require off-site disposal in accordance with Connecticut Solid
Waste Regulations.

4.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined by the CEQ in 40 CFR 1508.7 as “impacts on the environment which
result from the incremental impacts of the action when added to the other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such
other actions.” The CEQ regulations also state that the cumulative impacts addressed should not be
limited to those from actual proposals, but must be impacts from actions being contemplated or that are
reasonably foreseeable. The CEQ regulations further require that NEPA environmental analyses analyze
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connected, cumulative, and similar actions in the same document. This requirement prohibits
segmentation of the project into smaller components to avoid required environmental analysis.

CEQ suggest analyzing only those resources that are incrementally affected by the proposed action and
other actions within the same geographic area and time period. The geographic area of concern for the
cumulative impacts analysis is typically defined by the context of the proposed actions and its
alternatives. The geographic limits for this cumulative impact analysis have been identified as the Airport
and vicinity to the northeast generally bound by Sniffens Lane to the north and Breakers Lane to the
northeast.

The cumulative impacts associated with the proposed projects and other improvement projects located
within the immediate vicinity of BDR were assessed from 2005 and 2023. Year 2005 was selected as the
past year as this was the year that Taxiway D was reconstructed. Year 2023 is the out-year selected for
development in the most recent ALP Update.

To identify and describe past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, CEQ suggests the use of
“best available information.” Thus, the recently completed ALP Update (2009) was used as a guide and
the planning department of the Town of Stratford was consulted. In addition, the Town of Stratford’s
comprehensive plan, Update to Town Plan of Conservation and Development (December 2003) was
reviewed. For purposes of describing the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, the projects
will be discussed in terms of Airport-related and non-Airport related projects.

4.8.1 AIRPORT RELATED PROJECTS

Previous planning efforts at BDR identified the need for a range of airside and landside improvements.
The most sizable improvement at BDR was the construction of the Taxiway D improvements between
2005 and 2006. An Environmental Assessment was completed in 2004 and a Finding of No Significant
Impact was issued on September 20, 2004.

The current approved ALP (2009) proposes a range of needed improvement projects for Near Term
(2008-2013), Intermediate Term (2013-2018), and Long Term (2018-2023). Within the near term, with the
exception of the projects proposed within this written reevaluation, planned projects include the
construction of the remaining T-hangars on the South Apron, redevelopment of the FBO terminal area
(Phase II), and the reconstruction of the terminal apron.

4.8.2 NON-AIRPORT RELATED PROJECTS

The Town of Stratford Planning department has been contacted to determine planned non-Airport related
actions that are reasonably foreseeable within the geographic area defined for this analysis. No new
development has been proposed within the vicinity of the Airport. Therefore, the potential impacts below
only address Airport-related impacts.
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4.8.3 POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Only Airport-related past projects that are to occur within the reasonably foreseeable future can be
quantitatively assessed, as specific impact data for these projects are available. Therefore, the potential
cumulative impacts of the proposed projects in conjunction with other past, present, and future planned
projects in the analysis study area cannot be fully assessed quantitatively, as specific impact data for all
non-Airport related projects is either not available or are not yet developed. In addition, the impacts
discussed below are limited to those resource categories under which some degree of effect was
identified for the proposed actions proposed within this written reevaluation, since those projects would
not contribute cumulatively to the other resource categories.

Development plans for non-Airport actions will need to be reviewed, and all required environmental will
need to be issued by appropriate regulatory agencies before they can be constructed. Therefore, the
projects are not anticipated to contribute to a cumulatively significant impact to environmental resources
identified in Section 4, as they will also be required to provide an acceptable level of impact mitigation.

4.8.3.1 Water Quality

As stated in Section 4.2, each project component was evaluated for water quality and quantity impacts
and mitigation measures were addressed. The potential water quality effects of all projects identified in
the cumulative scenario either have been, are, or will be subject to numerous review, approval, and
permitting processes mandated under a regulatory framework established by a range of Federal, State,
and local resource agencies. Each project must undergo individual review for compliance with this
framework to assure that it does not contribute to the overall physical and chemical degradation of area
receiving waters. As such, the potential for adverse cumulative effects is minimal since each proposed
project is required to provide their own mitigation measures, as required, to assure compliance.

4.8.3.2 Floodplains

All work at the Airport would encroach upon the 100-year floodplain. A FMC from the CTDEP would be
required for all proposed projects. This program ensures that the proposed projects are consistent with
state standards and criteria for preventing flood hazards to human life, health or property and with the
provisions of the NFIP and municipal floodplain regulations; does not adversely affect fish populations or
fish passage; and, does not promote intensive use and development of flood prone areas. As a result,
cumulative floodplain impacts should not be significant.

4.8.3.3 Wetland Resources

Impacts to wetland resources, associated permits and appropriate mitigation measures are included in
Section 4.5. Potential wetland impacts associated with non-Airport related projects are dealt with by
Federal, State, and local regulatory agencies on a case-by-case basis. Each proposed project would
need to present information, which quantifies potential wetland impacts, and proposed mitigation
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measures which are subject to agency review and approval to ensure that the overall function and values
of the wetlands are maintained consistent with the national “no net loss” policy. As a result, cumulative
wetland impacts should not be significant, should any wetlands be impacted by any future planned

projects.
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SECTION 5
LIST OF PREPARERS

The following personnel have had primary responsibilities in the preparation of this document. This list
includes people affiliated with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Connecticut Department of
Transportation (CT DOT), City of Bridgeport, URS Corporation (URS), KB Environmental Sciences, Inc.
(KB), and Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. (FHI).

PERSONNEL

Gail Lattrell
Richard Doucette
Craig Bailey
John Ricci
Stephen Ford
Lisa Trachtenburg
Jeff Stewart
Laurie LaRocca
Robert Bruno
Gerry D’Amico
Jennifer Lutz
Christina Nutting
Mike Metcalf
Roger Krahn
John Brogden

Li Gao

Mike Wilmes
Gordon Hricko
Rudy Franciamore
Gary Nash

Mike Kenney
Paul Sanford
Paul Stanton

Dan Hageman
David Laiuppa

Ime

Community Planner

Environmental Program Manager
Senior Project Manager

Airport Manager

Director of Operations

Assistant City Attorney

Director of Leasing

Project Engineer

Chief of Engineering Services

Sr. Engineer / Project Manager
Lead Environmental Planner
Aviation Planner

Sr. Graphics Technician

Project Manager (Roadway Design)
Project Manager, Environmental Investigations
Engineer (Hydraulics and Drainage)
Survey Department Manager
CADD Technician

Project Engineer (Roadway Design)
Project Manager (Hydraulics and Drainage)
Environmental Scientist
Environmental Specialist

Principal Planner

Principal Planner

Soil Scientist

ORGANIZATION

FAA

FAA

FAA

City of Bridgeport
City of Bridgeport
City of Bridgeport
CTDOT
CTDOT
CTDOT

URS

URS

URS

URS

URS

URS

URS

URS

URS

URS

URS

KB

KB

FHI

FHI

FHI
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GENERAL REFERENCES
Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace.

Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 139, Airport Operating Certification.

Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations, 800.2, Parks, Forests, and Public Property, Section 106
Process.

CT Department of Environmental Protection. State of Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection Ground Water Quality Classifications. 2009.

CT Department of Environmental Protection. State of Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection Surface Water Quality Classifications. 2006.

CT Department of Environmental Protection. State of Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection Surface Water Quality Standards. 2002.

CT Department of Environmental Protection. State of Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection Ground Water Quality Standards. 1996.

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended through the Coastal Zone Reauthorization
Amendments of 1990 and PL 104-150, Coastal Zone Protection Act of 1996.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. 1986, as amended.

Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (recodified in 1983 as 49 USC, Subtitle I, Section 303(c),
Section 4(f).

Endangered Species Act, Section 7(c), (16 USC 1531 et seq.), 1973.
Environmental Protection Agency.

Environmental Protection Agency. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 1986, as amended.
Executive Order 11988. Floodplain Management. May 24, 1977.
Executive Order 11990. Protection of Wetlands. May 24, 1977.

Executive Order 12898. Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations. February 11, 1994.

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children From Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks
April 21, 1997.

Farmland Protection Policy Act, Subtitle 1 of Title XV, Section 1539-1549, June 17, 1994.

Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), 7 USC 4201-4209 as amended by section 1255 of the Food
Security Act of 1985, 16 USC 3801-3862.

Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Insurance Rate Map, Community Panel Number
090016 0001-0004 dated June 16, 1992.

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, USC Title 33, Chapter 26, as amended by the Clean
Water Act, 2002 Section 404, CFR 33, Parts 320-330.
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Fitzgerald and Halliday Inc. Wetland Field Investigation and Delineation. Fitzgerald and Halliday,
Inc. 2009

National Ambient Air Quality Standards, USC Title 42, Chapter 85, as amended by the Clean Water
Act, 2002 Section 404, CFR 40, Part 50.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended through 2000 (42 USC 4321 et seq.).
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470 et seq.).

National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106, 36 CFR Part 60, National Register of Historic Places.
1966.

National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106, 36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties.

United States Department of Commerce, Census Bureau. 2000 Census Data. Accessed via
http://www.census.gov, 2007.

United States Department of Agriculture. Web Soil Survey (State of Connecticut, Version 7,
December 3, 2009 (July 9, 2009).

United States Department of Transportation. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.2 to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. Federal
Register, Volume 62, Number 72. April 15, 1997.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 USC 1271-1287, as amended through PL 90-542, August 8, 2002.

FAA REGULATIONS
Federal Aviation Administration Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Environmental Impacts: Policies and
Procedures, March 2006.

Federal Aviation Administration Order 5050.4A, Paragraph 23.

Federal Aviation Administration Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, April 2006.

Federal Aviation Administration Order 6560.10B.
Federal Aviation Administration Order 6750.15D and 6750.16D.
Federal Aviation Administration, Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions, October 2007.

Federal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular, 150/5300-13, Change 14, Airport Design,
November 1, 2008.

Federal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular, 150/5300-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on
or Near Airports.
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o AGENCY COORDINATION - AGENCIES CONTACTED

* NO OUTGOING LETTERS ARE INCLUDED IN APPENDIX, UNLESS INDICATED.

William Hyatt, Acting Bureau Chief

CT DEP - Bureau of Natural Resources
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Karen Senich, Executive Director and SHPO
CT Commission on Culture and Tourism

One Constitution Plaza, 2™ Floor
Hartford, CT 06103

Robert Kaliszewski, Director/Ombudsman
CT DEP - Office of Planning and Program

Development
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Tom Chapman, Supervisor

US FWS - New England Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301

Stanley Gorski, Field Office Supervisor
US Department of Commerce — NOAA
Sandy Hook Field Office

74 Magruder Road

Highlands, NJ 07732

Honorable Rodney Butler

Chairman, Mashantucket Pequot Tribe of CT

2 Matts Path
Mashantucket, CT 06338

(Outgoing letter of 11/4/11 included herein)

H. Curtis “Curt” Spalding, Regional Administrator
US EPA

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100

Boston, MA 02109-3912

John Carey, PE

CT DOT - Division of Traffic Engineering
2800 Berlin Turnpike

Newington, CT 06131

Willie R. Taylor

US DOI-Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1849 C Street, NW MS 2462

Washington, DC 20240

John Mengacci, Under Secretary
Office of Policy and Management
450 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, CT 06101-1379

Rick Potvin, Refuge Manager

US FWS - Stewart B. McKinney National Wildlife Refuge
733 Old Clinton Road

Westbrook, CT 06498

Daniel Forrest

CT State Historic Preservation Office

One Constitution Plaza, 2™ Floor

Hartford, CT 06103

(Outgoing letter of 3/25/11 included herein)

o AGENCY COORDINATION - AGENCY RESPONSES RECEIVED AS OF FEBRUARY 28, 2011

DATE COORDINATION

2/5/10 Letter from John Carey, CT DOT — Bureau of Engineering and Construction

2/16/10  Letter from Thomas Chapman, US FWS — New England Field Office

2/19/10  Letter from David Fox, CT DEP — Office of Environmental Review

2/22/10  Letter from Louis Chiarella, US Department of Commerce — National Marine Fisheries Service
4/19/10  Letter from Gary Lorentson, Town of Stratford — Planning and Zoning Department

4/25/11  Electronic mail from Richard Doucette, Federal Aviation Administration

5/23/11  Record of Conversation with David Fox, CT DEP — Department of Environmental Protection

o ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ASSESSMENT, DATED NOVEMBER 2010
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

2800 BERLIN TURNPIKE, P.0. BOX 317546
NEWINGTON, CONNECTICUT 06131-7546
Phone:

(860) 594-2710

February 5, 2010

Ms. Jennifer M. Lutz

Project Manager

URS Corporation

4 North Park Drive, Suite 300
Hunt Valley, MD 21030

Dear Ms. Lutz:

Subject: Reference No. 38397150
Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport
Town of Stratford

This is in reply to your January 15, 2010 letter regarding the proposed relocation of Route
113 (Main Street).

This office does not have any traffic engineering comments at this time. It is
recommended that the Department of Transportation’s Design Development Unit review the
proposed horizontal alignment changes to Route 113. By copy of your letter and this reply, the
Design Development Unit will review the proposal and respond directly back to you.

If you should have any questions, please contact Mr. Joseph P. Ouellette, investigating
traffic engineer, at (860) 594-2721.

Very truly yours,

\Jbhn F. Carey, P.E.

Manager of Traffic Engineering
Bureau of Engineering and
Construction

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycled or Recovered Paper



U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

New England Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301-5087
http://www.fws.gov/newengland

REF: 38397150 February 16, 2010

Jennifer M. Lutz

URS Corporation

4 North Park Drive, Suite 300
Hunt Valley, MD 21030

Dear Ms. Lutz:

This responds to your letter, dated January 15, 2010, requesting that we review improvements to
Runway 6 at Sikorsky Memorial Airport in Bridgeport, Connecticut for information on the
presence of federally-listed or proposed endangered or threatened species. Our comments are
provided in accordance with the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 15 U.S.C.
1531, et seq.).

This office reviewed the May 1999 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) addressing proposed
improvements to Runway 6-24 and commented on potential impacts to the federally-threatened
piping plover (Charadrius melodus) in a letter dated July 17, 1998. At that time, we concurred
with a preliminary determination of “not likely to adversely affect” the piping plover conditioned
on the inclusion of minimization measures in the implementation of the project. The measures
included time-of-year restrictions for installation of the MALSF lighting system, construction of
runway modifications, and the change in approach elevations.

The revised alternative for Runway 6-24 is similar in scope to the original EIS alternative 1-G; it
is slightly longer (50 feet) and includes an Engineered Materials Arresting System (EMAS).
Although new runway edge lights and runway end identifier lights will be installed, the
previously proposed MALSF lighting system is not part of the project.

Piping plovers consistently nest in the vicinity of the project area, primarily at Long Beach and
Milford Sandbar in Milford, and periodically nest on Milford Point (Milford) and Short Beach in
Stratford. In our July 17, 1998 letter, we identified the remote possibility that piping plovers
might be affected by increased light levels from the proposed MALSF associated with two of the
alternatives. However, the revised 1-G alternative eliminates the installation of the MALSF and
impacts from increased runway lighting are not anticipated.



Jennifer M. Lutz 2
February 16, 2010

The information provided in your letter did not describe approach elevations that will occur for
the shortened 1-G runway; therefore, in order to avoid adversely affecting breeding piping
plovers in the vicinity of the airport, we recommend that the approach elevation over Milford
Point remain at 200 feet above mean sea level or greater. We also reiterate our recommendation
provided in our July 17, 1998 letter that runway modifications and change in approach elevations
must be in place prior to March 15, before piping plovers return to nearby beaches, in order to
avoid disturbing breeding plovers.

Based on information currently available to us, no other federally-listed or proposed threatened
or endangered species under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are known to
occur in the vicinity of the project area.

Thank you for your cooperation, and please contact Ms. Susi von Oettingen at 603-223-2541,
extension 22, if we can be of further assistance.

Thomas R. Chapman
Supervisor
New England Field Office



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Februarv 19, 2010

Jennifer M. Lutz
LIRS Corporation
4 North Park Drive, Sutte 300
Hunt Vallev, Maryland 21030

Dear Ms. Lutz:

I am responding to your letter of January 19, 2010 to Robert Kaliszewski requesting
comments on a reevaluation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for various
projects at Igor Sikorsky Memorial Airport in Stratford. including rehabilitation of Runway 6-24.
Runway Safety Arca (RSA) improvements at both runway ends and relocation of Main Street. |
have circulated your request to various offices in the Department and this is a coordinated reply.
Our comments outline some issues that can be considered during the reevaluation process as well
as others that will require additional detail during subsequent permitting for the projects.

Overall, the development of a new preferred alternative, largely based on Alternative 1-G
in the DEIS, avoids many of the most adverse impacts to coastal resources associated with the
preferred alternative detailed in the FEIS. Our comments include some factors to consider in an
effort to further minimize these impacts.

The length of the RSA for Runway 6 has been reduced to 100° but its width remains at
300", Will grading the extreme ends of each side of the RSA, that encroach into tidal wetlands,
provide an additional measure of safety? It seems that, if the intervening areas along the sides of
the runway end are to remain unimproved, any plane excursion from the runway would have to
traverse these areas to reach the outer side edge of the RSA. Similarly, one corner of the RSA
for Runway 24 appears to encroach into tidal wetlands. Could this corner remain undisturbed
without compromising safety, particularly since it is at the beginning of the RSA. nearest the
runway end? In both of these cases. it appears that minor adjustments in the size of the RSA can
be made and encroachment into tidal wetlands virtually eliminated.

Any activities that are proposed waterward of the high tide line or in tidal wetlands will
require authorization from the Office of Long Island Sound Programs (OLISP} in accordance
with the statutes governing structures. dredging and filling i tidal, coastal, and navigable waters
[sections 22a-339 through 22a-363f of the Connecticut General Statutes (CGS)] and the Tidal
Wetlands Act [scctions 22a-28 through 22a-35 of the CGS]. respectively.  For further
information. contact the office at 860-424-3034. Fact sheets regarding OLISP permit programs
and permit application forms can be downloaded at:
htp/swww, et gov/dep/ewp/view.aspla=2709&g=324222&depNav_GID=1643#LonglslandSoun
d.
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It is strongly recommended that URS Corp. and the applicant(s) conduct a pre-application
meeting with OLISP (and other DEP staff) as the project progresses. A pre-application site visit
would also be useful in that the site could be walked and URS could guide all involved through
the proposal. In general, it would be helpful if OLISP was provided with plans that show the
overall construction limits along and at each runway end, or several plans which relate to each
aspect of the work regulated by OLISP that shows the construction limits associated with each.
OLISP would then be able to provide detailed guidance or recommendations. An assessment of
impacts should also be provided, with specific amounts of temporary vs. permanent impacts to
tidal wetlands to determine the amount/extent of mitigation to be required, which would likely be
on-site

For the relocation of Main Sireet, it appears that a section of tidal wetlands will be
impacted and that a new culvert/tide gate will be placed or the existing culver{ modified.
Specifically, several existing conditions plans and sections as well as a proposed conditions plans
and sections should be provided. All sheets should clearly show all existing coastal resources,
tidal elevations, etc. It would also be helpful if site photographs were provided.

The jurisdiction over inland wetlands depends on the nature of the applicant. For State
departments, agencies or instrumentalities, any work or construction activity within the inland
wetland areas or watercourses on-site will require a permit from the Inland Water Resources
Division pursuant to section 22a-39(h) of the CGS. Therefore, if ConnDOT or other Stale entity
is the applicant, a DEP permit will be required. Otherwise, inland wetlands are regulated by the
Stratford Inland Wetlands & Watercourses Commission, pursuant to section 22a-42 of the CGS.
The role of ConnDOT in the projects should be clarified.

In addition, State funding for projects within the 100-year flood zone must be certified by
the sponsoring agency as being in compliance with flood and stormwater management standards
specified in section 25-68d of thc CGS and scction 25-68h-1 through 25-68h-3 of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA) and receive approval from the Department.
Fact sheets regarding IWRD permit programs and permit application forms can be downloaded
at:
http:/www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.aspla=2709&q=324222&depNav_GID=1643#InlandWaterRes
QuIces.

