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1

Decision

The University of Connecticut intends to continue with the implementation of the Proposed Action, which
consists of the construction of a new centralized facility for the temporary storage of chemical, biological, and
low-level radioactive wastes from the University’s academic research and teaching laboratories and facility
operations on the Storrs campus. The University’s existing waste storage facility, known as the Main
Accumulation Area (MAA), is currently located on Horsebarn Hill Road at the eastern limit of the campus.
The proposed location for a new, upgraded MAA is on the North Campus “Parcel G” site between the
existing North Hillside Road and C Lot on the University of Connecticut Storrs Campus. The Proposed
Action consists of constructing a new MAA facility on the North Campus Parcel G site and decommissioning
of the existing MAA. The proposed facility consists of a waste storage building with an approximately 5,800
square foot footprint and an approximately 0.75-acre development footprint for sufficient vehicle circulation
and parking.
This decision is based upon a careful consideration of alternatives and potential environmental impacts as
documented in the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE ) (Fuss & O’Neill, Inc., November 19, 2013) that
was prepared for the Proposed Action, as well as comments received during the public review period for the
EIE (January 7 – January 19, 2014). A copy of the Executive Summary that was included in the EIE is
attached (see Attachment A).

2

Statement of Environmental Impact

No significant impacts to the environment are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. All practicable
means to avoid or minimize any associated environmental impacts that are identified in the EIE will be
adopted. The mitigation measures identified in the EIE, and in the responses to comments on the EIE, have
been adopted and will be implemented as part of the Proposed Action.

3

Summary of Consultation with Agencies and
Other Persons

A Notice of Scoping for the Proposed Action was published in the Connecticut Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Environmental Monitor on April 16, 2013 (Attachment B). The scoping period ended on May 16,
2013. During the scoping period, a public scoping meeting was held on the UConn campus on May 1, 2013.
Public oral comments were received during the scoping meeting from four Town of Mansfield residents.
Comment letters were received from the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
(CTDEEP) on May 16, 2013, the Connecticut Department of Public Health (CTDPH) Drinking Water
Section on May 13, 2013, the Town of Mansfield Mayor on May 13, 2013, and one Town of Mansfield
resident. A summary of comments made at the public scoping meeting and copies of the scoping period
comment letters are included in Attachment B.
Preparation of the EIE involved coordination with Federal and State agencies and municipal officials. A
Notice of Availability for the EIE was advertised in the CEQ Environmental Monitor and made available to the
public on November 19, 2013. The notice also appeared in the Willimantic Chronicle on November 22,
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November 29, and December 6, 2013. The public review and comment period began on November 19, 2013
and ended on January 19, 2014. Copies of the EIE public review period notices and advertisements are
provided in Attachment C.
The EIE was made available for inspection during the comment period at the Mansfield Town Clerk’s Office,
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building, 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, Connecticut and the Mansfield
Public Library, 54 Warrenville Road, Mansfield, Connecticut. The document was sent to the following
agencies and entities for review and comment:
Council on Environmental Quality
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Connecticut Department of Public Health
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Connecticut Commission on Culture and Tourism
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management
The EIE was also made available for review on the University of Connecticut, Office of Environmental
Policy website (http://www.envpolicy.uconn.edu/eiestorage.html).

4

Summary of the Public Hearing Record

A public hearing on the EIE was held on January 8, 2014 at 7:00 pm in Room 146 at the UConn Bishop
Center, One Bishop Circle, Storrs, Connecticut. A transcript of the public hearing is included in Attachment
D.