The Natural Diversity Data Base, maintained by DEP, contains numerous records of
populations of species listed by the State, pursuant to section 26-306 of the CGS, as endangered,
threatened or special concern in vicinity of the project area. Given the amount of time that has
elapsed since this project was last reviewed, a new search of the data base was performed. The
attached species list enumerates these species (multiple listings of the same species indicates
multiple records within the project vicinity) as well as significant natural communities within the
project area vicinity. The potential to impact these species should be evaluated. The selection of
a preferred alternative that minimizes encroachment into wetland areas, as noted above, tends to
limit potential impacts to many of these species. However, it should be noted that some of these
species do occur in upland areas of the airport.
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This information is not the result of comprehensive or site-specific field investigations.
Current research projects and new contributors continue to identify additional populations of
species and locations of habitats of concern as well as enhance existing data. Such new
information is incorporated into the Data Base as it becomes available. Also be advised that this
is a preliminary review and not a final determination. A more detailed review will be conducted
as part of subsequent ecnvironmental permit applications submitted to DEP for the proposed site.

The revised proposal encroaches on less Stratford Army Engine Plant (SAEP) land than
carlier proposals; however, there are still environmental issues to address. Although no specific
release location has been documented on that part of the SAEP site that is proposed for Main
Street relocation, the SAEP has documented, through limited sampling, that the soils in the
proposed relocation footprint are polluted above DEP remediation criteria. This 1s not
unexpected for the site, which has numerous areas where the soils are contaminated without
being related to a specific identifiable release, or are affected by asphaltic materials. The road
construction project should include further characterization of the polluted soils to ensure that
any disturbed soil is properly handled during construction.

In addition, the SAEP is currently subject to a RCRA Stewardship Permit (Permit
Number: DEP/HWM/CS-134-00) issued by DEP, to perform closure, post-closure care and
corrective action measures at the former hazardous waste storage, treatment and disposal facility.
The permit requires that all areas of the site be brought into conformance with DEP’s
Remediation Standard Regulations (RSR) [sections 22a-133k-1 through 22a-133k-3 of the
RCSA). To the extent that additional characterization identifies soil areas that exceed criteria,
actions to remave, treat, or render inaccessible the identified soils must be taken to achieve RSR
compliance. Environmental [Land Use Restrictions could be a part of such remedy. Any
remedial actions must be within the framework of the Stewardship permit. Issues surrounding
responsibility for achieving RSR compliance as it relates to transfer of the SAEP land for the
relocation of the road will have to be resolved.

The new alignment for Main Street will also include work within or adjacent to a suspected
Raymark waste disposal footprint. The drawing identifying proposed project elements does
locate the area where EPA found disposed Raymark waste in the vicinity of proposed project
item # 16 . The actual area containing Raymark waste could be larger or smaller than the area
represented in the drawing by irrcgular black-lined lobes on either side of the relocated Main
Street, just southeast of the improved RSA.

(iiven the potential for polution in soils on both the SAEP and abutting properties, it is
recommended that the construction project include provision for field oversight and screening by
an environmental professional to ensure that any incompletely characterized polluted soils are
recognized and appropriately handled should they be encountered during construction. The
construction plan should also include contingencies for developing a contaminated soil
management plan should such seil be encountered.

In addition, the SAEP has also identified that there is pollution above ecological screening
levels in the sediment in the tidal ditch leading from their outfall location to the marine basin, If
the tidal and culvert removal will modify this ditch flow, such that this sediment might be
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mobilized prior to implementation of any necessary remedy by SAEP, this could increase
ecological impact of the project.

Thank you for the opportunity to become involved with the FEIS reevaluation. In order to
expedite Departmental review, please forward four copies of the document to this office when it
has been prepared and [ will circulate it to the relevant offices. If you have any questions
concerning these comments, please contact me at 860-424-4111 or david.fox{@ct.pov.

Sincerely,
S
A rMmo(Jf- A

David J. Fox

Senior Environmental Analyst
Office of Environmental Review

ce:  Kristen Bellantuono, DEP/OLISP
Ron Curran, DEP/RD
Jenny Dickson, DEP/WD
Ken Feathers, DEP/RD
Robert Hannon, DEP/OPPD
Lauren Kostiuk, DEP/WEED
Mark Johnson, DEP/IFD
Dawn McKay, DEP/WD
Carol Szymanski, DEP/OLISP
Steve Tessitore, DEP/TWRD
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Species List for Request Number

Scientific Name

Animals

Ammodramus caudacutus
Ammodramus maritimus

Asio flammens

Bartramic fongicenida

Botaurus fentiginosus

Charadrius melodus

Circus cyaneus

Eremophila alpesiris

Eremophila alpestris

Guallimila chioropus

Ixobrvehus exilis

Passerculus sandwichensis
Passerculus sandwichensis princeps
Puasserculus sandwichensis princeps
Poditymbus podiceps

Rallus elegans

Sterna antillarum

Sterna antillarum

Toxostoma rufum

Tyto alba

Natural Communities

Brackish intertidal marsh

Coastal sand dunes

Seilt marsh

Saltwater infertidal beaches and shores

Saitwater mtertidal flat

Plants

Aristida tuberculosa
Aristida tuberculosa
Atriplex glabriuscula
Diplachne maritima
Honckenya peploides
Panicum amarum
Platanthera ciliaris
Scirpus cylindricus
Viola brittoniana
Viola brittoniana

Viola brittoniana

R17473

Common Name

Salimarsh Sharp-tailed Sparrow

Scaside Sparrow
Short-eared Owl
Upland Sandpiper
American Bittern
Piping Plover
Northern Harrier
Tomed Lark
Horned Lark
Common Moorhen
Least Bittern
Savannah Sparrow
Ipswich Sparrow
Ipswich Sparrow
Picd-billed Grebe
King Rail

Lcast Tern

Least Tern

Brown Thrasher
Barn Owl

Beach Needlegrass
Beach Needlegrass
Orache

Saltpond Grass
Sea-beach Sandwort
Panic Grass
Yellow-fringe Orchid
Salt-marsh Bulrush
Cousl Violel

Coast Violct

Coast Violet

SC = Special Concern, SC* — Special Concern, Presumed Exlirpated

2/16/2010

State Protection Status
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

NORTHEAST REGION

55 Great Republic Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930-2276
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Jennifer M. Lutz 7 FEB 22 2010
URS Corporation

4 North Park Drive, Suite 300

Hunt Valley, MD 21030

Re:  URS Project 38397150: Reevaluation of the Environmental Impact Statement for
Igor 1. Sikorsky Memorial Airport, Stratford, CT

Dear Ms. Lutz:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the January 15, 2009 request for
information regarding fisheries resources for the reevaluation of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) regarding the revised Runway Safety Area (RSA) improvements at the Igor L.
Sikorsky Memorial Airport in Stratford, Connecticut. The proposed RSA improvements
include the construction of two RSA’s, the rehabilitation of the existing runway, removal and
relocation of the taxiway, the removal and relocation of Main Street, and removal and
relocation of a private driveway. The work also includes the removal of a berm, tide gate and
culvert adjacent to a marine basin and tidal wetlands associated with Long Island Sound.

NMEFS has been involved with this project during the previous EIS process. In a letter dated
July 16, 1998, NMFS provided comments on the Draft EIS for the Proposed Improvements to
Runway 6-24. The following comments focus on the newly proposed alternative to the
runway improvements and are intended to identify and address potential adverse impacts to
essential fish habitat (EFH) for public trust resources.

Essential Fish Habitat

EFH has been designated for 17 federally managed species within and adjacent to the
proposed work area. A complete list of species and life stages that have been designated for
the proposed project location can be found on the NMFS Habitat Conservation Division
website at http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/doc/webintro.html.

Among those species listed, particular attention should be focused on winter flounder
(Pseudopleuronectes americanus) habitat that may be adversely affected by this project.
Adult winter founder utilize shallow near shore areas such as the marine basin for spawning
and feeding, while eggs, larvae, and juveniles use the area for early life stage development.
Recent stock assessments for winter flounder indicate that recruitment continues at record low
levels and spawning stock biomass is less than sustainable levels despite commercial harvest
controls (Northeast Fisheries Science Center 2008). This resource status of an ecologically
and commercially important species accentuates the critical need to protect winter flounder
habitat for spawning and egg life stages.
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Inland and tidal wetlands are located throughout the project site and will be impacted as a
result of the proposed construction. Wetlands are designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency as “special aquatic sites” under the Section 404(b)(1) of the Federal Clean
Water Act, due to their important role in the marine ecosystem for foraging species, including
winter flounder. Impacts to such habitats would result in negative consequences for fisheries
resources, as these environments are particularly valuable in exporting nutrients, filtering
runoff from upland sources, and providing spawning, nursery, and shelter habitat for most of
the species utilizing the area, including those managed under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MSA). The filling of wetlands leads to the physical loss
of habitat, loss or impairment of wetland functions and changes in hydrologic patterns.

EFH Assessment

The MSA and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act require Federal agencies to consult with
one another on projects such as this. Insofar as a project involves EFH, as this project does,
this process is guided by the requirements of our EFH regulation at 50 CFR 600.905, which
mandates the preparation of EFH assessments and generally outlines each agency’s
obligations in this consultation procedure.

The required contents of an EFH assessment includes: 1) a description of the action; 2) an
analysis of the potential adverse effects of the action on EFH and the managed species; 3)
conclusions regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and 4) proposed mitigation, if
applicable. Other information that should be contained in the EFH assessment, if appropriate,
includes: 1) the results of on-site inspections to evaluate the habitat and site-specific effects;
2) the views of recognized experts on the habitat or the species that may be affected; 3) a
review of pertinent literature and related information; and 4) an analysis of alternatives to the
action that could avoid or minimize the adverse effects on EFH. Upon submittal of an EFH
assessment, NMFS will provide conservation recommendations for the proposed project.

Protected Resources

NMEFS Protected Resources Division has reviewed the project materials. While listed sea
turtles are seasonally present in Long Island Sound, due to the habitat characteristics of the
project area, no listed species are likely to be present. Should you have any questions
regarding listed species, please contact Julie Crocker at (978) 282-8480 or by e-mail at
(Julie.Crocker@noaa.gov).

Thank you for your coordination with NMFS regarding this issue. Should you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Jenna Flynn at (978) 675-2176.

Sincerely,

%fadw/{«\

Louis A. Chiarella
New England Field Office Supervisor
for Habitat Conservation
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<glofentson @townofstratford .com> To <Jennifer_Lutz@URSCorp.com>

04/19/2010 11:42 AM cc
Please respond to
<glorentson@townofstratford.c

om> Subject RE: Request for Land Use and Zoning Data: Sikosky
Memorial Airport

_ Histoy: g This message has been replied to.

bee

Hi Jennifer,

This is to confirm that no new land use surveys have been conducted within the vicinity of the airport since
1999 and the same zoning classifications in the vicinity are still vaid with no new changes. There are no
new developments going on in the area except that the former Exxon / Mobil industrial building containing
292,000 sq. ft at 495 Lordship Blvd will be converted to a film and digital media studio. The 40 acre
property on the south side of Lordship Boulevard across from Access Road, owed by Stratford
Development was approved in 1999 and is still valid today for a total of 500,000 sq. ft. of mixed industrial
and commercial space. Nothing has been built yet on that property. We have not yet received any plans to
utilize or build on the Army Engine Plant property.

| hope this answers your questions.

Sincerely,

Gary Lorentson, Planning & Zoning Administrator

Planning & Zoning Department

Town of Stratford

2725 Main Street

Stratford, CT 06615

Telephone: (203) 385-4017 '
Facsimile: (203) 381-6928

E-Mail: Glorentson@townofstratford.com

Web: www.townofstratford.com




(d New England Region 12 New England Execulive Park

U.S. Department Office of the Regional Administrator Burlington, MA 01803

of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

SRR

CERTIFIED MAIL — RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Honorable Rodney Butler

Chairman, Mashantucket Pequot Tribe of Connecticut
2 Matts Path

Mashantucket, CT 06338

Dear Chairman Butler:

Government-to-Government Consultation Invitation
Airport Project at Sikorsky Airport in Connecticut

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), in cooperation with the airport owner and
operator, is proposing a project at Sikorsky Airport in Stratford, Connecticut, as outlined
herein.

Purpose of Government-to-Government Consultation

The purpose of Government-to-Government consultation as described in the National
Historic Preservation Act, Section 106, Federal Executive Order 13175, “Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments,” and FAA’s Order 1210.20, “American
Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Consultation Policy and Procedures,” is to ensure that
Federally Recognized Tribes are given the opportunity to provide meaningful and timely
input regarding proposed FAA undertakings that uniquely or significantly affect T ribes.

Consultation Initiation

With this letter, the FAA is inviting the Mashantucket Pequot Tribe of Connecticut o
consult on concerns that may significantly affect your Tribe related to the proposed airport
improvements. Early identification of Tribal concerns will allow the FAA and the atrport

owner and operator to consider ways to avoid, mitigate, or minimize potential impact to
Tribal resources and practices as project alternatives are developed and refined.

Project Information

Two projects are currently under consideration at Sikorsky Airport in Bridgeport. First, the
FAA and the City of Bridgeport propose to install runway safety areas. This will require a
relocation of a portion of Route 113/Main St. in the northern portion of the airport.
Enclosed is a document describing that project. Second, the City of Bridgeport and Volo
Aviation propose to build a fuel farm in the central portion of the airport. Enclosed is a

short document describing that project.



Confidentiality

We understand that you may have concerns regarding the confidentiality of information on
areas or resources of religious, traditional, and cultural importance t0 the Tribe. We would
be happy to discuss these concerns and develop procedures to ensure the confidentiality of
such information is maintained.

FAA Contact Information

Your timely response will assist us in incorporating your concerns into project planning.
For that reason, we respectfully request that you contact FAA within thirty days of your
receipt of this correspondence as to your interest in Government-to-Government
Consultation regarding these projects.

You may contact FAA’s Regional Tribal Consultation Official, Barbara Travers-Wright, by
telephone at 781-238-7025, or by e-mail at RBarbara. Travers-Wright@faa.gov. At that time,
the consultation request will be provided to the FAA, Airports Division.

Sincerely,

ORIGHAL SIGHED @Y
ANN C MOLLICA

~ Amy L. Corbett
Regional Administrator

Enclosures

ce: Kathleen K. Knowles, Mashantucket Pequot Indian Tribe, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (Certified Mail — Return Receipt Requested)

bee:  ANE-1P (with enclosures)

ANE - 610: RDoucette: rd: (781)238-7613: 100722: G:\Correspondence and
Coordination\Governmenit-To-Government
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U.s. Deporngn‘r Federal Aviation Administration
of Transportation New England Region

Federal Avidtion
Administration

March 25, 2011

Daniel Forrest

CT State Historic Preservation Office
One Constitution Plaza, 2" Floor
Hartford CT 06103

Dear Mr. Forrest:

12 New England Executive Park
Burlington, MA 01803

For several years, The FAA and the City of Bridgeport have been attempting to make important
safety improvements at Sikorsky Memorial Airport. To date, no improvements have been

implemented.

Attached is a plan showing the project now under consideration. The project includes
reconstruction (in place) of the existing runway, and relocation of a portion of Route 113
adjacent to the airport to construct arunway safety area. Based on current information, there
appear to be no historic properties affected. |f you have any questions or concerns regarding this
project, please do not hesitate to contact me at your earliest convenience.

This letter is submitted in order to assist the FAA in fulfillment of our responsibilities under the

National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106.

Sincerely,

—R e

Richard P. Doucette, Manager of Environmental Programs

Airports Division, FAA New England Region
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From: Richard Doucette/ANE/FAA
ANE-610, Planning & Program

To: Daniel.Forrest@ct.gov

Date: 04/25/2011 03:16 PM

Subject: Sikorsky Airport

Thirty days has passed since the FAA submitted its finding of "no historic
properties affected" by the Sikorsky Memorial Airport runway safety project. No
response was received from the SHPO, and therefore our responsibilities under
Section 106 of the NHPA are fulfilled.

@j

Ltr ta CT SHPO re Sikaorgky A SAz doc

Richard Doucette

Environmental Program Manager

FAA New England Region, Airports Division
(781) 238-7613



URS CORPORATION

RECORD OF CONVERSATION HUNT VALLEY, MD

Name: Phone Number: Recorded By:
..... DavidFox . ..............[(860)424-4111 .. GerryDAmico ...
Company: Date: Time:
_____ CT DEP Office of Environmental Review . . L2320 s em
Client Phone Number: Extension:
Project Information & Routing

Q Incoming O Outgoing For Information: For Action:

Route To: i

Project Name: .....! BDR - Written Reevaluation

Billable to Project: ..o,

Items Discussed

After introductions, | explained that we had received his letter dated February 19, 2010, and was informing him that we
would be publishing the Written Reevaluation about the first of June, and publishing for final comments. We expect
that the ROD would be published in July 2011.

| noted that we had reviewed the comments in his letter and would attempt to mitigate the concerns of the CTDEP
during the design phase, in particular the recommendation to minimize or re-design the safety area dimensions to
avoid the wetland impacts, particularly on the outer edges of the safety area beyond the runway thresholds. | noted
that as the design progressed we would have a second look at the need to impact these areas.

| noted that there would be very little impact to wildlife habitat along the runway, since we would be narrowing the
runway by removing pavement and then restoring the area with grass. | also noted that this work was to occur on an
active airport and airports are not wildlife refuges, although we would make effort to minimize the overall environmental
impacts.

Mr. Fox indicated that he was not the wildlife biologist or botanist that had commented on the report, but he would be
interested in reviewing the final report and passing it on to his associates in the Department.
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o """'0%' UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
TN (N National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

L)
o NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
A P! NORTHEAST REGION
Y & 55 Great Republic Drive
“rargs ot Gloucester, MA 01930-2276
Jennifer M, Lutz FER 22 2010

URS Corporation
4 North Park Drive, Suite 300
Hunt Valley, MD 21030

Re:  URS Project 38397150: Recvaluation of the Environmental Impact Statement for
Igor 1. Sikorsky Memorial Airport, Stratford, CT

Dear Ms. Lutz:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the January 15, 2009 request for
mformation regarding fisheries resources for the reevaluation of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) regarding the revised Runway Safety Area (RSA) improvements at the Igor I.
Sikorsky Memorial Airport in Stratford, Connecticut. The proposed RSA improvements
include the construction of two RSA’s, the rehabilitation of the existing runway, removal and
relocation of the taxiway, the removal and relocation of Main Street, and removal and
rclocation of a private driveway. The work also includes the removal of a berm, tide gate and
culvert adjacent to a marine basin and tidal wetlands associated with Long Island Sound.

NMFS has been involved with this project during the previous EIS process. In a letter dated
July 16, 1998, NMFS provided comments on the Draft EIS for the Proposed Improvements to
Runway 6-24. The following comments focus on the newly proposed alternative 1o the
runway improvements and are intended to identify and address potential adverse impacts to
essential fish habitat (EFH) for public trust resources.

Essential Fish Habitat

EFH has been designated for 17 federally managed species within and adjacent to the
proposed work arca. A complete list of species and life stages that have been designated for
the proposed project location can be found on the NMFS Habitat Conservation Division
website at http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/doc/webintro.html.

Among those species listed, particular attention should be focused on winter tlounder
(Pseudopleuronectes americanus) habitat that may be adversely affected by this project.
Adult winter founder utilize shallow near shore areas such as the marine basin for spawning
and feeding, while eggs, larvae, and juveniles use the area for early life stage development.
Recent stock assessments for winter flounder indicate that recruitment continues at record low
levels and spawning stock biomass is less than sustainable levels despite commercial harvest
controls (Northeast Fisheries Science Center 2008). This resource status of an ecologically
and commercially important species accentuates the critical nced to protect winter flounder
habitat for spawning and egg life stages.




Inland and tidal wetlands are located throughout the project site and will be impacted as a
result of the proposed construction. Wetlands are designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency as “special aquatic sites” under the Section 404(b)(1) of the Federal Clean
Water Act, due to their important role in the marine ecosystem for {oraging specics, including
winter flounder. Impacts to such habitats would result in negative consequences for fisheries
resources, as these environments are particularly valuable in exporting nutrients, filtering
runoff from upland sources, and providing spawning, nursery, and shelter habitat for most of
the species utilizing the area, including those managed under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MSA). The (illing of wetlands leads to the physical loss
of habitat, loss or impairment of wetland functions and changes in hydrologic patterns,

EFH Assessment

The MSA and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act require Federal agencies to consult with
one another on projects such as this. Insofar as a project involves EFH, as this project does,
this process is guided by the requirements of our EFH regulation at 50 CFR 600.905, which
mandates the preparation of EFH assessments and generally outlines each agency’s
obligations in this consultation procedure.

The required contents of an EFH assessment includes: 1) a description of the action; 2) an
analysis of the potential adverse effects of the action on EFH and the managed species; 3)
conclusions regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and 4) proposed mitigation, if
applicable, Other information that should be contained in the EFH assessment, it appropriate,
includes: 1) the results of on-site inspections to evaluate the habitat and site-specific effects;
2) the views of recognized experts on the habitat or the species that may be affected; 3) a
review of pertinent literature and related information; and 4) an analysis of alternatives to the
action that could avoid or minimize the adverse ctfects on EFH, Upon submittal of an EFH
assessment, NMFES will provide conservation recommendations for the proposed project.

Protected Resources

NMFS Protected Resources Division has reviewed the project materials, While listed sea
turtles are seasonally present in Long Island Sound, due to the habitat characteristics of the
project area, no listed species are likely to be present. Should you have any questions
regarding listed species, please contact Julie Crocker at (978) 282-8480 or by e-mail at
(Julie.Crockeriamoaa.gov).

Thank you for your coordination with NMFS regarding this issue. Should you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Jenna Flynn at (978) 675-2176.

Sincerely,

Aok

Louis A. Chiarella
New England Field Office Supervisor
for Habitat Conservation
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Items Discussed

Gerry D'Amico spoke with Susan (Sue) Tuxbury, U.S. Department of Commerce - National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service on Wednesday, November 17, 2010 regarding the draft Essential
Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment prepared by URS in August 2010. S. Tuxbury offered three (3) comments on this
EFH:

1. Since the tide gate impedes access to the tidal ditch, there is no fish access to this ditch;
2. Include the total tidal wetland impacts caused by removing the berm and tide gate to the EFH;

3. If sediment controls are in place during construction, there is no requirement to limit construction outside the winter
flounder spawning season.

S. Tuxbury asked that we revise the EFH and re-submit; the final EFH can be included in the EIS update as an
appendix.
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ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ASSESSMENT

INTRODUCTION

This Essential Fish Habitat Assessment is being prepared in support of the Written Reevaluation of the
Environmental Impact Statement that is currently being prepared for the proposed Runway Safety Area
(RSA) improvements for Runway 6-24 at Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport (Airport) in Stratford,
Connecticut (see Exhibit 1.0-1 and Exhibit 1.0-2). The Airport occupies a 600-acre site in the Town of
Stratford in Fairfield County, Connecticut. The Airport is approximately four miles southeasterly of the City
of Bridgeport and approximately 20 miles southwest of New Haven, Connecticut. The Airport has a listed
elevation of 10 feet above mean sea level and is located on a peninsula bounded by Main Street
(Connecticut Route 113) on the east and Lordship Township, Prospect Drive, and Stratford Road on the
south and west, and a portion of the Great Meadows on the north. The Airport is owned and operated by
the City of Bridgeport

The improvements proposed in the Written Reevaluation include the following (see Exhibit 2.2-1):

1. Rehabilitate Runway 06-24

2. Construct Runway 6 Safety Area

3. Construct Runway 24 Safety Area

4. Re-Align Main Street

5. Install Engineered Materials Arresting System (EMAS) on Runway 24
6. Install New Runway Edge Lights

7. Install New Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPI) for Runway 24
8. Relocate Runway End Identifier Lights (REILS) on Runways 6 and 24
9. Remove Taxiway at Runway Intersection

10. Construct New Taxiway to Runway 24

11. Remove Existing Blast Fence

12. Install New Airport Security Fence

13. Remove Existing Route 113 Culvert and Construct New Culvert

14, Remove Berm and Tide Gate

15. Remove and Replace Existing Driveway Culvert

16. Construct Runway End Turnaround

17. Remove Existing Main Street

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT DESIGNATIONS

Based on data supplied by the NOAA/Fisheries, the area on the Hoosatonic River adjacent to the Airport
has been identified as containing Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). These species and life stages are
identified in the following table:

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment AIP 3-09-0009-26
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SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS

Atlantic Salmon X X
Pollock X X
Whiting X
Red Hake X X X X
Winter Flounder X X X X
Windowpane Flounder X X X X
Atlantic Sea Herring X X
Bluefish X X
Atlantic Mackerel X X X X
Summer Flounder X

Scup X X X X
Black Sea Bass X

King Mackerel X X X X
Spanish Mackerel X X X X
Cobia X X X X
Sand Tiger Shark X

Particular concern has been expressed for the Winter Flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus), which
utilize the shallow near shore areas as such in the marine basin for spawning and feeding, while eggs,
larvae, and juveniles use the area for early life stage development.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Project 14 (Remove Berm and Tide Gate) is the only project listed that would have a direct impact on the
marine basin. Project 13 (Remove Existing Route 113 Culvert and Construct New Culvert) and Project 15
(Remove and Replace Existing Driveway Culvert) would have minor impacts on the tidal ditch that flows
into the marine basin. These are discussed in more detail below:

Project 13: The existing driveway culvert was installed prior to Airport ownership in 1973 and is non-
functioning. The culvert has been filled with debris and silt. The project would remove and replace this
culvert. The new culvert would include flared end sections to limit silt and gravel runoff from the roadway
surface into the culvert and placement of a trash rack at the head of the culvert to minimize free floating
vegetation from flowing into the culvert during tidal flow. The excavation and replacement of this culvert
is expected to be completed with one working day. Mitigation measures include completing this work
prior to removing the Tide Gate to minimize siltation; placement of siltation controls, and using best
management practices during construction.

Project 14: A tide gate was constructed prior to 1950 at the head of the marine basin by the US Army
Corps of Engineers. This tide gate was to be operated manually during high tide/flood conditions to
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minimize flooding of Main Street and the US Army Engine Plant parking area on Sniffens Lane. This tide
gate has not been used since ownership of the property was transferred to the Airport/City of Bridgeport
in 1973. The tide gate is currently not functional since the gate valve has been removed and the
connecting culvert has filled with silt and debris. The project would remove the tide gate and a portion of
the adjacent berm (see Exhibit 1.0-4). The total resource impacts due to this work will be:

Tidal Open Water 500 square feet
Tidal Wetland; 1700 square feet

The excavation work required to remove the tide gate and berm is expected to be completed in one day.
The exposed area will be replanted with compatible vegetation. Mitigation measures would include
limiting construction to installing siltation controls including installation of a turbidity control curtain and
using best management practices during the construction.

Project 15: The existing culvert under CT Route 113 was installed prior to 1970 and is no longer
functioning due to silt and debris in the culvert. CT Route 113 is owned and maintained by the CT
Department of Transportation (CTDOT). CT Route 113 is to be re-aligned to allow for the construction of
the Runway 24 Safety Area. The realignment would necessitate removing the existing culvert and
placing a new culvert on a slightly different alignment under the new roadway. Removing and replacing
this culvert is expected to be completed within one week. Mitigation measures include completing the
work prior to removing the tide gate and berm to minimize any siltation into the marine basin, placing
siltation controls during the construction, replacing compatible vegetation in any exposed areas, and
using best management practices during the construction.

ASSESSMENT

The listed species are not estuarine residents but may visit the Hoosatonic River and the marine basin on
a casual or seasonal basis, primarily during the summer months. The one exception would be the winter
flounder, which may spawn in the area from February through June.

In order to minimize any disturbance, including siltation of the marine basin during the excavation/removal
of the tide gate, work on this removal/excavation would be undertaken during the fall/early winter months
(September thru January). In water work at this time of year will minimize any impact to the marine basin
and have no impact on the Hoosatonic River. The construction impact is a one time disturbance and full
restoration of the site would occur within weeks of the work. No long term adverse impacts are expected.

CONCL USION

No long term adverse impacts are anticipated to the marine basin or Hoosatonic River. Removal of the
tide gate will improve tidal flow throughout the estuary and could ultimately improve tidal vegetation and
marine life.
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AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

Environmental
Sciences
3.1. AIR QUALITY

This section describes existing air quality conditions in the area surrounding Sikorsky Memorial Airport
(BDR) in Fairfield County, Connecticut, including: applicable air quality regulations, agencies responsible
for regulating area air quality, existing air monitoring data, and details about the area’s compliance with
existing air quality regulations.

3.2. FEDERAL AND STATE AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS

Title | of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to
regulate levels of pollutants in the ambient (i.e. “outdoor”) air that endanger public health or environmental
welfare. To fulfill this requirement, EPA has identified pollutants that fit the endangerment criteria (known
as “criteria” pollutants) and established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to control them.
On the state-level, regulatory agencies are then charged with monitoring the local air quality with respect
to NAAQS-regulated pollutants and implementing controls if violations of the NAAQS are found to occur.
State air quality agencies may also strengthen or supplement the NAAQS if regional air quality conditions
merit such action. Additionally, the General Conformity Rule requires actions affecting air quality in EPA-
identified NAAQS violation areas (called “non-attainment areas”) to demonstrate that they do not cause or
contribute to continued NAAQS V|olat|ons by conforming to the state-level air quality plan developed to
address the air quality problem." Notably, transportaﬂon improvement actions are subject to separate
requirements under the Transportation Conformity Rule.” This section describes the NAAQS and related
state requirements as well as the General and Transportation Conformity processes.

3.21. NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

As described, the NAAQS represent levels of EPA’s “criteria” pollutants in the ambient air over which
additional damage to local or regional air quality would be incurred. Primary NAAQS are those intended
to safeguard human health; secondary NAAQS are designed to prevent environmental degradation.

Areas possessing levels of these pollutants in the ambient air that are below the applicable NAAQS are
said to be in “attainment” of the NAAQS; areas with measured levels exceeding the NAAQS are
designated “non-attainment”. Non-attainment designations can vary based on the severity of the NAAQS
violations (i.e. “severe”, “moderate”), dictating how stringently air quality must be controlled in the area,
and over what timeframe. State agencies in non-attainment areas are then required to develop and
submit State Implementation Plans (SIPs) to EPA, outlining measures and control strategies that
demonstrate how the infractions will be remedied by EPA’s established deadlines.

Table 3.2.1-1 below describes pollutants for which NAAQS have been established: carbon monoxide
(CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO.), ozone (Os), particulate matter measuring less than 10
micrometers in diameter (PM;), particulate matter measuring less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
(PM,5), and sulfur dioxide (SO,). Table 3.2.1-2 summarizes the current NAAQS established by EPA and
supplemented by the State of Connecticut, and includes Fairfield County area attainment designations.
As shown, the Fairfield County area is currently designated “moderate” non-attainment of the 8-hour O;
standard promulgated in 1997. Further, the area is currently designated non-attainment of both the
annual and 24-hour standards for PM,s.The area’s level of compliance with the NAAQS is further
addressed in Sections 3.4 and 3.5.

40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B
® 40 CFR Part 93, Subpart A
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TABLE 3.2.1-1 EPA CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS

Pollutant

Characteristic

Carbon Monoxide
(CO)

CO is a colorless, odorless, tasteless gas and is largely the product of incomplete
combustion of fossil fuels from mobile sources (e.g., motor vehicles). Other sources
include industrial processes and coal, kerosene, and wood-burning stoves in homes.

Lead (Pb)

Lead is a naturally occurring heavy metal and can be toxic if inhaled or ingested.
The lead content of motor vehicle emissions, historically the largest source, has
significantly declined with the widespread use of unleaded fuel. Currently, smelters
and battery plants are the major sources of lead emissions.

Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO)

NO, is one component of a larger group of nitrogen-containing compounds called
Nitrogen Oxides (NO,), which are further described below in relation to Ozone (O3).
EPA has established separate NAAQS for NO, due to its documented short and long
term health effects, causing it to be monitored and evaluated separately from other
NO, components.

Ozone (O3)

O3 is formed when precursor pollutants NO, and volatile organic compounds (VOC),
described below, react in the presence of sunlight. Ozone is subject to long-range
transport and is considered a “regional” pollutant.

Nitrogen NO, includes nitric oxide (NO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), and the nitrate
Oxides radical (NO3), and is produced during both fossil-fuel combustion and
(NO,) the mixing of fuel and air at high temperatures and pressures.

Volatile VOCs include all compounds containing both carbon and hydrogen.
Organic These compounds exist primarily in the gaseous form and are
Compounds | generated as either exhaust or evaporative by-products from the use
(VOCs) of fossil fuels.

Particulate Matter
(PM)

PM comprises very small particles of dirt, dust, soot, or liquid droplets called
aerosols. Precursors may include sulfur compounds, VOC, NO, and ammonia
(NH3). PM is segregated by sizes (i.e., < 10 and < 2.5 microns as PM;, and PM_,
respectively), and originates from the exhaust of internal combustion engines or from
the breakdown and dispersion of other solid materials (e.g., fugitive dust).

Sulfur Dioxide (SOy)

Sulfur is a contaminant of fossil fuels. Emitted as a gas (sulfur dioxide, SO,) or a
solid (sulfates, SQy4), SOy is an exhaust product of internal combustion engines.
Coal-fired power plants are typically the largest sources of sulfur dioxide.

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2010.
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TABLE 3.2.1-1 NATIONAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Pollutant Primary Standards Secondary Standards Attainment
Level Averaging Time Level Averaging Time Status
Carbon 9ppm 8-hour (1) None Attainment
Monoxide (10 mg/m")
CO 35 ppm ) :
(CO) (40 mg/m?) 1-hour (1) None Attainment
Dioxin 1.0 pg/m® Annual Mean (10) None N/A
3 T
Lead (Pb) 0.15 ug/m Rolling 3-Month Same as Primary Attainment
(2) Average
Nitrogen 0.053 ppm Annual . .
Dioxide (100 ug/m®) | (Arithmetic Mean) Same as Primary Attainment
(NO,) 0.100 ppm 1-hour (3) None Pending
0.075 ppm i . :
(2008 std) 8-hour (7) Same as Primary Pending
Ozone (O;) | 0.08 ppm i :
(1997 std) 8-hour (8) Same as Primary Moderate
0.12 ppm 1-hour (9) Same as Primary N/A
Particulate 3 . .
Matter (PMo) 150 pg/m 24-hour (4) Same as Primary Attainment
Annual Non-
Particulate 15.0 pg/m3 (Arithmetic Mean) Same as Primary .
attainment
Matter (5)
(PM25) 3 ) : Non-
35 pg/m 24-hour (6) Same as Primary attainment
Sulfur 0.03 pom Annual
Dioxide o PP (Arithmetic Mean) ?é(?(?m /m3) 3-hour (1) Attainment
(SO,) 0.14ppm | 24-hour (1) Hd
Source: U.S. EPA and Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, 2010.
(1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year.
(2) Final rule signed October 15, 2008.
(3) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at
each monitor within an area must not exceed 0.100 ppm (effective January 22, 2010).
(4) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years.
(5) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PMz s concentrations from single
or multiple community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 pg/m?®.
(6) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each
population-oriented monitor within an area must not exceed 35 ug/m3 (effective December 17, 2006).
(7) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone

concentrations measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.075 ppm.

(effective May 27, 2008)

(8) (a) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone
concentrations measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm.

(b) The 1997 standard—and the implementation rules for that standard—will remain in place for
implementation purposes as EPA undertakes rulemaking to address the transition from the 1997 ozone standard to
the 2008 ozone standard.

(c) EPA is in the process of reconsidering these standards (set in March 2008).

9) (a) EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard in all areas, although some areas have continuing obligations
under that standard ("anti-backsliding").

(b) The standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly
average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is < 1.

(10) State-level standard regulating emissions of dioxin and 2,3,7,8-TCDD equivalents, mainly from stationary
sources. Not to be exceeded. This standard is assessed against individual stationary sources in the area.
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3.2.2. GENERAL CONFORMITY

Originally promulgated in 1993, the General Conformity Rule of the CAA ensures that actions occurring in
EPA-designated non-attainment areas do not impede the progress the improvement of air quality as
outlined in an area’s SIP. In addition, actions that are initiated, overseen or funded by federal agencies in
non-attainment areas must be shown to conform to the applicable SIP, else be precluded by further
funding or federal assistance.

The General Conformity process requires air quality impacts associated with actions occurring in non-
attainment areas to be quantified in an emissions inventory, representing the total gross emissions
caused by the action per year. An emissions inventory typically quantifies all direct and indirect emissions
from sources associated with the action and compares them to the emissions that would normally occur
had the action not taken place (i.e. the “No-action Alternative”). Direct emissions are defined as those that
occur directly as a result of the action (i.e. increased aircraft emissions at an airport due to installation of a
new runway); indirect emissions refer to those emissions that occur as a consequence of the action (i.e.
emissions from construction equipment installing the runway, or emissions from delayed aircraft due to
the airfield construction).

An applicability test is then conducted on the emissions inventory results, comparing them to de minimis
thresholds established in the General Conformity Rule, which can vary based upon pollutant and the
severity of the area’s air quality problem.®> As mentioned in Section 3.2.1, the Fairfield County area is
currently designated non-attainment for Oz and PM,s. The de minimis thresholds applicable to Fairfield
County are presented on Table 3.2.2-1 below. Annual emissions from an action that are below the de
minimis thresholds are considered de minimis emissions, meaning that they are in conformance with the
area’s SIP to improve air quality. Emissions that exceed the de minimis thresholds are considered to
hamper the SIP’s effective progress, and hence would need to be fully offset before a favorable General
Conformity Determination could be issued on the project.

TABLE 3.2.1-1 GENERAL CONFORMITY DE MINIMIS THRESHOLDS

Pollutant | De minimis Threshold (tons per year)
O; NO, 100
(“Moderate” non-attainment areas) VOGC 50
NOy 100
PM, 5 .
(all non-attainment areas) (1) PM_ s (direct) 100
SO, 100
Source: 40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B, effective January 31, 1994, as amended April 6, 2010.
(1) EPA requires that SO2 be evaluated as a precursor to PM2.5 in all instances. NOx is a precursor

unless state and federal agencies agree it is not for that area. VOC and ammonia are not considered
precursors unless EPA and state agencies determine otherwise. Notably, Connecticut considers all PM, 5
precursors significant in their current SIP.

® Notably, prior to General Conformity Rule revisions promulgated by EPA in April 2010, emissions from
an action would also have to be compared to a regional emissions budget, and were required to
constitute less than ten percent of that budget in order to be considered de minimis. However, the recent
revisions have removed the regional applicability requirement from the General Conformity Rule.
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Full offset of emissions can be demonstrated in one of the following four methods, after which a favorable
General Conformity Determination can be issued:

1) The state air quality regulatory agency can make a determination that the emissions are already
accounted in the applicable State Implementation Plan emission budgets,

2) The state agency can agree to revise the SIP emissions budgets to include the emissions,

3) The sponsor of the action causing the emissions can purchase offsets or emissions reduction
credits (ERC) in the same non-attainment area, or

4) The sponsor must mitigate the emissions to the required level by implementing emissions

reduction measures.
3.2.3. TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY

The Transportation Conformity Rule establishes separate conformity requirements for government funded
roadway improvements, and other actions on regionally significant roadways identified in the area’s
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), such that these actions are in accordance with the area SIP to
control air quality. To this end, state agencies in non-attainment areas must demonstrate that regional
transportation air quality analyses fit within applicable SIP emissions budgets approved by the EPA.
Typically, Transportation Conformity determinations are the responsibility of the local Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) or the State Department of Transportation (DOT).

3.3. AIR QUALITY REGULATORY AGENCIES
Management of air quality in the Fairfield County area is the joint responsibility of federal, state and local
agencies. Table 3.3-1 summarizes agency roles and responsibilities pertaining to air quality management

in the area surrounding BDR.

TABLE 3.3.1-1 REGULATORY AGENCIES

Agency | Responsibilities
Sets air quality standards (NAAQS), controls and requirements.
Environmental Protection Designates NAAQS non-attainment areas.
Agency (EPA) Delegates pollution control responsibilities and enforcement to state

and local agencies.

Regulates aviation activity and safety.

Federal Aviation Administration | Funds and oversees improvements to airport infrastructure.
Federal (FAA) Serves as “lead” agency when evaluating environmental impacts of
federally funded airport actions.

Regulates roadway and motor vehicle activity and safety.
Funds and oversees improvements to highway and roadway

Federal Highway Administration infrastructure.

(FHWA) 3 p ” . . .
erves as “lead” agency when evaluating environmental impacts of
federally funded projects on highways and roadways.
Develops SIPs, control strategies, and permit programs to comply
Connecticut Department of with federal air quality regulations.
Environmental Protection Strengthens and supplements federal regulations where
(CT DEP) appropriate.
State Funds and conducts outdoor air monitoring programs.
Regulates roadway improvements and manages traffic flow as
Connecticut Department of extension of FHWA.
Transportation (ConnDOT) Bureau of Aviation and Ports oversees use of state aviation facilities
as extension of FAA.
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for area surrounding
Local Greater Bridgeport Regional BDR.
Planning Agency (GBRPA) Assists ConnDOT and CT DEP with Bridgeport area transportation

and air quality planning.