5

Response to Comments on the EIE

This Record of Decision contains all comments submitted on the EIE, including oral testimony provided
during the public hearing. Copies of comments received on the EIE and their responses are provided in
Attachment E. Comments were received from the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection, the Connecticut Department of Public Health – Drinking Water Section, the Town of Mansfield,
the Naubesatuck Watershed Council, and several local residents.
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Attachment A
Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) Executive Summary
(Fuss & O’Neill, Inc., November 19, 2013)
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Executive Summary
The University of Connecticut (University or UConn) proposes to construct a new centralized facility
for the temporary storage of chemical, biological, and low-level radioactive wastes from the University’s
academic research and teaching laboratories and facility operations on the Storrs campus. The
University’s existing facility, known as the Main Accumulation Area (MAA), is currently located on
Horsebarn Hill Road at the eastern limit of the campus (Figure ES-1). The proposed location for a new,
upgraded MAA is on an area of the North Campus referred to as “Parcel G.”
The University, as the sponsoring agency for this project, has prepared an Environmental Impact
Evaluation (EIE) pursuant to the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) to further evaluate the
potential environmental impacts of construction of a new MAA on North Campus Parcel G.
The Proposed Action consists of constructing a new MAA facility on the western portion of the North
Campus Parcel G site, a wooded area located between the existing tennis courts along North Hillside
Road and the former landfill parking lot, referred to as the “C Lot” (Figure ES-2). The site is also
bounded on the west by an overhead electrical utility corridor and by the multi-purpose Celeron Trail to
the south. The proposed facility would be accessed from North Hillside Road and the C Lot Driveway.
The proposed facility is anticipated to consist of an enclosed, building with state-of-the-art waste storage
and handling areas. The proposed building would have an approximately 5,800 square foot footprint and
would require an approximately 0.75-acre development footprint for sufficient vehicle circulation and
parking.

Figure ES-1. Location of Existing Main Accumulation Area

Environmental Impact Evaluation – University of Connecticut Main Accumulation Area

ES-1

Figure ES-2. Location of Proposed Main Accumulation Area

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to address three identified needs: (1) public concern about the
location of the existing facility within a public drinking water supply watershed, (2) more efficient use of
space compared to that of the existing MAA facility, and (3) future waste generation and storage on the
Storrs campus.
The University conducted a siting study in 2012 to identify and evaluate potential sites on the Storrs
campus for an upgraded MAA. The 2012 Siting Advisory Committee was led by the Office of
Environmental Policy and consisted of representatives from the Town of Mansfield, Windham Water
Works, local watershed organizations, the Connecticut Institute of Water Resources, and University of
Connecticut staff from Public Safety and Residential Life. Additional expertise and input was provided
to the Advisory Committee through the participation of UConn staff in Environmental Health & Safety,
Transportation Services, and Planning.
The Siting Advisory Committee identified and evaluated the alternative sites shown in Figure ES-3 with
respect to physical site constraints (e.g., slopes, wetlands, and soils), public health issues, public safety,
and University planning initiatives.
1. No Action – The No Action alternative assumes continued use of the existing MAA in its current
location, without modification. The facility would continue to operate with the existing structures,
facility layout, and operational procedures.
2. New MAA at the Existing Site – Under this alternative, the existing MAA would be closed and
decommissioned, and a building with an approximately 5,800 square foot footprint would be
constructed on the existing site. The overall site footprint would be expanded to approximately 0.75
acres to allow adequate vehicle circulation and parking.
Environmental Impact Evaluation – University of Connecticut Main Accumulation Area
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3. North Campus Parcel G Site (Proposed Action)
4. F Lot Site – The UConn F Lot is located north of North Eagleville Road and west of LeDoyt
Road, situated adjacent to an electrical substation and near the UConn Public Safety complex. The
proposed MAA would be located in the southeast corner of the parking lot, outside of the limits of
the former ash landfill that underlies a large portion of the F Lot.
5. W Lot Site – The W Lot is located near the northern gateway entrance to the Storrs campus, west
of Route 195 and north of Husky Village. The proposed MAA would be located in the northwest
corner of the parking lot. Access to the site would be from the existing W Lot entrance along Route
195, across from the northern leg of Horsebarn Hill Road.
6. North of Transfer Station Site – This site is located north of the UConn Water Pollution Control
Facility and solid waste transfer station, east of the Connecticut Light & Power (CL&P) electrical
utility corridor, and south of the Celeron Trail.