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2010.
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3.4. EXISTING AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS

This section presents air monitoring data for the area surrounding BDR, and describes the area’s level of
compliance with the NAAQS and other air quality regulations.

3.4.1. AIR MONITORING DATA

As required by the EPA, the CT DEP has established and maintains a permanent network of air quality
monitors. The monitors record concentrations of EPA- and state-regulated pollutants in the ambient air to
gauge compliance with the NAAQS as well as progress with SIP air quality goals. Air quality monitoring
data collected at stations near BDR for the years 2006 through 2008 are shown on Table 3.4.1-1 below.
For ease of reference, the applicable NAAQS for each monitored pollutant is included on the table. Bold
values on the table represent violations of the applicable NAAQS. As shown, violations of the 24-hour

NAAQS for PM, 5 occurred in 2006 and 2008. Violations of the 8-hour O3 standard are also shown at
multiple monitors for all three calendar years.

TABLE 3.4.1-1 AMBIENT AIR MONITORING DATA (2006 — 2008)

. . Distance Polluta Averaging
Site Site ID from BDR nt Time NAAQS 2006 2007 | 2008
Annual 0.03 ppm 0.005 | 0.004 | 0.003
Edison 90010012 2.49 miles SO
School NW 2 24-hour 0.14ppm | 0.021 | 0.017 | 0.016
3-hour 0.5 ppm 0.033 | 0.029 | 0.021
1-hour 35 ppm - 3.8 3.2
co pp
8-hour 9 ppm - 1.8 2.0
aoosevell | 90010010 | .58 milesW | PMuo 24-hour | 150 pg/m® | 61 43 | 49
Annual 15.0 pg/m3 12.52 12.66 | 12.83
PM2s 3
24-hour 35 ug/m 36.7 | 302 | 355
1-hour 35 ppm - 1.1 1.6
co pp
8-hour 9 ppm - 0.8 1.1
NO Annual 0.053 ppm 0.014 0.014 | 0.012
? 1-hour (1) | 0.100ppm | 0.086 | 0.07 | 0.062
Sherwood - Os 8-hour 0.075ppm | 0.089 | 0.083 | 0.090
Island State | 90019003 SSW PMio 24-hour 150 pg/m° 38 30 55
Park o Annual 15.0 ug/m® | 10.73 | 10.91 | 10.66
20 24-hour 35ug/m® | 313 | 290 | 30.9
Annual 0.03 ppm 0.003 | 0.002 | 0.002
SO; 24-hour 0.14 ppm 0.017 0.013 | 0.014
3-hour 0.5 ppm 0.025 | 0.025 | 0.022
Stratford 1.76 miles
Lighthouse 90013007 SE Os 8-hour 0.075ppm | 0.095 | 0.092 | 0.078

Source: EPA AirData, accessed April 03, 2010.

Bolded values represent infractions of the NAAQS.
(1) EPA does not yet report the appropriate averaging statistic for the 1-hour NO, standard; As a
result, the first max concentration is reported here.
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3.4.2. ATTAINMENT STATUS

Fairfield County currently comprises a portion of the New York-New Jersey-Long Island NY-NJ-CT non-
attainment area. The area was designated “moderate” non-attainment in 2004 with respect to the 8-hour
O3 NAAQS promulgated in 1997. EPA required that states possessing non-attainment areas submit
attainment demonstration SIPs by 2008. Because EPA also requires that “moderate” Os; non-attainment
areas demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS no later than six years after designation, the Fairfield
County area must be in compliance with the 1997 O3 NAAQS by June 2010.

Additionally, the NY-NJ-CT non-attainment area has been classified as non-attainment for the annual
PM, s NAAQS in 2005 and non-attainment for the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS shortly after its promulgation in
2006. With respect to these designations, non-attainment areas must submit SIPs by April 2008 and
attain the standard no later than five years after their designation.

Historically, the Fairfield County area was part of the 1-hour O3 Greater Connecticut Non-attainment area
prior to the repeal of the 1-hour O3 NAAQS. Moreover, portions of the Fairfield County area were included
in both the former New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury and the NY-NJ-CT CO non-attainment areas for the
years 1992 through 1998. These areas were re-designated as “maintenance” of the applicable CO
NAAQS in 1998 and 1999, respectively.

3.5. STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

To satisfy EPA’s requirements listed above, CT DEP prepared an 8-Hour Ozone Attainment
Demonstration SIP and submitted it to EPA on February 1, 2008. The document presented national,
regional and local estimates and control programs necessary to attain the NAAQS by EPA’s established
deadline. However, EPA proposed to disapprove the Attainment Demonstration SIP in May of 2008,
contending that it did not display enough compelling evidence to ensure attainment by June 2010. EPA’s
ruling has yet to be finalized, due in part to CT DEP’s recent petition to extend EPA’s attainment deadline.

CT DEP also submitted their Fine Particulate Matter (PM 2.5) Attainment Demonstration SIP to EPA on
November 18, 2008, demonstrating how the area would attain the annual PM,s NAAQS by April 2010.
EPA is still reviewing this submittal and has yet to render an approval. In addition, CT DEP made
revisions to its Regional Haze SIP on November 18, 2009, to assure EPA that the effort to increase
visibility in the area is harmonized to the attainment strategies contained in the PM, 5 SIP.
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4.1 AIR QUALITY

This section outlines the air quality impact analysis conducted on the proposed improvements to runway
safety areas at BDR, and includes a description of airport air emissions sources; a description of the No-
Action alternative and proposed project; an overview of the methodology used to estimate the project-
related emissions; the results of the emissions inventory; and any required actions that would result as a
consequence of General Conformity or Transportation Conformity regulations within the CAA.

4.2 AIRPORT EMISSIONS SOURCES

The principal emissions sources currently operating at BDR include aircraft, minimal auxiliary power units
(APUs), a small fleet of ground support equipment (GSE), and fuel storage and transfer facilities.
Construction of the RSAs at BDR will also involve temporary emissions from construction equipment,
asphalt paving, and the generation of fugitive dust during land clearing and pavement demolition. Table
4.2.1-1 below describes sources of air emissions typically occurring at BDR, including the source type,
description of activity, and a listing of the pollutants emitted.

TABLE 4.2.1-1 AIRPORT-RELATED SOURCES OF AIR EMISSIONS

Source Pollutants' Characteristics
Aircraft and Emitted as the exhaust products of fuel combustion in aircraft engines, and in
Auxiliar CO, Lead, | APU providing on-board back-up power and comfort control. The quantities and
Power L)jnits NOy, PM, types can vary based on engine power setting and duration of operation.
SO, VOC, | Emissions are generally assessed based on a typical landing/take-off cycle (i.e.
(APU) . X ;
taxi and delay, take-off, climb-out, approach and landing).
Sround CO, NOy, Emitted as the exhaust products of fuel combustion from the operation of service
upport . e h ; L .
Equi PM, SOq, trucks and other equipment servicing the aircraft and the airport. Emissions differ
quipment | yoc by engine type, fuel type and activity level
(GSE) y engine type, fuel type and activity level.
Emitted as the exhaust products of fuel combustion from the operation of
CO, NOy, - : .
Motor passenger, employee and other on-road vehicles operating on-airport property.
- PM, SO, o . . - .
Vehicles VOG Emissions differ by the engine type, fuel type, operating speed, ambient
conditions, roadway conditions and distance travelled.
Sfﬁlrggary gﬁ gg; Results from the combustion of fossil fuels from generators providing emergency
Facilities VOC power.
Emissions are evaporative, resulting from vapor displacement and loss during
Fuel storage during transfer. The level of emissions depend on the type of storage
Storage and | VOC device, the type and amount of fuel stored, transfer and refueling methods,
Transfer efficiency of vapor recovery and atmospheric conditions (i.e. temperature and
relative humidity).
CO. NO Emissions in this category are temporary and result from construction equipment
Construction PM’ SOX’ exhaust, VOC emissions from asphalt paving operations and PM emissions due
Activities VOb 2 to entrainment of dust resulting from construction, demolition and site clearing
operations.

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2010.
4.3 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Historically, BDR has serviced a significant level of commercial service carriers for an airport its size,

although currently most activity at the airport is classified as General Aviation (GA). Further, because the
level of annual GA operations currently occurring at BDR is less than 180,000, no quantitative
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assessment of air quality under the No-Action alternative is required by the NEPA per FAA Order
5050.4B.

44 PROPOSED PROJECT

The FAA has recently determined that Runway 24 at BDR does not meet the dimension requirements for
runway safety areas (RSAs) necessary to ensure passenger safety at FAR Part 139 certified airports.4
Consequently, pursuant to Order 5200.8, the FAA has mandated that RSA improvements be made to
Runway 24 to comply with the safety requirements. These improvements mainly involve expansion of the
airport property at the end of Runway 24, and relocation of the section of Connecticut Route 113
bordering this area, such that adequate space is provided at the end of the runway to ensure safe aircraft
operation.

4.5 EMISSIONS INVENTORY METHODOLOGY
The assessment of air quality impacts presented in this section has been prepared pursuant to the

requirements of the General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93), and in accordance with the following
guidance:

o FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1 — Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures

. FAA Order 5050.4B — National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for
Airport Actions

. FAA Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions

Methodologies and data used to quantify air emissions from operational and construction sources at BDR
are discussed in greater detail in the forthcoming sections.

45.1.1 OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Again, it is not expected that aircraft activity will exceed 180,000 GA operations in the construction project
year of 2012, nor is it expected that airport activity will increase in any way due to the proposed
improvements to the RSAs. As a result, no quantitative assessment of operational emissions is required
under the NEPA as directed by FAA Order 5050.4B.

45.1.2 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

The NEPA recommends disclosure of construction related emissions resulting from airport improvements
during air quality impact evaluation. Moreover, the General Conformity Rule of the CAA mandates that all
indirect emissions associated with an action occurring in a non-attainment area, including construction
emissions, be compared against the appropriate de minimis thresholds in the General Conformity
applicability test.

Construction emissions represent a temporary source of air emissions, occurring from the operation of
fossil-fueled construction equipment, service vehicles, and worker vehicles accessing and leaving the
site; pavement of newly constructed areas; and disturbance of unpaved land areas during the
construction process. Activities anticipated to occur during the RSA construction include land clearing,
earthworks and excavation, concrete and pavement installation, and finishing work.

To estimate air emissions of EPA criteria pollutants from construction equipment exhaust, activity data
taken from the proposed RSA construction schedule, including equipment activity factors, expected hours
of use or miles travelled, and brake-specific horsepower, were applied to emissions rates generated using
EPA’s approved emissions rate models NONROAD2008a (for off-road equipment) and MOBILEG6.2 (for
on-road motor vehicles). Emissions rates for calendar year 2012 were developed using area-specific

* FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design.
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input parameters consistent with those applied in recent SIP emissions inventories, including area
meteorological data, fuel parameters, and equipment population distributions. Emissions model default
parameters were applied wherevere area specific data was unavailable. VOC emissions from asphalt
paving and PM emissions from disturbance of unpaved areas were quantified using the estimated
dimensions of the project area as reported in provided plans, and emissions rates taken from EPA
guidance and other relevant publications.® °

4.6 EMISSIONS INVENTORY RESULTS

Table 4.6-1 presents the results of the BDR construction emissions inventory by pollutant and by project
component, representing the estimated level of emissions expected to occur as a result of the RSA
construction in calendar year 2012. For ease of evaluation of these emissions against the General
Conformity regulations, the appropriate de minimis thresholds are also included for each applicable
pollutant. As shown, the project is expected to generate 0.84 tons of VOC, 4.29 tons of CO, 5.95 tons of
NO,, 0.02 tons of SO,, 19.53 tons of PM; and 2.32 tons of PM,s.

TABLE 4.6-1 2012 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY

2012 Construction Emissions (tons per year)

voc | co | No, | so, | PMy,, | PM,;
Off-Road Equipment 0.43 2.49 5.89 0.02 0.42 0.41
On-Road Vehicles 0.07 1.80 0.06 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Asphalt Paving 0.34 -- -- -- -- --
Fugitive Dust - - - - 19.11 1.91
Total 0.84 4.29 5.95 0.02 19.53 2.32
“Moderate” O; De minimis Level 50 100
PM, s De minimis Level 100 100 100

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2010.
4.6.1 GENERAL CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY TEST

As shown on Table 4.6-1, the total project-related emissions of CO are well below the applicable de
minimis thresholds for CO maintenance areas. VOC and NO, emissions are also well below the
applicable de minimis thresholds for a “moderate” Oz non-attainment area, signifying that project
emissions do not interfere with the air quality goals of the area’s Os; SIP, and that the project is therefore
considered a de minims action.

In addition, because the CT DEP evaluates emissions of PM,s precursors NO, and SO, in addition to
directly emitted PM,s in their PM,s Attainment Demonstration SIP, the project emissions are also
compared against the applicable PM,5 de minimis thresholds for these pollutants. Again, as shown on
Table 4.6-1, project-related emissions of NO,, SO, and directly emitted PM,s are well below the
applicable de minimis thresholds. Accordingly, the project is considered a de minimis action and conforms
to the area’s PM, 5 SIP.

® Asphalt paving emissions factors obtained from data available from the National Association of Clean
Air Agencies (NACAA, formerly STAPPA-ALAPCO)

6 Fugitive dust particulate matter emissions factors obtained from EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant
Emissions Factors (AP-42), Fifth Edition, January 1995.
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Notably, in revisions to the General Conformity regulations finalized in April 2010, EPA removed the
regional significance test from the applicability requirements of the General Conformity Rule. Hence, no
regional significance analysis was conducted on the project-related construction emissions. However, it is
not expected that these emissions would constitute greater than ten percent of the regional emissions
budget in either applicable SIP, the criteria for regional significance under the previous regulations.

4.6.2 MITIGATION

Although the improvements to BDR are considered de minimis actions with respect to the General
Conformity Regulations and no emissions mitigation is required to demonstrate conformity with area air
quality plans, the following mitigation measures can be implemented to reduce the overall air quality
impacts expected to occur:

Reduce equipment idling times,

Use cleaner burning or low emissions fuels in equipment,

Encourage employee carpooling,

Limit construction activities when atmospheric conditions are conducive to O3 formation (i.e. “high
ozone days”),

Limit construction activities during high wind events to prevent dust generation,
Utilize warm-mix asphalt during paving operations,

Water or apply dust suppressants to unpaved areas regularly,

Cover materials stockpiles,

Install pads to deter track-out as vehicles enter and leave the work site, and
Reduce vehicle speeds on unpaved roads.

4.6.3 TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY

Installation of the Runway 24 RSA requires the relocation of a portion of State Route 113 bordering the
airport property. Accordingly, because the action shall occur in a non-attainment area, the relocation
could be subject to the CAA’s Transportation Conformity Rule.

The Rule states that Transportation Conformity is not applicable to individual projects that are not FHWA
or Federal Transit Authority (FTA) pr017ects unless they are considered “regionally significant” for the
purpose of regional emissions analysis.” Coordination with the GBRPA is pending to determine whether
the relocation of State Route 113 associated with the BDR improvements is considered “regionally
significant”.

723 CFR Part 93
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5.1 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

For this assessment, construction-related emissions are primarily associated the exhaust from heavy
equipment (i.e., backhoes, bulldozers, graders, etc.), delivery trucks and construction worker vehicles
getting to and from the site; dust from site preparation, land clearing, material handling, equipment
movement on unpaved areas, and demolition activities; and, fugitive emissions from the storage/transfer
of raw materials. These emissions are temporary in nature and generally confined to the construction site
and the access/egress roadways.

Emissions from construction activities were estimated based on the projected construction activity
schedule, the number of vehicles/pieces of equipment, the types of equipment/type of fuel used,
vehicle/equipment utilization rates, and the year construction occurs. Data regarding the number of
pieces and types of construction equipment to be used on the project, the deployment schedule of
equipment (monthly and annually), and the approximate daily operating time (including power level or
usage factor) were estimated for each individual construction project based on a schedule of construction
activity. Table 5-1 details the proposed RSA construction schedule and a list of construction equipment
and assumptions used in the analysis.

TABLE 5-1 2012 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Pieces of Off-Road Equipment in Use Each
Size Hours per Working Day

Off-road Equipment Fuel (HP) day M A/m J|J|A s|/o/N|D
Smooth Drum Roller (Cat
563C) D 145 8 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Soil Compactor (CAT
816) D 170 8 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Truck D 225 8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
Bulldozer (Cat D-8) D 500 8 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bulldozer (Cat D-4) D 84 8 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rubber Tired Loader
(Cat 950) D 170 8 2 2 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
Asphalt Paving Machine
(Cedar Rapids) D 260 8 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Asphalt Roller - steel
wheel D 130 8 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Asphalt Roller - rubber
tire D 130 8 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Dump Trucks (Mack) D 325 8 6 6 6 8 8 8 2 1 1 0
Excavator (Cat 325) D 168 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Excavator (Cat 350) D 286 8 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rubber Tire Backhoe
(Cat 416) D 87 8 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 0
Power Broom (Ford
2120) D 42 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
Power Grader (Cat
160M) D 213 8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

Speed Number of trips per working day

On -Road Vehicles Fuel = (mph) | TripMiles | M |A |M (J |J |A |S fo 'N | D
Employees G 45 30| 20| 25| 30| 30| 30| 30| 25| 20 5 5
Company Pickups D 30 15 3 4 4 5 5 4 3 2 2 1

Source: URS Corporation, 2010.
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The emission inventories for off-road (non-highway) equipment were calculated using emission factors
obtained from the EPA’s NONROAD emissions model (Version 2008s), and/or the U.S. EPA Compilation
of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42). Emission factors for on-road (highway) pickups, employee
vehicles, and other on-road regulated vehicles were obtained from the MOBILE6.2 motor vehicle
emission model for the construction year 2012. Emissions model input parameters were developed to be
as consistent with Connecticut SIP and other regional air quality analyses as possible. Emissions model
default parameters were assumed where this data were unavailable. To remain conservative, the highest
seasonal emission rate (i.e. summer versus winter) was selected and applied to emissions calculations.
Table 5-2 presents the emission factors which were used in the analysis.

TABLE 5-2 2012 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT EMISSIONS FACTORS

Equipment Type | Fueitype | voc | co | nox | so2 | pmio | Pm2s
On-road Motor Vehicles (g/mi)1

Light Duty Truck (30 mph) Diesel 0.37 0.61 0.48 0.005 0.06 0.04
Light Duty Vehicle (45 mph) Gasoline 0.37 11.45 0.44 0.006 0.02 0.01
Off-road Equipment (g/hp-hr)®

Rollers Diesel 0.29 1.36 3.51 0.010 0.31 0.30
Crushing/Proc. Equipment Diesel 0.29 0.92 3.71 0.010 0.23 0.22
Off-highway Trucks Diesel 0.18 1.10 2.66 0.009 0.18 0.17
Crawler Tractor/Dozers (500HP) Diesel 0.21 1.42 3.56 0.010 0.20 0.20
Crawler Tractor/Dozers (84 HP) Diesel 0.33 3.48 3.79 0.011 0.46 0.44
Rubber Tire Loaders Diesel 0.29 1.36 3.51 0.010 0.31 0.30
Paving Equipment (260 HP) Diesel 0.28 1.17 3.61 0.010 0.23 0.22
Paving Equipment (130 HP) Diesel 0.32 1.47 3.87 0.010 0.32 0.31
Excavators (168 HP) Diesel 0.25 1.26 3.00 0.010 0.30 0.29
Excavators (286 HP) Diesel 0.22 0.94 2.70 0.009 0.19 0.18
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel 1.29 7.02 5.87 0.013 1.06 1.03
Sweepers/Scrubbers Diesel 0.30 1.67 4.76 0.011 0.28 0.27
Graders Diesel 0.23 0.97 2.87 0.009 0.19 0.19

" Emissions factors for on-road vehicles are reported in grams per mile, and represent an assumed speed
of between 30 and 45mph on arterial roadways.

% Emissions factors for off-road vehicles are reported in grams per horsepower-hour, and represent
operation at full throttle conditions.

Source: EPA MOBILE6.2 ; EPA NONROAD 2008a

Emission factors for each equipment type were applied to the anticipated equipment work output
(horsepower-hours of expected equipment use). Operating times for the equipment were based on a
five-day workweek and an eight-hour workday during which the equipment may be operating, unless
indicated otherwise in the construction schedule.

A usage factor accounting for the percentage of daily operation and a load factor accounting for the
average throttle setting relative to capacity were used. That is, a usage factor of 0.75 equates to six hours
of operation and a load factor of 0.62 equates to 62 percent of capacity during operation. For the off-road
equipment sulfur dioxide and particulate matter emission factors, diesel sulfur content was consistent with
the assumptions data used in the Connecticut SIP and other regional air quality analyses.
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For on-road vehicles, the anticipated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were estimated to determine annual
emissions. The following equations were used to obtain annual emission rates for off-road equipment and
on-road vehicles:

Emission Rate (tons/year) = Emission Factor (g/hp-hr) * size (hp) * 8 hours per day * Usage Factor *
days/year * Load Factor * (453.59/2000 tons/g)

Emission Rate (tons/year) = Emission Factor (g/mile) * speed (miles/hour) * hours per day * days/year *
(453.59/2000 tons/g)

To estimate emissions associated with on-road motor vehicles including vehicles utilized for the purposes
of security, escorting and project management, and personal employee vehicles, the following
assumptions were applied. Security, escorting and project management vehicles were assumed to travel
a grand total of 15 miles per work day at a travelling speed of 30 mph. Employee VMT was calculated
assuming 30 miles per work day (round trip) at a travelling speed of 45 mph. Where applicable, eight
hours per day of work was applied to calculations (as above).

Additionally, the construction emissions inventories for fugitive dust sources were calculated using
emission factors within EPA’s AP-42 and other publications. Fugitive dust emissions can result from the
following activities: grading, moving soil, and digging, loading/unloading of trucks, movement of trucks on
unpaved surfaces, and wind erosion of stockpiles. A fugitive dust emission factor of 10 pounds per day
per acre disturbed was used. PM,s was assumed to be 10 percent of PM;, based on AP-42. Erosion
control measures and water programs are typically taken to minimize these fugitive dust and particulate
emissions. A dust control efficiency of 75 percent due to daily watering and other measures was
estimated based on AP-42.

Evaporative VOC emissions associated with the application of hot mix asphalt on areas requiring paving
were estimated using raw materials quantities listed in the projected construction schedule, as well as an
emission factor of 0.053 tons of VOC per acre of asphalt material laid, following methodology outlined by
the National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA, formerly STAPPA-ALAPCO). A complete listing
of the construction emissions associated with the proposed RSA improvements at BDR is contained in
Table 5-3.

TABLE 5-3 2012 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

2012 Construction Emissions (tons per year)

voc | co | No, | so, | Pmy, | PM,;
Off-Road Equipment 0.43 2.49 5.89 0.02 0.42 0.41
On-Road Vehicles 0.07 0.97 0.06 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Asphalt Paving 0.34 - - - - --
Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- 19.11 1.91
Total 0.84 3.46 5.95 0.02 19.53 2.32
“Moderate” O; De minimis 50 100
PM, s De minimis 100 100 100

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. 2010.
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APPENDIX D: TIDAL AND INLAND WETLAND RESOURCES AND HIGH TIDE DELINEATION



4 FITZGERALD & HALLIDAY, INC.
‘ l ' 72 Cedar Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106
Tel. (860) 247-7200

Fax (860) 247-7206
Technical Memorandum

Project: Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial Airport Runway 6-24 Safety Improvements
and State Route 113 Re-alignment (State Project No. AlIP-3-09-00-2-19)

To: Gerry D’Amico, Project Manager, URS Corporation
Date: November 17,2010 Report By: Daniel A. Hageman, PSS

Purpose: Tidal Assessment

Introduction

The City of Bridgeport is currently undertaking runway safety improvements at the Igor |I.
Sikorsky Memorial Airport in Stratford, Connecticut. Some of the safety improvements will take
place at the northeastern end of Runway 6-24. The improvements will require the relocation of
the existing State Route 113 (Main Street) to the northeast of its existing location (State Project
No. AIP-3-09-00-2-19). The result will be an alignment that impacts tidal wetlands and the
existing tidal creek in this area.

There is an existing culvert that connects the tidal creek on the eastern side of Main Street to
the wetlands on the western side of Main Street, located on the Airport. The tidal creek is
connected to Marine Basin, located further to the east, by a non-functioning tide gate. Marine
Basin is directly connected to the Housatonic River. A shared gravel/dirt driveway leads
eastward from Main Street to three homes located on the shore of the Housatonic River. The
driveway is located on property that is owned by the City of Bridgeport, which is part of the
Airport. Approximately 385 feet east of Main Street, the driveway crosses a man-made tidal
ditch, which stems from the main tidal creek. The existing culvert at this crossing consists of
approximately 25 feet of 24” CMP. Exhibit 2.2-1 shows the project area and approximate
locations of the proposed runway improvements and relocation of Main Street.

Purpose

The purpose of this tidal assessment was to determine the elevation of the seasonal high tide,
and also determine to what extent, if at all, the existing culverts and tidal gate allow tidal flow
to pass.



Methodology

Tidal Elevation

Prior to conducting any fieldwork, it was important to first investigate the date and time of the
seasonal high tide. This was determined by reviewing existing National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) tide charts for Sniffens Point, Stratford Connecticut. Based
upon this review, the seasonal high tide was determined to occur at the site on October g™
2010 at approximately 12:09 PM (see attached tide charts). The chart predicts a seasonal high
tide of 8.4 feet as referenced to mean lower low water (MLLW).

FHI Staff then visited the site on October 7, 2010 during the regular low tide at approximately
5:44 PM and placed wire flags along the edge of water at low tide throughout the project area
(see attached Figure 1). The site was then re-visited the following day during the timeframe of
the seasonal high tide and wire flags were placed at key locations along the edge of water. A
measurement was also taken from the top of the existing tide gate structure within the Marine
Basin (shown in Photo No. 1) to the water elevation during the peak seasonal high tide.

Finally, a survey crew from URS Corporation visited the site and obtained the elevations of the
flags placed along the edge of water during the seasonal high tide survey.

Salinity Testing
At the request of the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection Office of Long
Island Sound Programs (OLISP), salinity testing was conducted at key locations within the

project area. One measurement was taken at each of the following locations:

Table 1: Locations of Salinity Measurements

Sample
No. Sample Location Description
SAL-1 | Within the Marine Basin adjacent to tidal gate structure

Within the tidal creek on opposite side of berm and tidal gate from
SAL-2 | Marine Basin

SAL-3 | Within the tidal creek on south side of driveway culvert crossing

SAL-4 | Within the tidal creek on north side of driveway culvert crossing
Within the tidal creek on northeast side of Route 113 culvert
SAL-5 | crossing

Within the tidal creek on southwest side of Route 113 culvert
SAL-6 | crossing (Airport side)

Measurements were taken with a YSI Model 63 meter, which measures conductance,
temperature and salinity.



Tidal Flow

To determine if tidal exchange/flow occurs between Marine Basin and the tidal creek, as well as
through other pipes/culverts within the project area, tidal observations and salinity data were
used. First, wire flags were placed along the edge of water throughout the project area (see
Figure 1) during low tide on the afternoon of October 7™ 2010. Wire flags were then placed
along the edge of water during the seasonal high tide on October 8™ 2010 in key locations.
The difference in elevation between the low-tide flags and the high-tide flags was then assessed
in the field to determine whether or not tidal exchange was actively occurring through the
Marine Basin tide gate and various pipes/culverts on site. Salinity measurements at various
locations throughout the project area were also used to determine if tidal exchange/flow was
occurring by comparing differences in salinity values.

Results

High Tide Elevation

The water elevation during the peak seasonal high tide was observed on October 8, 2010 and
measured 3.9 inches below the concrete top of the tidal structure at the western shore of the
marine basin (east side of existing berm). Field survey performed by URS Corporation following
the field observation determined that this seasonal high tide is at elevation 5.75 feet based on
the NGVD 1929 datum.

Salinity Testing

The results of these salinity measurements are included in Table 2 below:

Table 2: Measured Salinity and Water Temperatures

Sample No. Salinity (ppt) Temperature (°C)
SAL-1 12.6 18.6
SAL-2 10.4 17.1
SAL-3 9.8 18.3
SAL-4 0.6 17.4
SAL-5 11.3 18.8
SAL-6 0.4 18.6

Note: ppt = parts per thousand
Tidal Flow

During the field work conducted on October 8”’, 2010, no tidal flow was observed through the
tide gate between the Marine Basin and the tidal creek to the west. In fact, the water elevation
on the western side of the tidal gate within the creek was slightly lower than during the low
tide cycle on the afternoon of October 7" when the low-tide flag was placed. Likewise, no tidal
flow was observed through any of the culverts within the project area.



Conclusions
Tidal Elevation

The observed seasonal high tide was consistent with NOAA’s predicted seasonal high tide
elevation.

Salinity Testing

Salinity measurements revealed that the tidal creek does have a similar salinity, although lower,
than Marine Basin, which is connected directly to the Housatonic River. The tidal creek
segments on the west side of Main Street and on the north side of the driveway culvert would
be classified as fresh water due to very low salinity measurements. It is concluded that there is
currently no tidal influence to these portions of the project area under existing site conditions.
Since the berm where the tidal gate is located is overtopped during flooding, it is likely that the
salinity values measured within this segment of the tidal creek are due to flood overflow, rather
than tidal exchange through the tidal gate. It is anticipated that once the proposed
improvements have been completed, tidal exchange/flow, which is currently impeded by the
dysfunctional tidal gate and culverts, will be restored to all portions of the tidal creek from the
Marine Basin.

Tidal Flow

During the field work conducted on October 8”’, 2010, no tidal flow was observed through the
tide gate between Marine Basin and the tidal creek to the west. In fact, the water elevation on
the western side of the tidal gate within the creek was slightly lower than during the low tide
cycle on the afternoon of October 7" when the low-tide flag was placed (See photograph No.
4). Based on this observation, we conclude that there is little to no tidal flow occurring through
the tide gate located within the berm between the Marine Basin and the tidal creek to the
west.
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2010 NOAA Tide Predictions: Sniffens Point

(Reference station: Bridgeport, Corrections Applied: Times: High +0 hr. 10 min., Low +0 hr. 9 min., Heights: High *0.96, Low *1.00)

January - Sniffens Point

Date Day Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height
01/01/2010 Fri 05:10AM LST -0.5 L 11:21AM LST 7.8 H O05:51PM LST -1.1 L 11:56PM LST 6. H
01/02/2010 Sat 06:03AM LST -0.7 L 12:13PM LST 7.7 H 06:41PM LST -1.1 L

01/03/2010 Sun 12:47AM LST 7.1 H 06:56AM LST -0.7 L O01:05PM LST 7.6 H O07:31PM LST -1.1 L
01/04/2010 Mon 01:38AM LST 7.2 H 07:52AM LST -0.6 L 01:59PM LST 7.2 H 08:22PM LST -0.9 L
01/05/2010 Tue 02:31AM LST 7.2 H 08:49AM LST -0.5 L 02:54PM LST 6.8 H 09:15PM LST -0.6 L
01/06/2010 Wed 03:27AM LST 7.1 H 09:49AM LST -0.2 L 03:52PM LST 6.4 H 10:10PM LST -0.3 L
01/07/2010 Thu 04:24AM LST 6.9 H 10:51AM LST 0.0 L 04:54PM LST 6.0 H 11:08PM LST 0.1 L
0170872010 Fri 05:23AM LST 6.8 H 11:54AM LST 0.1 L 05:56PM LST 5.8 H

01/09/2010 Sat 12:07AM LST 0.3 L 06:23AM LST 6.6 H 12:57PM LST 0.1 L 06:59PM LST 5.7 H
01/10/2010 Sun 01:07AM LST 0.5 L 07:21AM LST 6.6 H 01:55PM LST 0.1 L O07:58PM LST 5.7 H
01/11/2010 Mon 02:03AM LST 0.5 L 08:17AM LST 6.5 H 02:49PM LST 0.0 L 08:52PM LST 5.8 H
01/12/2010 Tue 02:56AM LST 0.5 L 09:08AM LST 6.6 H 03:37PM LST 0.0 L 09:40PM LST 5.9 H
01/13/2010 Wed 03:44AM LST 0.4 L 09:54AM LST 6.6 H 04:20PM LST -0.1 L 10:24PM LST 6.0 H
01/14/2010 Thu 04:27AM LST 0.3 L 10:37AM LST 6.6 H 05:00PM LST -0.1 L 11:04PM LST 6.1 H
01/15/2010 Fri 05:08AM LST 0.3 L 11:17AM LST 6.6 H 05:37PM LST -0.1 L 11:43PM LST 6.2 H
01/16/2010 Sat 05:47AM LST 0.2 L 11:55AM LST 6.5 H 06:12PM LST -0.1 L

01/17/2010 Sun 12:20AM LST 6.2 H 06:25AM LST 0.2 L 12:33PM LST 6.4 H 06:47PM LST -0.1 L
01/18/2010 Mon 12:56AM LST 6.3 H 07:03AM LST 0.3 L O01:10PM LST 6.3 H 07:22PM LST 0.0 L
01/19/2010 Tue 01:33AM LST 6.3 H 07:43AM LST 0.3 L 01:48PM LST 6.1 H O07:58PM LST 0.1 L
01/20/2010 Wed 02:10AM LST 6.2 H 08:25AM LST 0.4 L 02:29PM LST 5.9 H 08:37PM LST 0.3 L
01/21/2010 Thu 02:50AM LST 6.2 H 09:10AM LST 0.5 L 03:14PM LST 5.7 H 09:20PM LST 0.5 L
01/22/2010 Fri 03:34AM LST 6.2 H 10:00AM LST 0.6 L 04:04PM LST 5.5 H 10:09PM LST 0.7 L
01/23/2010 Sat 04:23AM LST 6.1 H 10:57AM LST 0.6 L 05:01PM LST 5.4 H 11:04PM LST 0.8 L
01/24/2010 Sun 05:19AM LST 6.2 H 11:58AM LST 0.5 L 06:02PM LST 5.4 H

01/25/2010 Mon 12:04AM LST 0.8 L 06:20AM LST 6.3 H 01:00PM LST 0.3 L 07:05PM LST 5.5 H
01/26/2010 Tue 01:07AM LST 0.6 L 07:22AM LST 6.6 H 02:01PM LST 0.0 L 08:05PM LST 5.8 H
01/27/2010 Wed 02:08AM LST 0.3 L 08:22AM LST 6.9 H 02:58PM LST -0.4 L 09:02PM LST 6.1 H
01/28/2010 Thu 03:06AM LST -0.1 L 09:20AM LST 7.3 H 03:51PM LST -0.7 L 09:55PM LST 6.5 H
01/29/2010 Fri 04:01AM LST -0.6 L 10:14AM LST 7.6 H 04:42PM LST -1.1 L 10:46PM LST 7.0 H
01/30/2010 Sat 04:55AM LST -0.9 L 11:06AM LST 7.8 H 05:31PM LST -1.3 L 11:36PM LST 7.3 H
01/31/2010 Sun 05:48AM LST -1.1 L 11:57AM LST 7.7 H 06:18PM LST -1.3 L

All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or, Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).

http://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/get predictions.shtml?year=2010&stn=2115+Bridgeport&secstn=Sniffens+Point&thh=%2B0&... 10/6/2010
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February - Sniffens Point

Date Day Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height
02/01/2010 Mon 12:25AM LST 7.5 H 06:40AM LST -1.1 L 12:47PM LST 7.5 H 07:06PM LST -1.2 L
02/02/2010 Tue 01:15AM LST 7.6 H O07:33AM LST -1.0 L 01:38PM LST 7.2 H 07:55PM LST -0.9 L
02/03/2010 Wed 02:05AM LST 7.5 H 08:27AM LST -0.7 L 02:31PM LST 6.8 H 08:45PM LST -0.6 L
02/04/2010 Thu 02:57AM LST 7.2 H 09:23AM LST -0.4 L 03:27PM LST 6.3 H 09:39PM LST -0.1 L
02/05/2010 Fri 03:53AM LST 6.9 H 10:23AM LST 0.0 L 04:25PM LST 6.0 H 10:36PM LST 0.3 L
02/06/2010 Sat 04:51AM LST 6.5 H 11:25AM LST 0.3 L 05:28PM LST 5.6 H 11:38PM LST 0.6 L
02/07/2010 Sun 05:53AM LST 6.3 H 12:28PM LST 0.4 L 06:31PM LST 5.5 H

02/08/2010 Mon 12:40AM LST 0.8 L O06:55AM LST 6.1 H 01:29PM LST 0.5 L 07:33PM LST 5.5 H
02/09/2010 Tue 01:41AM LST 0.8 L O07:54AM LST 6.1 H 02:24PM LST 0.4 L 08:28PM LST 5.7 H
02/10/2010 Wed 02:36AM LST 0.7 L 08:48AM LST 6.2 H 03:13PM LST 0.3 L 09:17PM LST 5.9 H
02/11/2010 Thu 03:24AM LST 0.5 L O09:35AM LST 6.3 H 03:55PM LST 0.1 L 10:01PM LST 6.0 H
02/12/2010 Fri 04:08AM LST 0.3 L 10:17AM LST 6.4 H 04:34PM LST 0.0 L 10:40PM LST 6.2 H
02/13/2010 Sat 04:47AM LST 0.2 L 10:56AM LST 6.5 H 05:09PM LST -0.1 L 11:17PM LST 6.4 H
02/14/2010 Sun 05:25AM LST 0.1 L 11:33AM LST 6.5 H 05:43PM LST -0.1 L 11:52PM LST 6.5 H
02/15/2010 Mon 06:02AM LST 0.0 L 12:08PM LST 6.4 H 06:17PM LST -0.1 L

02/16/2010 Tue 12:26AM LST 6.6 H 06:38AM LST 0.0 L 12:44PM LST 6.3 H 06:50PM LST 0.0 L
02/17/2010 Wed 01:00AM LST 6.6 H O07:15AM LST 0.0 L 01:21PM LST 6.2 H 07:26PM LST 0.1 L
02/18/2010 Thu 01:35AM LST 6.6 H 07:54AM LST 0.1 L 02:00PM LST 6.0 H 08:03PM LST 0.3 L
02/19/2010 Fri 02:12AM LST 6.5 H 08:37AM LST 0.2 L 02:43PM LST 5.9 H 08:45PM LST 0.5 L
02/20/2010 Sat 02:55AM LST 6.4 H 09:26AM LST 0.3 L 03:32PM LST 5.7 H 09:34PM LST 0.7 L
02/21/2010 Sun 03:45AM LST 6.3 H 10:23AM LST 0.5 L 04:29PM LST 5.5 H 10:31PM LST 0.8 L
02/22/2010 Mon 04:45AM LST 6.3 H 11:27AM LST 0.5 L 05:32PM LST 5.5 H 11:36PM LST 0.8 L
02/23/2010 Tue 05:51AM LST 6.3 H 12:33PM LST 0.4 L 06:38PM LST 5.6 H

02/24/2010 Wed 12:44AM LST 0.6 L O06:59AM LST 6.6 H 01:37PM LST 0.1 L O07:41PM LST 6.0 H
02/25/2010 Thu 01:49AM LST 0.2 L 08:03AM LST 6.9 H 02:35PM LST -0.3 L 08:40PM LST 6.3 H
02/26/2010 Fri 02:50AM LST -0.2 L 09:02AM LST 7.2 H 03:29PM LST -0.6 L 09:34PM LST 6.9 H
02/27/2010 Sat 03:46AM LST -0.7 L 09:57AM LST 7.5 H 04:19PM LST -1.0 L 10:25PM LST 7.4 H
02/28/2010 Sun 04:40AM LST -1.0 L 10:49AM LST 7.6 H 05:07PM LST -1.1 L 11:14PM LST 7.8 H

All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or, Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).

http://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/get predictions.shtml?year=2010&stn=2115+Bridgeport&secstn=Sniffens+Point&thh=%2B0&... 10/6/2010
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March - Sniffens Point

Date

03/01/2010
03/02/2010
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03/06/2010
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03/10/2010
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03/16/2010
03/17/2010
03/18/2010
03/19/2010
03/20/2010
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03/28/2010
03/29/2010
03/30/2010
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Time
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:58AM
t42AM
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t21AM
123AM
:18AM
127AM
-33AM
134AM
:31AM
1 24AM
:14AM
137AM

u

1
= O®
-

waQ

LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT -1.1
LDT 8.1

[eNeoNeoNoNoNoNoNoNoNoNo NeoNeoNoNoNa i Sle) e NeRLNE NI NEEN]
NOOUIONOOOOWOONIMOOORFRORMOMWN©O©O:

[ |
P OO:!
o~NN

oy

rIrrrrrrCrIIIIITIIIrrrCrC-rC-rCrCTITTITITCIIIITIC

Time

All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or,

-39AM
122AM
:12AM
03AM
-56AM
:51AM
:51AM
:53AM
1 24AM
- 25AM
2 20AM
-08AM
:50AM
-30AM
:07PM
137AM
:13AM
-50AM
:30AM
:13AM
03AM
-00AM
:04PM
:31AM
:40AM
S44AM
S44AM
- 39AM
- 30AM
-19PM
:02AM

LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT

[oNoNoNoNONO N NeoloNe]
AR WRPROOOOWOAUA !