Figure ES-3. Alternative MAA Locations
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A scoring matrix was developed in conjunction with the Advisory Committee as a semi-quantitative,
multi-attribute rating and ranking tool designed to assist the Advisory Committee identify a ranked list of
preferred sites. The evaluation criteria included consideration of ecological resources, public health,
public water supplies, public safety/security and accessibility, land use and consistency with land use
planning, cost and regulatory considerations, and traffic safety and circulation.
The North Campus Parcel G site was the highest-rated site overall, and was individually scored as the
highest-rated site by 10 of the 11 Advisory Committee members. The lowest-rated site was the existing
MAA facility location, i.e. the No Action alternative receiving the lowest overall score.
Based on the anticipated environmental impacts of the alternatives considered, a new MAA facility
constructed on North Campus Parcel G is the preferred alternative evaluated in the subject EIE.
The Proposed Action would result in minor impacts to vehicle and pedestrian traffic on campus, loss of
fragmented upland forest habitat, and minor increases in energy and utility usage. Potential constructionrelated impacts include temporary impacts to vehicle and pedestrian traffic, air quality, noise, hazardous
materials and solid waste, and stormwater. Anticipated impacts and proposed mitigation measures to
avoid, minimize, or offset potential adverse impacts are summarized in Table ES-1.
Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
Resource Category

Impacts

Proposed Mitigation

Traffic, Parking, and
Circulation

Improved vehicle circulation,
maneuverability, parking, and
access/egress compared to that
of the existing facility
Minor increases in traffic and
potential for truck/pedestrian
conflicts along waste shipment
routes resulting from
redistribution of existing traffic
associated with EH&S and
commercial waste transport
vehicles traveling to and from
the MAA
Larger, state-of-the art facility
with greater waste storage
capacity will address existing and
future waste generation on
campus, resulting in less
frequent waste shipments from
the MAA, less commercial waste
transport vehicle traffic and
potential for vehicle/pedestrian
conflicts, and less frequent
handling of wastes compared to
No Action alternative

Restrictions on the timing of waste
shipments and allowable truck routes to
avoid periods and locations of high
pedestrian activity on campus

Air Quality

No adverse impacts

None required

Noise

No adverse impacts

None required
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
Resource Category

Impacts

Proposed Mitigation

Water Resources

No adverse impacts to surface
water and groundwater quality or
quantity
No adverse impacts to flood
hazard potential
Increase in stormwater runoff
and potential stormwater
pollutant loading

Proposed stormwater management and
facility design elements will reduce the
potential for impacts associated with a release
of chemicals or other hazardous materials to
the environment (see Utilities and Services)

Wetlands and
Watercourses

No adverse impacts

Proposed stormwater management and
facility design elements will reduce the
potential for impacts associated with a release
of chemicals or other hazardous materials to
the environment (see Utilities and Services)

Wildlife and Vegetation

No adverse impacts
Loss of approximately 0.75 acres
of fragmented upland forest
habitat

Proposed stormwater management and
facility design elements will reduce the
potential for impacts associated with a release
of chemicals or other hazardous materials to
the environment (see Utilities and Services)

Cultural Resources

Parcel G contains potential areas
of prehistoric value

Additional cultural resource investigation of
Parcel G (Phase 1B Archaeological
Reconnaissance Survey) prior to
development and coordinate with the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the
Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
(THPOs) of the Mashantucket Pequot and
Mohegan Tribes to ensure that historic,
archaeological, and cultural resources are
protected

Visual and Aesthetic
Character
Geology, Topography, and
Soils

No adverse impacts

None required

No adverse impacts

Proposed facility design elements will reduce
the potential for subsurface impacts
associated with a release of chemicals or
other hazardous materials to the environment
(see Hazardous Materials)
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
Resource Category

Impacts

Proposed Mitigation

Utilities and Services

Adequate utility capacity is
available
The creation of impervious
surfaces will cause increased
stormwater runoff

Non-structural source controls and pollution
prevention measures (parking lot sweeping,
catch basin cleaning, drainage system and
stormwater treatment system operation and
maintenance, etc.)
LID approaches such as drywells, rain
gardens, vegetated swales, and other
infiltration techniques to infiltrate runoff
from the building roof and sidewalks or
paved areas where regulated wastes will not
be handled
Runoff from loading areas or other locations
where regulated wastes are handled will be
directed to a stormwater collection system
that can be effectively closed in the event of a
spill. Such facilities will incorporate shut-off
valves, impermeable liners, or other similar
design features to reduce the potential for a
release to the environment.
Management strategies to reduce stormwater
bacteria concentrations including filtration
practices such as lined and underdrained
bioretention systems or subsurface sand
filters
The facility design will incorporate spill
containment measures to provide secondary
and tertiary containment for regulated waste
storage and handling areas, state-of-the-art
security systems, and required training,
inspections, and a contingency planning to
meet applicable state and federal regulatory
requirements
The design will consider the Campus
Sustainable Design Guidelines, which include
specific measures for reduction of energy
consumption on new construction projects
on campus

Public Health and Safety

Sufficient public safety and
emergency services are currently
available to address the needs of
the MAA

None required
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
Resource Category

Impacts

Proposed Mitigation

Hazardous Materials

Larger, state-of-the art facility
with greater waste storage
capacity will address existing and
future waste generation on
campus, resulting in less
frequent waste shipments from
the MAA, less commercial waste
transport vehicle traffic and
potential for vehicle/pedestrian
conflicts, and less frequent
handling of wastes compared to
No Action alternative
No adverse impacts related to
toxic or hazardous waste sites

Facility design and operation will incorporate
secondary and tertiary spill containment for
regulated waste storage and handling areas,
state-of-the-art security systems, required
training and inspections, and contingency
planning to meet applicable state and federal
regulatory requirements for safe operation of
the facility.
Use of “green chemistry” techniques and
waste minimization at the point of generation
will reduce or offset anticipated future
increases in waste generation on campus.

Socioeconomics

No adverse impacts
Creation of short-term
construction jobs

None required

Land Use and Planning

No adverse impacts - Proposed
Action is consistent with existing
land use and campus, local,
regional, and state land use plans

None required

Construction Period
Traffic, Parking, and
Circulation

Minor, temporary disruptions to
traffic in the immediate area of
construction

Use of construction-phase traffic
management measures to maintain efficient
traffic operations during the construction
period including construction phasing to
minimize disruptions to traffic, signage, and
detours.

Air Quality

Construction activities may
result in short-term impacts to
ambient air quality due to direct
emissions from construction
equipment and fugitive dust
emissions

Contractors will be required to comply with
air pollution control requirements in UConn
Environmental, Health, and Safety Policies,
Regulations, and Rules for Construction, Service, and
Maintenance Contractors, including reference to
such requirements in contract documents.
Ensure proper operation and maintenance of
construction equipment.
Limit idling of construction vehicles and
equipment to three minutes.
Implement traffic management measures
during construction.
Implement appropriate controls to prevent
the generation and mobilization of dust.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
Resource Category

Impacts

Proposed Mitigation

Noise

Heavy construction equipment
associated with site development
may result in temporary
increases in noise levels in the
immediate area of construction

Contractors will be required to comply with
noise control requirements in UConn
Environmental, Health, and Safety Policies,
Regulations, and Rules for Construction, Service, and
Maintenance Contractors, including reference to
such requirements in contract documents.
Ensure proper operation and maintenance of
construction equipment.
Construction contractors should make every
reasonable effort to limit construction noise
impacts.

Stormwater and Water
Quality

Exposure of soil increases
potential for erosion and
sedimentation

Use of appropriate erosion and sediment
controls during construction, consistent with
the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion
and Sediment Control, as amended.

Hazardous Materials and
Solid Waste

Temporary on-site storage and
use of fuels and other materials
associated with construction
vehicles and equipment
Asbestos-containing materials,
lead-based paint or other
hazardous materials associated
with closure of the existing MAA
facility
Generation of solid waste
including construction and
demolition debris