L
O0O0O:
R R R

AhWROCOUOBANO:
I rrrrTrxrTITrrrrrrrrCrC-III>DIIITITXIT>IIrr-rCCrrrrrITres

N~N~NNODOOOOOO0OOo

1
[y
[y
-

Time

:54PM
128PM
:17PM
:07PM
-00PM
:56PM
:56PM
:59PM
:54PM
:50PM
:39PM
:22PM
-00PM
:37PM
:11PM
:43PM
:19PM
:57PM
:36PM
:20PM
:10PM
:07PM
:11PM
:10PM
:13PM
:11PM
:04PM
:54PM
142PM
:29PM
:07PM

Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).

LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT

T

1

= O®
-

N Q

[eNeoNONONONoNoONoNoNoNeolololNoNoNeNelé e Ne)Ne) NeRoNIEN|

1
O OO:!
-\I-h;_‘mhoooo@owwhmHmwhmoooom\low\lph-

|
o
[e¢]

-0.7
7.2

=

rIrrrrrrCrIITITIITIIIrrCrrCrrCTITTTTTTITITICC

Time

07:

:40PM
127PM
:16PM
:08PM
:05PM
:07PM

01PM
:57PM
-46PM
-30PM
:10PM
- 46PM

:46PM
:21PM
:57PM
:36PM
:20PM
:12PM
11PM

:16PM
:19PM
-18PM
:12PM
:02PM
:51PM

15PM

LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LST

LST
LST
LST
LST
LST
LDT

LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT

LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT
LDT

LDT

= OO
[@Xe)[\V]
rrrrrr

[ONoONoON NN
~N OO oo
I T ITITIXT

[eNoNoNoNoNeoNe)
OO~ WNE
rrrrrrrr

O~N~NOOO
P 0OWowo
IIIIITXT

-0.5 L

Height

Page 3 of 12

http://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/get predictions.shtml?year=2010&stn=2115+Bridgeport&secstn=Sniffens+Point&thh=%2B0&... 10/6/2010



Tide Tables

April - Sniffens Point

Date

04/01/2010
04/02/2010
04/03/2010
04/04/2010
04/05/2010
04/06/2010
04/07/2010
04/08/2010
04/09/2010
04/10/2010
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04/12/2010
04/13/2010
04/14/2010
04/15/2010
04/16/2010
04/17/2010
04/18/2010
04/19/2010
04/20/2010
04/21/2010
04/22/2010
04/23/2010
04/24/2010
04/25/2010
04/26/2010
04/27/2010
04/28/2010
04/29/2010
04/30/2010

Day
Thu
Fri
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tue
Wed
Thu
Fri
Sat
Sun
Mon
Tue
Wed
Thu
Fri
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Time
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45AM
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:10AM
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15AM
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Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).
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May - Sniffens Point

Date Day Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height
05/01/2010 Sat 01:46AM LDT 7.5 H 08:15AM LDT -0.2 L 02:21PM LDT 6.6 H 08:24PM LDT 0.5 L
05/02/2010 Sun 02:33AM LDT 7.1 H O09:01AM LDT 0.1 L 03:08PM LDT 6.3 H 09:12PM LDT 0.8 L
05/03/2010 Mon 03:21AM LDT 6.7 H 09:48AM LDT 0.5 L 03:57PM LDT 6.1 H 10:04PM LDT 1.1 L
05/04/2010 Tue 04:12AM LDT 6.3 H 10:38AM LDT 0.8 L 04:49PM LDT 6.0 H 10:58PM LDT 1.3 L
05/05/2010 Wed 05:07AM LDT 6.0 H 11:29AM LDT 1.0 L 05:43PM LDT 6.0 H 11:56PM LDT 1.4 L
05/06/2010 Thu 06:03AM LDT 5.9 H 12:21PM LDT 1.1 L 06:37PM LDT 6.0 H

05/07/2010 Fri 12:54AM LDT 1.3 L O07:00AM LDT 5.8 H 01:13PM LDT 1.1 L 07:30PM LDT 6.2 H
05/08/2010 Sat 01:50AM LDT 1.2 L O7:56AM LDT 5.8 H 02:03PM LDT 1.1 L 08:20PM LDT 6.4 H
05/09/2010 Sun 02:43AM LDT 1.0 L 08:48AM LDT 5.9 H 02:51PM LDT 1.0 L 09:07PM LDT 6.6 H
05/10/2010 Mon 03:31AM LDT 0.7 L 09:37AM LDT 6.0 H 03:36PM LDT 0.9 L 09:51PM LDT 6.8 H
05/11/2010 Tue 04:17AM LDT 0.4 L 10:23AM LDT 6.1 H 04:20PM LDT 0.8 L 10:33PM LDT 7.0 H
05/12/2010 Wed 05:00AM LDT 0.2 L 11:06AM LDT 6.2 H 05:03PM LDT 0.7 L 11:13PM LDT 7.2 H
05/13/2010 Thu 05:42AM LDT -0.1 L 11:49AM LDT 6.4 H 05:45PM LDT 0.6 L 11:54PM LDT 7.4 H
05/14/2010 Fri 06:25AM LDT -0.2 L 12:32PM LDT 6.5 H 06:28PM LDT 0.5 L

05/15/2010 Sat 12:36AM LDT 7.5 H O07:09AM LDT -0.3 L 01:16PM LDT 6.5 H 07:13PM LDT 0.5 L
05/16/2010 Sun 01:21AM LDT 7.5 H O07:55AM LDT -0.3 L 02:02PM LDT 6.6 H 08:01PM LDT 0.5 L
05/17/2010 Mon 02:09AM LDT 7.4 H 08:43AM LDT -0.2 L 02:50PM LDT 6.6 H 08:53PM LDT 0.5 L
05/18/2010 Tue 03:00AM LDT 7.3 H 09:35AM LDT -0.1 L 03:43PM LDT 6.6 H 09:49PM LDT 0.6 L
05/19/2010 Wed 03:56AM LDT 7.1 H 10:29AM LDT 0.0 L 04:39PM LDT 6.7 H 10:50PM LDT 0.6 L
05/20/2010 Thu 04:56AM LDT 6.9 H 11:26AM LDT 0.1 L 05:37PM LDT 6.8 H 11:54PM LDT 0.5 L
05/21/2010 Fri 05:59AM LDT 6.7 H 12:24PM LDT 0.2 L 06:37PM LDT 7.0 H

05/22/2010 Sat 12:59AM LDT 0.4 L 07:03AM LDT 6.6 H 01:22PM LDT 0.2 L 07:36PM LDT 7.2 H
05/23/2010 Sun 02:02AM LDT 0.2 L O08:05AM LDT 6.5 H 02:19PM LDT 0.2 L 08:33PM LDT 7.5 H
05/24/2010 Mon 03:02AM LDT 0.0 L O09:05AM LDT 6.5 H 03:14PM LDT 0.2 L 09:27PM LDT 7.7 H
05/25/2010 Tue 03:58AM LDT -0.2 L 10:01AM LDT 6.6 H 04:06PM LDT 0.2 L 10:18PM LDT 7.8 H
05/26/2010 Wed 04:50AM LDT -0.4 L 10:53AM LDT 6.6 H 04:56PM LDT 0.3 L 11:07PM LDT 7.8 H
05/27/2010 Thu 05:38AM LDT -0.4 L 11:42AM LDT 6.7 H 05:44PM LDT 0.3 L 11:54PM LDT 7.7 H
05/28/2010 Fri 06:25AM LDT -0.3 L 12:29PM LDT 6.6 H 06:31PM LDT 0.4 L

05/29/2010 Sat 12:39AM LDT 7.5 H O07:09AM LDT -0.2 L 01:14PM LDT 6.6 H 07:16PM LDT 0.6 L
05/30/2010 Sun 01:24AM LDT 7.3 H 07:52AM LDT 0.0 L 01:58PM LDT 6.5 H 08:01PM LDT 0.7 L
05/31/2010 Mon 02:09AM LDT 7.0 H 08:34AM LDT O. L 02:42PM LDT 6.4 H 08:46PM LDT 0.9 L

All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or, Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).
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June - Sniffens Point

Date Day Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height Time Height
06/01/2010 Tue 02:54AM LDT 6.7 H 09:17AM LDT 0.5 L 03:27PM LDT 6.3 H 09:33PM LDT 1.1 L
06/02/2010 Wed 03:40AM LDT 6.4 H 10:00AM LDT 0.7 L 04:13PM LDT 6.3 H 10:23PM LDT 1.2 L
06/03/2010 Thu 04:29AM LDT 6.1 H 10:45AM LDT 0.8 L 05:01PM LDT 6.3 H 11:15PM LDT 1.3 L
06/04/2010 Fri 05:19AM LDT 6.0 H 11:32AM LDT 1.0 L O05:50PM LDT 6.3 H

06/05/2010 Sat 12:09AM LDT 1.3 L 06:13AM LDT 5.8 H 12:21PM LDT 1.1 L 06:40PM LDT 6.4 H
06/06/2010 Sun 01:04AM LDT 1.2 L O07:07AM LDT 5.7 H 01:11PM LDT 1.1 L 07:30PM LDT 6.5 H
06/07/2010 Mon 01:58AM LDT 1.0 L O08:01AM LDT 5.7 H 02:01PM LDT 1.1 L 08:19PM LDT 6.6 H
06/08/2010 Tue 02:50AM LDT 0.8 L 08:54AM LDT 5.8 H 02:51PM LDT 1.1 L 09:08PM LDT 6.8 H
06/09/2010 Wed 03:40AM LDT 0.5 L 09:45AM LDT 6.0 H 03:41PM LDT 0.9 L 09:55PM LDT 7.0 H
06/10/2010 Thu 04:28AM LDT 0.2 L 10:34AM LDT 6.1 H 04:30PM LDT 0.8 L 10:41PM LDT 7.3 H
06/11/2010 Fri 05:15AM LDT 0.0 L 11:21AM LDT 6.3 H 05:18PM LDT 0.6 L 11:28PM LDT 7.5 H
06/12/2010 Sat 06:02AM LDT -0.3 L 12:08PM LDT 6.5 H 06:06PM LDT 0.4 L

06/13/2010 Sun 12:16AM LDT 7.6 H 06:50AM LDT -0.4 L 12:56PM LDT 6.7 H 06:56PM LDT 0.3 L
06/14/2010 Mon 01:05AM LDT 7.7 H 07:38AM LDT -0.5 L 01:44PM LDT 6.9 H 07:47PM LDT 0.2 L
06/15/2010 Tue 01:55AM LDT 7.7 H 08:27AM LDT -0.5 L 02:34PM LDT 7.0 H 08:41PM LDT 0.2 L
06/16/2010 Wed 02:48AM LDT 7.6 H 09:17AM LDT -0.4 L 03:26PM LDT 7.1 H 09:38PM LDT 0.2 L
06/17/2010 Thu 03:43AM LDT 7.3 H 10:09AM LDT -0.3 L 04:21PM LDT 7.2 H 10:37PM LDT 0.2 L
06/18/2010 Fri 04:41AM LDT 7.0 H 11:03AM LDT -0.1 L 05:17PM LDT 7.3 H 11:39PM LDT 0.3 L
06/19/2010 Sat 05:41AM LDT 6.7 H 11:59AM LDT 0.1 L 06:14PM LDT 7.4 H

06/20/2010 Sun 12:42AM LDT 0.3 L O06:43AM LDT 6.4 H 12:57PM LDT 0.3 L O07:13PM LDT 7.4 H
06/21/2010 Mon 01:44AM LDT 0.2 L O07:45AM LDT 6.3 H 01:55PM LDT 0.4 L 08:10PM LDT 7.4 H
06/22/2010 Tue 02:44AM LDT 0.1 L 08:45AM LDT 6.2 H 02:51PM LDT 0.5 L 09:06PM LDT 7.4 H
06/23/2010 Wed 03:40AM LDT 0.1 L 09:42AM LDT 6.2 H 03:46PM LDT 0.6 L 09:59PM LDT 7.4 H
06/24/2010 Thu 04:33AM LDT 0.0 L 10:35AM LDT 6.3 H 04:38PM LDT 0.6 L 10:49PM LDT 7.4 H
06/25/2010 Fri 05:21AM LDT 0.0 L 11:24AM LDT 6.4 H 05:26PM LDT 0.6 L 11:36PM LDT 7.3 H
06/26/2010 Sat 06:06AM LDT 0.0 L 12:10PM LDT 6.4 H 06:12PM LDT 0.7 L

06/27/2010 Sun 12:21AM LDT 7.2 H 06:48AM LDT 0.1 L 12:53PM LDT 6.5 H 06:55PM LDT 0.7 L
06/28/2010 Mon 01:03AM LDT 7.1 H O07:27AM LDT 0.2 L 01:34PM LDT 6.5 H 07:38PM LDT 0.8 L
06/29/2010 Tue 01:45AM LDT 6.9 H 08:06AM LDT 0.3 L 02:15PM LDT 6.5 H 08:20PM LDT 0.8 L
06/30/2010 Wed 02:26AM LDT 6.7 H 08:44AM LDT 0.4 L 02:55PM LDT 6.5 H 09:03PM LDT 0.9 L

All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or, Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).
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July - Sniffens Point
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All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or,
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Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).
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August - Sniffens Point

Date
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All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or,
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Local Daylight Time (LDT) (when applicable). All heights are in feet referenced to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).
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September - Sniffens Point

Date
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Time
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:02AM
:05AM
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-05AM
:59AM
149AM
- 38AM
:10AM
-00AM
:50AM
T42AM
- 36AM
:34AM
:35AM
- 33AM
:34AM
-30AM
2 19AM
-03AM
S42AM
- 18AM
:53AM
1 26AM
:02AM
-39AM
2 19AM
:01AM
S49AM
S44AM
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All times are listed in Local Standard Time(LST) or,
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07AM
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:13AM
:01AM
:52AM
S46AM
S44AM
245AM
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:36AM
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:10AM
:50AM
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:03PM
- 28AM
03AM
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17AM
-00AM
S49AM
46AM
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122PM
:10PM
:14PM
:18PM
:18PM
:15PM
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Tide Tables

October - Sniffens Point

Date
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Tide Tables

November - Sniffens Point

Date
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Tide Tables

December - Sniffens Point

Date

12/01/2010
12/02/2010
12/03/2010
12/04/2010
12/05/2010
12/06/2010
12/07/2010
12/08/2010
12/09/2010
12/10/2010
12/11/2010
12/12/2010
12/13/2010
12/14/2010
12/15/2010
12/16/2010
12/17/2010
12/18/2010
12/19/2010
12/20/2010
12/21/2010
12/22/2010
12/23/2010
12/24/2010
12/25/2010
12/26/2010
12/27/2010
12/28/2010
12/29/2010
12/30/2010
12/31/2010
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Technical Memorandum

IGOR I. SIKORSKY MEMORIAL AIRPORT

Stratford, Connecticut

Wetland Field Investigation and Delineation
For Route 113 Relocation

State Project 15-336

Prepared under contract to:

URS Corporation

For:

THE CITY OF BRIDGEPORT, CT
CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

By:

FITZGERALD & HALLIDAY, INC.
72 Cedar Street
Hartford, CT 06106

I

November 2010



INTRODUCTION

Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. (FHI) was retained by URS Corporation (URS) to identify
and delineate inland and tidal wetlands within the limits of the Route 113 Relocation
Project study area. Additionally, FHI was asked to identify and delineate inland and tidal
wetlands associated with design alternatives to address a Notice of Violation (NOV)
associated with an existing driveway and culvert to the east of the Route 113
Realignment Project. The existing driveway, which is on airport property, crosses a tidal
ditch. Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) Office of Long
Island Sound Programs (OLISP) has issued an NOV to the airport owner (City of
Bridgeport) requesting that the existing tidal wetland impact be rectified. Alternatives
consisted of replacement of the existing culvert and a potential new driveway from
Sniffens Lane to three homes located along the Housatonic River shoreline. Therefore,
the requested wetland investigation was conducted as part of the effort to resolve the
NOV as well as to support subsequent permit applications being filed by the City of
Bridgeport for the project. The project limit of the preferred alternative is located along
the existing Route 113 road and to the east of the driveway impacts identified by OLISP
(refer to Figure 1).

On December 11, 2009 FHI field-delineated the boundaries of the inland and tidal
wetlands proximate to the proposed areas of construction/earthwork within the project
limits. On June 7, 2010 FHI extended the delineations of several wetlands in order to
more accurately demonstrate the hydraulic connectivity of the wetland systems beyond
the study area. On October 8, 2010 FHI made minor revisions to the delineated boundary
of one of the tidal wetland systems, based on review comments from staff at the CTDEP.

The 2009 and 2010 wetland delineations were conducted according to both the federal
and State of Connecticut definitions. Documents used to support the inland wetland
boundary determinations included: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
mapping; Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States — Version 6.0 (NRCS,
2006); Field Indicators for Identifying Hydric Soils in New England — Version 3 (New
England Hydric Soils Technical Committee, 2004); and the Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual: North Central and Northeastern Supplement (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers [ACOE], Waterways Experiment Station, 2008). Tidal wetland delineations
were conducted based on the estimated elevation of the high tide line and extent of tidal
wetland vegetation in accordance with State of Connecticut (CGS Section 22a-29) and
ACOE definitions and requirements.

FHI flagged the boundaries of five (5) inland wetlands and five (5) tidal wetlands, each
identified by a separate flag series number. The following flag series numbers were used
during the delineation effort: 100; 200; 300; 400; 500; 600; 700; 800; 900; and 1000. In
some cases two or more of the wetlands were found to be hydraulically connected, but
were flagged with different series numbers because the connection takes place beyond the
project’s proposed limits of work.
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Although the project limit is not located within a heavily urbanized area, there is
evidence of disturbance and fill to the native soils and, therefore, the majority of the soils
in the project corridor are classified by the NRCS as Udorthents and Urban Land
Complexes (refer to Figure 2). The urban soils encountered within the project limits are
typical of coastal filled and developed lands in Connecticut. Some of the fill material
within the project area is currently under study to determine if any contaminants exist and
where those locations may be.

The following section contains more detailed descriptions of the individual delineated
wetland areas. Supplemental materials attached to this report include project figures, a
flag series graphic, photographs of each wetland system, and an out-of-season delineation
release agreement.

WETLAND DESCRIPTIONS BASED ON 2009 & 2010 FIELD-
DELINEATIONS

Wetland 1 (Flag Series 101 to 153) — Inland Wetland

Wetland 1 is located to the northwest of the existing residential driveway off Route 113
between the last house on the road and the end of Breakers Lane. This large, emergent
wetland extends well beyond the project limit, to the west and south, and is hydraulically
connected to wetlands 8, 9, and 10. The delineated portion of this wetland covers
approximately 2.5 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis), which forms a
dense monoculture throughout most of the wetland. There are several deer trails cutting
through the wetland but very little cover, open water, or food sources. The principal
functions of this wetland include groundwater recharge and shoreline stabilization.
CTDEP Natural Diversity Database (December 2009) indicates that there is a potential
presence of threatened or endangered species or their habitat, further correspondence with
CTDEP will be required once project plans are in place.

Wetland 2 (Flag Series 201 to 222) — Inland Wetland

Wetland 2 is located to the west of Breakers Lane, just north of wetland 1. This wetland
covers approximately 0.5 acres and is dominantly forested in the north and emergent in
the south.

The forested portion of this wetland is dominated by gray birch (Betula populifolia) and
the emergent vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a dense
monoculture. There are several deer trails cutting through the wetland. The principal
functions of this wetland include groundwater recharge in the emergent portion and
wildlife habitat in the forested portion. CTDEP Natural Diversity Database (December
2009) indicates that there is a potential presence of threatened or endangered species or
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their habitat, further correspondence with CTDEP will be required once project plans are
in place.