Contractors will be required to comply with
requirements for construction-related
hazardous materials and solid waste in
UConn Environmental, Health, and Safety
Policies, Regulations, and Rules for Construction,
Service, and Maintenance Contractors, including
reference to such requirements in contract
documents.
Hazardous or regulated materials or
subsurface contamination encountered during
construction will be characterized and
disposed of in accordance with applicable
state and federal regulations.
UConn will follow CTDEEP guidance for
closure and decommissioning of the existing
MAA, including removal of the existing
structures and equipment, site
characterization for any residual
contamination, and associated cleanup.
UConn will also follow applicable closure
and decommissioning requirements of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Construction-related solid waste will be
handled and disposed of in a manner that
meets current regulations and University
standards. Construction and demolition
debris will be managed in accordance with
applicable state and federal regulations and
the University’s contractor policies.
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The following certificates, permits, and approvals are anticipated to be required for the Proposed
Action. Additional certificates, permits, and approvals may be identified following the CEPA process,
pending the final design of the project.
CTDEEP Flood Management Certification – required for activities affecting natural or manmade drainage facilities
CTDEEP General Permit for Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewater Associated
with Construction Activities – registration required if total site disturbance exceeds 1 acre
Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and Tribal Historic
Preservation Officers (THPOs) of the Mashantucket Pequot and Mohegan Tribes – required as
a mitigation commitment in the Record of Decision for the North Hillside Road Extension EIS
The following permits have been issued or are pending for the proposed extension of North Hillside
Road and associated development of the North Campus for the UConn Technology Park, including
Parcel G, the site of the Proposed Action:
CTDEEP Flood Management Certification (FM-201205381)
CTDEEP Inland Wetlands & Watercourses, Water Quality Certification, and Water Diversion
Permit (IW-201205383, WQC- 201205382, DIV- 201205385, Draft)
United States Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Individual Permit (File No. NAE-20043990, Permit Pending)
A scoping notice for the subject project appeared in the April 16, 2013 edition of the Environmental
Monitor (Appendix A), beginning the 30-day scoping period. The scoping period ended on May 16, 2013.
During the scoping period, a public scoping meeting was held on the UConn campus on May 1, 2013.
Public oral comments were received during the public meeting from four Town of Mansfield residents.
During the 30-day scoping period, written comments were received from the Connecticut Department
of Energy and Environmental Protection, the Mayor of the Town of Mansfield, the Connecticut
Department of Public Health, and a Town of Mansfield resident. A summary of comments made at the
public scoping meeting and copies of written comment letters received during the scoping period are
provided in Appendix A.
Formal notice of the availability of this EIE has been published in the Willimantic Chronicle and in the
Environmental Monitor. An electronic copy of this document was also made available on the UConn
Office of Environmental Policy website. The document was sent to the following agencies and entities
for review and comment:
Council on Environmental Quality
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Connecticut Department of Public Health
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Connecticut Commission on Culture and Tourism
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management
Town of Mansfield (Town Clerk’s Office and Mansfield Public Library)

Environmental Impact Evaluation – University of Connecticut Main Accumulation Area
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Attachment B
Early Public Scoping Notice and Comments
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Governor Dannel P. Malloy |

Home

About Us

Programs and Services

Publications

Contact Us

ENVIRONMENTAL
MONITOR
Current Issue
Monitor Archives
Publication Dates
What is CEPA?
CEPA Statutes
CEPA Regulations

April 16, 2013

What is Scoping?
What to Expect at a
Scoping Meeting

Scoping Notices

How to Request a Public
Scoping Meeting

1. Runway Safety Area Project, Igor I. Sikorsky Airport, Stratford

Guide to the State Lands
Transfer Process

2. NEW! Connecticut State Police Firearms Training Facility, Glastonbury

CEQ HOME

3. NEW! Library Lane and George Washington Turnpike Water Main Project, Burlington
4. NEW! UConn Main Accumulation Area, Mansfield
Post-Scoping Notices: Environmental Impact Evaluation Not Required
1. Route 69, New Haven Rd., Water Main, Prospect and Beacon Falls
2. NEW! Spring Hill Reliability Improvement Project, Norwalk and New Canaan
3. NEW! Windham Regional Transit Bus Facility Project #474-073, Mansfield
Environmental Impact Evaluations
1. Quinebaug Regional Technical Park, Putnam
2. Eastern Connecticut State University Master Plan Update, Willimantic, Mansfield
State Land Transfers
No State Land Transfer Notice has been submitted for publication in this edition.

The next edition of the Environmental Monitor will be published on May 7, 2013.
Subscribe to e-alerts to receive an e-mail when The Environmental Monitor is published.

Scoping Notices
"Scoping" is for projects in the earliest stages of planning. At the scoping stage, detailed information on a
project's design, alternatives, and environmental impacts does not yet exist. Sponsoring agencies are asking
for comments from other agencies and from the public as to the scope of alternatives and environmental
impacts that should be considered for further study. Send your comments to the contact person listed for the
project by the date indicated.

The following Scoping Notices have been submitted for review and comment.