Wetland 3 (Flag Series 301 to 311) — Inland Wetland

Wetland 3 is located south of Sniffens Lane, just west of a large parking lot behind the
condos on Breakers Lane and north of wetland 2. This emergent wetland covers
approximately 0.2 acres.

Wetland vegetation is comprised of common reed in the east and south, gray birch in the
west and mixed herbaceous grasses (graminae spp.), sedge (Carex spp.), and rush
(Scirpus spp.) in the central portions of the wetland. The principal function of this
wetland is groundwater recharge. CTDEP Natural Diversity Database (December 2009)
indicates that there is a potential presence of threatened or endangered species or their
habitat, further correspondence with CTDEP will be required once project plans are in
place.

Wetland 4 (Flag Series 401 to 434) — Tidal Wetland

Wetland 4 is located to the east of Route 113, just south of the existing residential
driveway off Route 113. This emergent tidal wetland is hydraulically connected to
wetlands 5, 6, and 7 and covers approximately 1.25 acres.

The dominant feature of this wetland is the open water tidal ditch that bisects the wetland
and forms the connection to the other tidal wetlands. The vegetation is comprised of
smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora) close to the ditch and saltmeadow cordgrass
(Spartina patens) and common reed underlain by black grass (Juncus gerardil) inland
from the ditch. There are groundsel trees (Baccharis halimifolia) and marsh elder (Iva
frutescens) growing throughout this wetland.

Wetland 5 (Flag Series 501 to 532) — Tidal Wetland

The delineated portion of wetland 5 is located just south of the existing residential
driveway off Route 113, east of wetland 4. This emergent tidal wetland is hydraulically
connected to wetland 4 and extends to the south of flag 501 and to the east of flag 532.

The dominant feature of this wetland is the open embayment area that opens into Long
Island Sound, identified on USGS maps as “Marine Basin”. The delineated portion of
this wetland is west and north of this embayment. The vegetation is comprised of smooth
cordgrass close to the water and saltmeadow cordgrass and common reed inland from the
water.
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Wetland 6 (Flag Series 601 to 622) — Tidal Wetland

Wetland 6 is located to the west of Route 113, between the eastern ends of runways 11-
29 and 9-24, within the airport property perimeter fence. This emergent tidal wetland is
hydraulically connected to wetland 4 and covers approximately 2 acres.

The open water tidal ditch that flows under Route 113 from wetland 4 is the dominant
feature of the northeastern portion of this wetland. The vegetation is comprised of
smooth cordgrass close to the ditch and saltmeadow cordgrass and common reed inland
from the ditch. Further inland from the ditch is an area that is maintained by the airport
and is dominated by mowed salt tolerant grasses (Graminae spp.) and rushes. At the time
of delineation this area was flooded.

Wetland 7 (Flag Series 701 to 722) — Tidal Wetland

Wetland 7 is located to the east of Route 113, just north of the existing residential
driveway off Route 113. This emergent tidal wetland is hydraulically connected to
wetland 4 and extends to the northwest of flag 722.

The dominant feature of this wetland is the open water tidal ditch that forms the eastern
border of the wetland. The eastern side of the ditch is vegetated by a very narrow band of
tidal wetland vegetation before an upland mound of land parallels the entire length of the
ditch. The vegetation of this wetland is comprised of smooth cordgrass close to the ditch
and common reed inland from the ditch.

Wetland 8 (Flag Series 801 to 805) — Tidal Wetland

The delineated portion of wetland 8 is located just north of the existing residential
driveway off Route 113, east of the open water tidal ditch adjacent to wetland 7. This
large, emergent wetland extends well beyond the project limit, to the east and north, and
is hydraulically connected to wetlands 1, 7, 9, and 10.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a dense monoculture
throughout most of the wetland. The common reed is underlain by black grass
throughout this wetland.

Wetland 9 (Flag Series 901 to 910) — Inland Wetland

The delineated portion of wetland 9 is located just north of the existing residential
driveway off Route 113, east wetland 8. There is only a small upland ridge between the
delineated portions of wetlands 8 and 9. This large, emergent wetland extends well
beyond the project limit, to the east, west, and north, and is hydraulically connected to
wetlands 1, 8, and 10.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a dense monoculture
throughout most of the wetland. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater
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recharge. CTDEP Natural Diversity Database (December 2009) indicates that there is a
potential presence of threatened or endangered species or their habitat, further
correspondence with CTDEP will be required once project plans are in place in order to
determine what species may be in this area.

Wetland 10 (Flag Series 1001 to 1004) — Inland Wetland

The delineated portion of wetland 10 is located just north of the existing residential
driveway off Route 113, east wetland 9. There is only a small upland ridge between the
delineated portions of wetlands 9 and 10. This large, emergent wetland extends well
beyond the project limit, to the west, and north, and is hydraulically connected to
wetlands 1, 8, and 9.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed, which forms a dense monoculture
throughout most of the wetland. The principal function of this wetland is groundwater
recharge. CTDEP Natural Diversity Database (December 2009) indicates that there is a
potential presence of threatened or endangered species or their habitat, further
correspondence with CTDEP will be required once project plans are in place in order to
determine what species may be in this area.

Attached to this report are the following supporting materials:

e Figure 1 showing the project area
e Figures 2 showing the NRCS soils mapping in the project area
e A flag series graphic of the delineated wetlands (on aerial photograph base)
e Photographs of each wetland system
e Out-of-season wetland delineation release agreement
Respectfully submitted,
>
‘CMM "C’(}?‘;fu”
David Laiuppa
Certified Soil Scientist
Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc
Igor | Sikorsky Airport (State Project 15-336) 5

Wetland Delineation Report for Rte 113 Relocation
November, 2010



Project Area(

Approximate
Project Area

Sikorsky Airport

State Project #
15-336

Figure 1
Project Area

400 600 800 1,000 & ' ‘“ :

Feet




Project Area Soils

Soil Name

Walpole
Agawam
Dump Soils

Udorthent - Urban Land Complex |&

Urban Land
Udorthent

Project Area]

Approximate
Project Area

[ soi

Sikorsky Airport

State Project #
15-336

Figure 2
Project Area Soils




Wetlands depicted beyond the project
limits were delineated when new
driveway alternatives to shoreline
homes were being considered.

Project Area(

Delineated Wetlands
Inland

Tidal

Approximated Tidal
Boundary (06/07/10)

s Open Water

Approximate
Project Area

Sikorsky Airport

State Project #
15-336

2010
Wetland Delineations

Thi




Wetland Photographs

Wetland 1 L

Wetland 2



Wetland 3

Wetland 4






Wetland 8



4
(rhe g

Wetland 10



Out-of-season wetland delineation release agreement

URS

8. December, 2009

Paul Stanton, Project Manager
Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc.

72 Cedar Street

Hartford, Ct, 06106

Inwveply, please refer fo: 38397152

RE:  Final Design & Permitting for Runway 6-24

Notice of Violations & Wetland Delineation

Igor L. Sikorsky Memorial Airport, Stratford, Connecticut
Dear Paul,

As discussed at yesterday’s meeting with Kevin Zawoy, CT DEP Environmental Analyst, we will need to
obtain/update wetland delineation of the project site for Route 113 and the proposed relocated driveway
to ascertain the existing wetland limits in order to expedite the permit applications that will affect both the
inland and tidal wetlands for the proposed work. We recognized that this delineation will occur outside
the normal growing season; however, the delineation is required in order for the permit applications to
proceed. Note that the permit applications are time sensitive.

We concur that the delineation should be revisited this spring (April, 2010} for verification.

If you need additional information or have any questions on the attached, please contact me.

Sincerely,
URS Corporation

Gerald W, D’ Amico, P.E.
Senior Airport Engineer

cc: John Ricei, Igor Sikorsky Memorial Airport
Roger Krahn, URS

[sikorsky/7152/subcontracts/thi/environmental/120809]
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INTRODUCTION

Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. (FHI) was retained by URS Corporation (URS) to identify
and delineate wetland resources within the limits of the Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation
study area. The limits of the study area extend out 250 feet from either side of Runway
6-24. The study area, as defined by URS, is depicted below (see Figure 1). The study
area extends a sufficient distance to encompass the town of Stratford upland review area
of 100 feet.

FHI delineated the boundaries of wetlands within the study area in accordance with both
federal and State of Connecticut definitions and guidelines. This fieldwork occurred on
November 19 and 22, 2010. Documents used to support the inland wetland boundary
determinations included: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil mapping;
Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States — Version 6.0 (NRCS, 2006); Field
Indicators for Identifying Hydric Soils in New England — Version 3 (New England Hydric
Soils Technical Committee, 2004); the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 1987
Wetland Delineation Manual; the ACOE 2009 Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps
of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Northcentral and Northeast Region; and the
ACOE Highway Methodology Workbook Supplement: Wetland Functions and Values A
Descriptive Approach. Tidal wetland delineations were conducted based on the
estimated elevation of the high tide line and extent of tidal wetland vegetation in
accordance with State of Connecticut (CGS Section 22a-29) and ACOE definitions and
requirements.

FHI flagged the boundaries of eighteen (18) wetlands, each identified by a separate flag
series number. The following flag series numbers were used during the delineation effort:
100; 200; 300; 400; 500; 600; 700; 800; 900; 1000; 1100; 1200; 1300; 1400; 1500; 1600;
1700; and 1800. In some cases two or more of the wetlands were found to be
hydraulically connected, but were flagged with different series numbers because the
hydraulic connection takes place beyond the study area. Because the study area is flat
with an elevation that is roughly at or above sea level and the ground water level, the
wetland boundaries are greatly influenced by microtopographical changes. Additionally,
many of the delineated wetlands exhibit transitional characteristics between inland
wetlands (located closer to the runway) to tidal wetlands (located further from the
runway).

Evidence of fill and disturbance to the native soils was observed during the delineation
fieldwork. This confirms and supports the NRCS mapped designation of Udorthents and
Urban Land Complex soils in much of the project study area (see Figure 2).

The following section contains a detailed description of each of the delineated wetland
areas. Supplemental materials attached to this report include project figures, a flag series
graphic, photographs of each wetland system, and regulatory documentation forms.
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WETLAND DESCRIPTIONS BASED ON NOVEMBER 2010 FIELD-
DELINEATIONS

Wetland 1 (Flag Series 101 to 106) — Inland Wetland

Wetland 1 is located in the infield area on the northwest side of Runway 6-24, just
northeast of the northernmost taxiway, near the Runway 24 end (see Figure 3). This
small, emergent wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 2, 4, and 8 by a series of
culverts under the taxiways. Although there is a hydraulic connection to tidal wetlands 4
and 8, the tidal influence does not extend inland past Wetland 4. At the time of
delineation there was some standing water in this wetland. This wetland covers
approximately 250 square feet.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by yellow nutsedge (Cyperus esculentus), green bulrush
(Scirpus atrovirens), and mowed goldenrod (Solidago spp.). Other species include black
willow (Salix nigra), and redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea). The principal function of
this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 2 (Flag Series 201 to 225) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 2 is located in the infield area on the northwest side of Runway 6-24, between
the northernmost taxiway and the middle taxiway (see Figure 3). This long, linear swale
is bordered on both sides by an emergent wetland that is hydraulically connected to
wetlands 1, 4, and 8 by a series of culverts under the taxiways. Although there is a
hydraulic connection to tidal wetlands 4 and 8, the tidal influence does not extend inland
past Wetland 4. At the time of delineation there was some standing water in this wetland.
This wetland covers approximately 0.2 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by yellow nutsedge, green bulrush, saltmarsh bulrush
(Scirpus robustus) and mowed black willow. Other species include redosier dogwood,
and common reed (Phragmites australis). The principal function of this wetland is
groundwater recharge.

Wetland 3 (Flag Series 301 to 318) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 3 is located in the infield area on the northwest side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure
3). This long, linear swale is an emergent wetland that is aligned perpendicularly to the
middle of Wetland 2, but is not hydraulically connected to it. This wetland covers
approximately 0.1 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by yellow nutsedge, green bulrush, redtop (Agrostis
gigantea), sedge (Carex spp.), and aster (Symphyotrichum spp.). The principal function
of this wetland is groundwater recharge.
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Wetland 4 (Flag Series 401 to 457) - Tidal Wetland

Wetland 4 is located in the infield area on the northwest side of Runway 6-24, between
the middle taxiway and the southernmost taxiway (see Figure 3). This long, linear swale
is flanked by an emergent wetland which broadens in width near the middle and narrows
on the ends. This wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 1, 2, and 8 by a series
of culverts under the taxiways. Although there is a hydraulic connection to inland
wetlands 1 and 2, the tidal influence does not extend inland past Wetland 4. At the time
of delineation there was some standing water in this wetland. There were also small fish
(species undefined) observed in the water. This wetland covers approximately 0.75
acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora),
saltmeadow cordgrass (Spartina patens), yellow nutsedge, common reed, and green
bulrush. Other species include saltmarsh bulrush, black grass (Juncus gerardi), redtop,
and aster.

Wetland 5 (Flag Series 501 to 511) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 5 is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24, just southwest of the
southernmost taxiway, near the Runway 6 end (see Figure 3). This small, emergent
wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to
Wetland 6. There is also a storm drain just north of this wetland. This wetland covers
approximately 0.1 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by green bulrush, redtop, sedge, and rush (Juncus spp.) .
Other species include black grass and aster. The principal function of this wetland is
groundwater recharge.

Wetland 6 (Flag Series 601 to 644) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 6 is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24, southwest of the southern
taxiway, near the Runway 6 end (see Figure 3). This emergent wetland is not
hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to wetlands 5 and 7.
This wetland covers approximately 0.35 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, black grass, and aster. The
principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 7 (Flag Series 701 to 725) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 7 is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24, southwest of the southern
taxiway, near the Runway 6 end (see Figure 3). This small, emergent wetland is not
hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to wetlands 6 and 8.
This wetland covers approximately 0.1 acres.
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Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, black grass, and aster. The
principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 8 (Flag Series 801 to 888) - Tidal Wetland

Wetland 8 is located along the periphery of the airfield, along the southwestern end of
Runway 6, on the west and east sides of the runway (see Figure 3). This vast wetland
extends well beyond the delineated boundary and is hydraulically connected to wetlands
1, 2, and 4 by a series of culverts under the taxiways. Although there is a hydraulic
connection to inland wetlands 1 and 2, via tidal Wetland 4, the tidal influence does not
extend inland past Wetland 4. This wetland is also connected to Wetland 16, which is
part of an open water ditch on the eastern side of the airport. Wetland 8 also empties into
the open waters of Long Island Sound, by way of a culvert under Lordship Boulevard.
The delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers more than 2 acres.
The overall wetland covers more than 100 acres and is known locally as Lordship Marsh.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by black grass, common reed, smooth cordgrass, and
saltmeadow cordgrass. Other species include seaside goldenrod (Solidago sempervirens)
and marsh elder (lva frutescens).

Wetland 9 (Flag Series 901 to 916) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 9 is located on the northwest side of Runway 6-24, southwest of the southern
taxiway, near the Runway 6 end (see Figure 3). This small, emergent wetland is not
hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close to Wetland 8. This
wetland covers approximately 0.1 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, black grass, and aster. The
principal function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 10 (Flag Series 1001 to 1025) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 10 is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This
emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close
to wetlands 8 and 11. This wetland covers approximately 0.25 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster. The principal
function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 11 (Flag Series 1101 to 1109) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 11 is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This small,
emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close
to wetlands 10 and 12. This wetland covers approximately 850 square feet.
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Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster. The principal
function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 12 (Flag Series 1201 to 1216) - Tidal Wetland

Wetland 12 is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This
emergent wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 13, 15, and 16 beyond the study
area boundary. The delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers
approximately 0.1 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster.

Wetland 13 (Flag Series 1301 to 1215) - Tidal Wetland

Wetland 13 is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This
emergent wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 12, 15, and 16 beyond the study
area boundary. The delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers
approximately 0.1 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster.

Wetland 14 (Flag Series 1401 to 1425) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 14 is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This small,
emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it is close
to wetlands 13 and 15. This wetland covers approximately 0.1 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by sedge, rush, and aster. The principal function of this
wetland is groundwater recharge.

Wetland 15 (Flag Series 1501 to 1520) - Tidal Wetland

Wetland 15 is located on the southeast side of Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This
emergent wetland is hydraulically connected to wetlands 12, 13, and 16 beyond the study
area boundary. At the time of delineation there was an area of shallow, standing water.
The delineated portion of this wetland, within the study area, covers approximately 0.15
acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, and rush. Other species include
common reed, black grass, and aster.

Wetland 16 (Flag Series 1601 to 1661) - Tidal Wetland

Wetland 16 is located along the periphery of the airfield, on the southeastern side of
Runway 6-24 (see Figure 3). This long, linear, open water swale and emergent wetland is
hydraulically connected to the open water portions of Wetland 8 beyond the study area
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boundary. Wetland 16 and Wetland 17 appear to be connected by a culvert that passes
under the abandoned runway on the eastern side of Runway 6-24. Wetlands 12, 13, and
15 are also connected to this wetland beyond the study area limits. At the time of
delineation there was water in the ditch adjacent to this wetland. Within the study area,
the delineated portion of this wetland covers more than 2 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by common reed, smooth cordgrass, and saltmeadow
cordgrass. Other species include black grass, seaside goldenrod, and redtop.

Wetland 17 (Flag Series 1701 to 1760) - Tidal Wetland

Wetland 17 is located southeast of Runway 6-24 near its intersection with Runway 11-29
along the periphery of the airfield, on the eastern side of the Runway 24 end (see Figure
3). This emergent wetland and open water swale appears to be connected wetland 16 by
a culvert that passes under the abandoned runway on the eastern side of Runway 6-24.
At the time of delineation there was water in the ditch. The delineated portion of this
wetland, within the study area, covers approximately 1.0 acres.

Wetland vegetation along the edge of the open water ditch is dominated by black grass,
common reed and saltmarsh bulrush. Wetland vegetation in the emergent portion of the
wetland closer to the runway is dominated by seaside goldenrod, redtop, sedge, rush, and
saltmarsh bulrush.

Wetland 18 (Flag Series 1801 to 1811) - Inland Wetland

Wetland 18 is located due south of the point where Runway 6-24 and Runway 11-29
intersect in the infield area on the east side of the Runway 24 end (see Figure 3). This
small, emergent wetland is not hydraulically connected to any other wetland, although it
is close to Wetland 17. This wetland covers approximately 0.05 acres.

Wetland vegetation is dominated by redtop, sedge, rush, and aster. The principal
function of this wetland is groundwater recharge.

Natural Diversity Database

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection’s (CTDEP) Natural Diversity
Database (GIS mapping December 2010) indicates the potential presence of either
threatened or endangered species or their habitat within the project limits. Further
correspondence with CTDEP will be required during the project permitting phase to
determine whether or not the project will have an adverse effect on listed species and/or
critical habitats.
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NRCS MAPPED SOILS

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has published a series of soil
surveys for most of the United States. The soil surveys contain, among other things,
taxonomic descriptions of soil series and soil maps, which depict soil map units.
Utilization of the NRCS’s soil surveys helps to aid in the description and understanding
of a particular geographic area.

Soils in the project area are classified by the NRCS and are depicted on Figure 2. The
following soils are mapped within the limits of the project area. The NRCS’s soil
surveys are used to gain an understanding of, and to help describe a particular geographic
area.

Walpole Sandy Loam (soil figure map number 13)

The Walpole Series consists of very deep, poorly drained sandy soils formed in outwash
and stratified drift. They are nearly level to gently sloping soils in low-lying positions on
terraces and plains. Slope ranges from 0 to 8 percent. Permeability is moderately rapid
in the surface layer and subsoil, and rapid or very rapid in the substratum. Surface runoff
is slow. Walpole soils have a water table at or near the surface much of the year.

Thickness of the solum and depth to sand or loamy sand substratum layers range from 18
to 28 inches. Rock fragments range from 0 to 25 percent by volume in the solum and
from 0 to 50 percent in individual layers of the substratum. Typically, 70 percent or more
of the rock fragments are rounded gravel.

Westbrook Mucky Peat (soil figure map numbers 98 & 99)

The Westbrook series consists of very deep, very poorly drained soils formed in organic
deposits over loamy mineral material. These soils are in tidal marshes subject to
inundation by salt water twice daily unless protected. Saturated hydraulic conductivity is
moderately high to very high in the organic layers and low to high in the underlying
mineral sediments. Runoff is very slow.

Thickness of the organic deposits ranges from 16 to 51 inches. The soil is strongly acid
to slightly alkaline and very slightly saline to strongly saline. Total salt content ranges
from 1.6 to 62.5 dS/m. Thin lenses of silt and very fine sand are common in the organic
horizons. Westbrook soils developed in partially decomposed organic material from salt
tolerate herbaceous plants over loamy sediments.
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Udorthents Urban Land Complex
Udorthents (soil figure map number 308)

Udorthents consist of earthy materials that have been shaped or otherwise disturbed by
man. Slopes range from 0 to 25 percent. Onsite investigations are required for
interpretations.

Urban Lands (soil figure map number 306)

Urban land is land mostly covered by streets, parking lots, buildings, and other structures
of urban areas. Slopes range from 0 to 45 percent. Onsite investigations are required for
interpretations.

Attached to this report are the following supporting materials:

e Figure 1 showing the project area

e Figure 2 showing the NRCS soils mapping in the project area

e Figure 3 showing flag series of the delineated wetlands (on aerial photograph
base)

e Photographs of each wetland system

e Function and value assessment forms

Respectfully submitted,

.
‘CMM /éu%fum
David Laiuppa
Certified Soil Scientist

Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc
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Function and Value Assessment Forms

Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND 1.D. 100
WETLANDS EVALUATION
Prepared by: navid raiuppa DATE: 11/18/10
TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 250 sq ft IS WETLAND PART OF AWILDLIFE CORRIDOR? e OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? 1o
ADJACENT LAND USE? Airport MAN MADE? na DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~10 ft
DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT  eam CONTIGUOUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT 1a
IS THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM? No IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? Lower
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND? AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANGE 1o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o
WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE ez ANTICIPATED IMPACTS tnknown WETLAND AREA IMPACTED:
Occurrence Rationale Principal
FUNCTION Y N (NUMBER) Function(s) Commeants ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,7,8,9,15 X opportunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X 4,5,6,7,9 Werland ceco smal te significantly alcer flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X Mo open water associated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2,4,5 Webland area too small bo rebaln signilicant amounbs of boxins

MNutrient Removal
{Retention/Transformation) ¥ 5,7,8,9
Production Export { Mutrient)

5 7
Fish & Shellfish Habitat

X
Wildlife Habitat

X 13
Endangered Species Habitat

P

Visual Quality/Aesthstics

¥
Educational Scientific Value

H
Recreation ((Non)Consumptive)

x
Unigueness/Heritage

. 18

Few 'JpSlOL}I:' sources of nutrients

Mo food producing plantcs

Mo public access

No public access

4o public access

Mo open water asscciated with wetland

Mo food, water, shelter available far animals

Hot unique or historic & ne public access

Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010

NOTES:




Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project
WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.2 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?

Airport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT  pem

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND ILD. 200

DATE: 11/13/10
OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? wo

Prepared by: pavid Laiuppa
IS WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? o
MAN MADE? 1o DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~10ft
CONTIGUOUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT o

18 THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?  No
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND?
WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE o

1

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknown

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? middie
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE o
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Rationale Principal
FUNCTION Y N (NUMBER) Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,7,8,9,15 X opportunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration Narrow wetland along ditch of intermittent watercourse (wetland too narrow to affect
X 4B BTG flood storage)
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X 812,15 Narrow wetland bordering intermittent ditch
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2,4,5,6 Wetland area teoo small te retain significant amounts of texins
Nutrient Removal
{Retention/Transformation) X 5,7,8,9,14 Few upslope sources of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
X 7 No food producing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X No persnially open water asscclated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
X 13 Mo food, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010)
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
X Ne public access
Educational Scientific Value
X Mo public access
Recreation ({(Non)Consumptive)
X Ne public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X 122 Not unigue or historic & no public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airpert - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project

WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.1 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?  nirport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT

IS THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND?

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE No

PEM

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND ILD. 300

Prepared by: David Laiuppa DATE: 11/18/10

18 WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? 10 OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? no

MAN MADE? we DISTANCE TC NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~20 ft

CONTIGUOUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT 1o

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknouwn

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? /2
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 10
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Principal
FUNCTION Y N Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,8,15 X opportunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X 4,6,6,9 Wetland too smal te significantly alter flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X No open water assoclated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X Dl B Wetland area teooc small to retain sgignificant amounts of texins
Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation) 5 5,7,8,9 Few upglope sources of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
X W Ne food producing plantg
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X No open water associated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
X 13 Ne foed, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X Petential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010)
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
X Ne public access
Educational Scientific Valus
X Ne public access
Recreation ((Non)Consumptive)
X Ne public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X 159 Not unigue or historic & no public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project
WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA COF WETLAND: 0.1 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?

Airport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT  pam

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND ILD. 500

DATE: 11/19/10
OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? neo

Prepared by: pavid 1aiuppa
IS WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? o
MAN MADE? uo

DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~20 ft
CONTIGUCUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT 1o

IS THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?  Yes
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND? 0

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE o

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknown

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? /2

AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE uo VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE no

WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Ogcurrence Rationale Principal
FUNCTION N N {NUMBER) Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater RechargefDischarge
X 4,8,15 X Oppertunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X 4,5,6,9 Wetland too smal te significantly alter floeding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
H No open water assoclated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2,4,5 Wetland area toe small te retain significant amounts of toxins

Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation) b4 5,7,8,9
Production Export (Nutrient)

X 7
Fish & Shellfish Habitat

X
Wildlife Habitat

X 13
Endangered Species Habitat

X

Visual Quality/Aesthetics

X
Educational Scientific Value

X
Recreation ({Non)Consumptive)

X
Uniqueness/Heritage

X 1,22

Few upslope sources of nutrients

Ne food producing plants

Ne open water assoclated with wetland

Ne food, water, shelter available for animals

Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010)

Ne public access

Mo public access

Ne public access

Not unigque or historic & no public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project

WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.35 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?  airport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT

IS THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND?

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE No

PEM

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND I.D. 600

Prepared by: pavid 1aiuppa DATE: 11/19/10

OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? no
DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~20 ft
CONTIGUQCUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT 1o

18 WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? 1o
MAN MADE? 1o

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknown

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? w/a
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Principal
FUNCTION Y N Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,.8,15 X Opportunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
P 4,5,6,9 Wetland too smal to significantly alter flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X No open water associated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2,4.5 Wetland area too small to retain significant amounts of texing
Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation} g 5.7,8,9 Few upzlope sources of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
X 7 No food producing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X Mo open water assocliated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
big 13 Mo food, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010)
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
pie No public access
Educational Scientific Value
X No public access
Recreation ({(Non)Consumptive)
X Mo public access
Unigueness/Heritage
X 122 Mot unique or hisgtoric & no public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project

WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.1 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?  airport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT

|8 THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TC THE WETLAND?

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE No

PEM

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND ILD. 700

Prepared by: pavid raiuppa DATE: 11/19/10
OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? ne
DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~20 ft

18 WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? 1o
MAN MADE? wo

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknown

CONTIGUQUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT we
IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? n/x

AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE wo VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE ve

WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Principal
FUNCTION Y N Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,8,15 X Opportunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
b4 4,.5,6,9 Wetland too smal te significantly alter flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X No open water associated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2,4.5 Wetland area too small to retaln significant amounts of toxins
Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation) 2 5,7,8,9 Few upslope sources of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
X i Ne food producing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X No open water associated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
b4 T3 No food, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X FPotential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010)
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
X N¢ public access
Educational Scientific Value
X No public access
Recreation {{Non)Consumptive)
X No public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X L2 2 Not unique or higtoric & ne public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project
WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.1 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?

Alrport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT  rem

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND ILD. 900

DATE: 11/19/10

OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? wo
DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~20 ft
CONTIGUCUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT o

Prepared by: David Laiuppa

1S WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? wo
MAN MADE? wo

IS THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?  Yes
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND? 0

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE No

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknown

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? 1/x
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE no VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE wno
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Rationale Principal
FUNCTION Y N (NUMBER) Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,8;15 X Oppertunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X A 5pbn S Wetland teo smal te significantly alter flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
H No open water asscoclated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2y Wetland arsa tee small to retain significant ameounts of toxins
Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation) X 54800 Few upslope sources of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
X if No food producing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X No open water assoclated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
b4 13 Ne food, water, shelter avallable for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
e Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010}
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
e No public access
Educational Scientific Value
X No public access
Recreation {{Non)Consumptive)
X Ne public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X 1,22 Not unique or histeoric & no public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project

WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.25 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?  airport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT

IS THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND?

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE Mo

PEM

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND ILD. 1000

Prepared by: pavid Laiuppa DATE: 11/18/10

18 WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? o OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? o

MAN MADE? wo DISTANCE TO NEAREST RCADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~75 ft

CONTIGUCUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT 1o

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknecwn

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? w/a
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE no
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Principal
FUNCTION Y N Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,8,15 X Opportunity fer recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X 4,5,6,9 Wetland teooc smal te significantly alter flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X No open water assoclated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2,4.5 Wetland area tee small te retain significant amounts of toxins
Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation) X ISy o gl Few upslope scurces of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
X i Ne food preducing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X No open water asscciated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
X i) Ne foeod, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X Potential endangered speclies or habitat (per DEP December 2010}
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
X Ne public access
Educational Scientific Value
X Ne public access
Recreation ((Non)Consumptive)
X No public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X 122 Net unigue or histeric & neo public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project

WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 850 sq ft

ADJACENT LAND USE?  nirport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT

18 THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND?

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE Ho

PEM

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND I1.D. 1100

Prepared by: pavid Laiuppa DATE: 11/19/10

18 WETLAND PART CF AWILDLIFE CORRIDOR? w0 OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? 1o

MAN MADE? o DISTANCE TC NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~75 ft

CONTIGUCUS UNDEVELCPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT 1o

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS tnkncwn

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? u/a
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE o
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Principal
FUNCTION Y N Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,8,15 X opportunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X A i Wetland too smal to significantly alter flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X No open water assoclated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2,4,5 Wetland area toc small te retain gignificant amountg of toxing
Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation) % 5.7,8,9 Few upslope sources of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
X T No food producing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X No open water assoclated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
X A Mo food, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
X No public access
Educational Scientific Value
X No public access
Recreation ((Non)Consumptive)
X Mo public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X 1582 Not unigue or historic & nc public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project
WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.1 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?

Airport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT  pem

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND LD. 1400

DATE: 11/22/10

OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? 1o
DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~75 ft
CONTIGUOUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT o

Prepared by: David Laiuppa

18 WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? 1o
MAN MADE? wo

1S THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?  Yes
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TO THE WETLAND? 0

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE No

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknown

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? w/a
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Rationale Principal
FUNCTION Y N (NUMBER) Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,8,15 X Oppertunity fer recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X 4,5,6,9 Wetland too smal to significantly alter flooding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X Mo open water asscciated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
X 2.5 Wetland area teo small to retdin significant amcunts of texins
Nutrient Removal
(Retention/Transformation) X B ulsg Few upslope scurces of nutrients
Production Export {Nutrient)
X T Ne food preducing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
X Mo open water associated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
X T3 Mo food, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010)
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
X No public access
Educational Scientific Value
X No public access
Recreation ({Non)Consumptive)
X No public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X 122 Mot unigue or historic & ne public access

NOTES:



Igor | Sikorsky Airport - Runway 6-24 Rehabilitation Project
WETLANDS EVALUATION

TOTAL APPROXIMATE AREA OF WETLAND: 0.05 acres

ADJACENT LAND USE?

Adrport

DOMINANT WETLAND SYSTEMS PRESENT  rm

WETLAND FUNCTION-VALUE ASSESSMENTS WETLAND LD. 1800

DATE: 11/22/10
OR A "HABITAT ISLAND"? 1o

Prepared by: pavid Lainppa

1S WETLAND PART OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR? 1o

MAN MADE? wo DISTANCE TO NEAREST ROADWAY OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT ~15ft

CONTIGUQUS UNDEVELOPED BUFFER ZONE PRESENT 10

IS THE WETLAND A SEPARATE HYDRAULIC SYSTEM?  Yes
HOW MANY TRIBUTARIES CONTRIBUTE TC THE WETLAND? 0

WILDLIFE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE No

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS unknown

IF NOT, WHERE DOES THE WETLAND LIE IN THE DRAINAGE BASIN? /2
AQUATIC DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE o VEGETATIVE DIVERSITY/ABUNDANCE 1o
WETLAND AREA IMPACTED: unknown

Occurrence Rationale Principal
FUNCTION Y N (NUMBER) Function(s) Comments ACOE
Groundwater Recharge/Discharge
X 4,8,15 X Opportunity for recharge
Floodflow Alteration
X 4,5,6,9 Wetland too smal to significantly alter floeding
Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization
X No open water assoclated with wetland
Sediment/Toxicant Retention
x S Wetland arsa toec small te retain significant amounts ¢f teoxins
Nutrient Removal
(Retentioanransformation) x oy ) Few upslope sources of nutrients
Production Export (Nutrient)
g i Ne food producing plants
Fish & Shellfish Habitat
H Ne open water assoclated with wetland
Wildlife Habitat
b4 13 Ne food, water, shelter available for animals
Endangered Species Habitat
X Potential endangered species or habitat (per DEP December 2010)
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
= Ne public access
Educational Scientific Value
H Ne public access
Recreation ({Non)Consumptive)
X Ne public access
Uniqueness/Heritage
X 1,22 Not unigque or historic & no public access

NOTES:



This appendix contains the following:

e Task 120 — Preliminary Site Assessment
Site 1 — City of Bridgeport Property
Map 50.04, Block 3, Lots 1 and 2
Main Street, Stratford, Connecticut
August 13, 2009

The Appendices of this Report are not included herein.

e Task 120 — Preliminary Site Assessment
Site 2— Stratford Army Engine Plant Property
Map 50.05 Block 4 Lot 2
Main Street, Stratford
August 13, 2009

The Appendices of this Report are not included herein.

e Record of Conversation dated April 28, 2010 with Ron Jennings, US EPA

e Record of Conversation dated April 28, 2010 with Ron Curren, CT DEP

APPENDIX E: HAZARDOUS WASTE ANALYSIS
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URS DRAFT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of URS Corporation AES (URS) Task 120 Preliminary Site
Assessment (Task 120) of the portions of parcels (proposed roadway) slated for potential
acquisition for the re-alignment of Main Street (CT Route 113) in Stratford, Connecticut. The
objective of the Task 120 was to evaluate site-specific environmental concerns and to serve as a
basis for Task 210 and/or Task 220 activities in the future. The Task 120 was performed as
defined under the on-call contaminated soil/groundwater scope of services, issued by the
Connecticut Department of Transportation Division of Environmental Compliance to URS, dated

October 1, 2003.

The Site consists of an approximately 79-acre irregularly-shaped property comprised of two
parcels currently utilized by the City of Bridgeport as a runway clear-zone. The majority of the
Site consists of undeveloped grassy land. The Site also contains smaller areas of wetlands and the
Marine Basin, a small embayment of the Housatonic River. An access road for the Stratford Solid
Waste Landfill at the north terminus of Short Beach Road is present along the southern border of
the property. The northern portion of the landfill and its associated access road are located on the
Bridgeport property, although outside of the proposed project area. The portion of the Site most
relevant to the proposed realignment (along Main Street) consists of an unimproved paved area,
which adjoins the currently vacant Stratford Army Engine Plant (SAEP) south parking lot, and

the area along the east side of Main Street.

The Site formerly contained several buildings including a truck stop and a restaurant. Based on
street directories, possible former occupants of the Site could have included boat renting, a
horticultural business by the name of Farmer Snapper, a hotel and restaurant by the name of
Howie’s Rest, and the Happy Landing Inn, and the Dairy Store. All former Site structures had
been removed by 1990. Fill material consisting of Airport Earthfill, demolition debris and
Raymark Waste are present at the Site. Previous environmental investigations have identified the

presence of contaminated soil and Raymark Waste at various locations at the Site.

Task 120 Preliminary Site Assessment Page iii August 13,2009

Site 1 Main Street (CT Route 113), Stratford, CT
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URS DRAFT

This assessment identified the following environmental concerns for the portion of the Site slated

for potential acquisition, the proposed roadway:

1. Raymark Waste. So called Raymark Waste has been identified in two portions of the Site.
Based on the results of soil samples collected at the Site, the Raymark Waste contains
concentrations of asbestos, total mass and Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP)
Metals, dioxins, pesticides, Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs), Polychlorinated
Biphenyls (PCBs) and Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). The areas ofthe Site which contain
the Raymark Waste are considered a portion of the Raymark Superfund site.

2. Contaminated Soil. Assessment activities of the Raymark Waste present at the Site identified
the presence of contaminated soil at portions of the Site beyond the limits of the identified
Raymark Waste. Soil beyond the limits of the Raymark Waste is contaminated with

concentrations of asbestos, copper, lead, pesticides and PCBs.

3. Contaminated Groundwater: Groundwater in vicinity of the SAEP is impacted with minimal

concentrations of chlorinated VOCs.

4. Former Truck Stop: A truck stop was formerly located in the southwestern portion of the
Site along Main Street (CT Route 113). The former presence of a truck stop could indicate the
former presence of gasoline and/or diesel fuel oil tanks associated with vehicle fueling operations
and a fuel oil tank associated with the truck stop building. Furthermore, the former use of this
portion of the Site by trucks could have resulted in incidental releases of gasoline and or diesel

fuel in this location.

5. Former Building Structures: In addition to the truck stop, three other building structures
previously existed on portions of the Site. One of these buildings was apparently a restaurant. The

use of the other two former buildings is not known. There is the possibility that these former
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buildings could have had heating oil tanks, could have been used for industrial purposes and/or
could have been painted with lead-based paint, all of which could have lead to impacts to soil

and/or groundwater.

6. Earth Fill: One portion of the Site has been identified as an area where fill material, so called
Airport Earth Fill, has been deposited. Portions of this area beyond the limits of the Raymark

Waste are impacted with contaminants such as lead and asbestos.

7. Stratford Solid Waste Landfill: Although some distance from the project area portion ofthe
Site, portions of the Stratford Solid Waste Landfill are located on the Site. Contaminants are
known to commonly leach from landfills to soil and/or groundwater. While no specific reference
to releases from the Stratford Solid Waste Landfill were identified by this assessment, there is a
good possibility that releases have occurred from this landfill and that such releases could have

impacted portions of the Site.

8. Solid Waste Disposal Area: The so called Raymark Waste identified in several portions of the
Site and the Airport Earth Fill located near the project area may contain Solid Waste at a volume
(greater than 10 cubic yards) that could subject the Site to the requirements of the Connecticut
Solid Waste Regulations. Further assessment of the content of the identified Raymark Waste and
airport earth fill may be required to refine this conclusion.

URS recommends collection and analysis of soil samples from the limits of the project area,
planned soil excavation areas and/or areas proposed to be disturbed by the proposed roadway
construction activities to more completely evaluate soil conditions and the existence of solid
waste. If groundwater is anticipated to be encountered during the proposed roadway construction
activities, URS would also recommend evaluation of impacts to groundwater in the project area
portion of the Site. URS recommends completing at least seven (7) soil borings for this project-

specific investigation.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of URS Corporation AES’(URS) Task 120 Preliminary Site
Assessment (Task 120) of the City of Bridgeport Parcels (the “Site” or “subject property”) slated
for potential acquisition for the re-alignment of a 2,200 foot long portion of Main Street (CT
Route 113) in the vicinity of the Igor Sikorsky Memorial Airport in Stratford, Connecticut. The
objective of the Task 120 was to evaluate site-specific environmental concerns and to serve as a
basis for Task 210 and/or Task 220 activities in the future. A Site Location Map is included as

Figure 1. A Site Plan is included as Figure 2.
1.1 SCOPE OF WORK

URS’ scope of work included an inspection of the subject property to document current
conditions, review of available environmental reports, inquiries and review of available files at
City of Bridgeport offices, review of aerial photographs and street directories at the Connecticut
State Library and conductance of a file review at the Connecticut Department of Environmental

Protection (CTDEP) Records Center, and preparation of this Site Specific Report.
1.2  LIMITING CONDITIONS AND DATA GAPS

No conditions which would limit URS’ ability to complete the scope of work were encountered

during the performance of the Task 120.
1.3 LIMITATIONS OF THE ASSESSMENT

The work conducted by URS is limited to the services agreed to with City of Bridgeport as
presented in the Exhibit E