1. Notice of Scoping for Runway Safety Area Project, Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial
Airport
Municipality where proposed project might be located: Stratford, CT

4/18/2013 8:14 AM
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Address of Project Location: Sikorsky Airport and immediate vicinity
Background:
This project was subject to previous environmental studies, including a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS)/Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE), which led to a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
and a written re-evaluation of the EIS in 2011. These documents evaluated the project's scope, alternatives
and environmental impacts. The documents were made available for public review and were the subject of
public hearings. The purpose of this Public Scoping notice and subsequent meeting is to satisfy the
Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) requirements for providing public opportunity to comment on the
project.
Project Description:
The Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) and the City of Bridgeport are proposing to construct
improvements to the Runway Safety Area (RSA) adjacent to Runway 24 at the Igor I. Sikorsky Memorial
Airport (BDR), in Stratford, Connecticut. A partial relocation of State Route (SR) 113 is required to
accommodate the RSA improvements. These safety improvements include the construction of an Engineered
Material Arresting System (EMAS) beyond the Runway 24 threshold. The proposed improvements also include
the rehabilitation of existing Runway 6-24. A congressional mandate has been issued requiring completion of
the airport safety improvements by December 2015. There will also be a reduction in flooding of Route 113,
and improved stormwater management and treatment as a result of the project.
The proposed project includes the following activities within the airport proper:
Construction of an RSA that is 500 feet in width (250 feet on either side of the runway centerline) by
300 feet in length, including installation of an EMAS (100 feet in width by 300 feet in length);
Installation of new runway edge lights on Runway 6-24;
Relocation of Runway End Identifier Lights (REILS);
Construction of a new connector taxiway (35 feet in width by 300 feet in length) from Taxiway A to
Runway 24 and demolition of the existing connector Taxiway D at the intersection of Runways 6-24 and
11-29;
Removal of the existing blast fence located adjacent to Runway 24;
Installation of new Airport Security Fence;
Construction of a Turn Around for Runway 6;
Rehabilitation and removal of pavement (reduction in width) on Runway 6-24;
Relocation of the Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI) and Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI)
visual landing aids on Runways 6 and 24; and
The construction of wetland mitigation and listed species mitigation areas.
The proposed project includes the following activities within the vicinity of Route 113:
Construction of a realigned segment of Route 113 including an improved stormwater drainage system
and multi-use path (to accommodate the RSA);
Relocation of all underground utilities from the existing Route 113 right-of-way to the proposed rightof-way;
Closure and removal of the abandoned segment of Route 113;
Delineation, removal and disposal of existing Raymark Superfund Site waste materials within the vicinity
of the realigned Route 113;
Construction of a new tidal channel to convey treated stormwater runoff and tidal flows;
Wetland mitigation activities including restoration and enhancement areas; and
Creation and enhancement of several listed species mitigation areas.
Project Maps: Click here to view a map of the project area.
Click here to view proposed construction features.
Written comments from the public are welcomed and will be accepted until the close of business
on: Thursday April 18, 2013
There will be a Public Scoping Meeting for this project at:
DATE: April 3, 2013
TIME: 7:00 pm
PLACE: Stratford Hotel and Conference Center, 225 Lordship Boulevard, Stratford, CT 06615
NOTES:The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. Deaf and hearing impaired
persons wishing to attend this meeting and requiring an interpreter may make arrangements by
contacting the Department's Office of Communication at 860-594-3062 (voice only) at least five days
prior to the meeting.
Written comments should be sent to:

Name:

Mr. Mark W. Alexander, Transportation Assistant Planning Director
Bureau of Policy and Planning
Agency:
Connecticut Department of Transportation

4/18/2013 8:14 AM
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Address: 2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131
Fax:
860-594-3028
E-Mail: dot.environmentalplanning@ct.gov
If you have questions about the public meeting, or other questions about the scoping for this
project, contact:

Name:

Mr. Richard B. Armstrong, Transportation Principal Engineer
Bureau of Engineering and Construction
Agency:
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Address: 2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131
Phone:

860-594-3187

E-Mail: richard.armstrong@ct.gov
2. Notice of Scoping for the Connecticut State Police Firearms Training Facility
Relocation
Municipality where proposed project might be located: Glastonbury
Address of Possible Project Location: Easterly end point of Toll Gate Road.
Project Description: The Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection (DESPP), Division of State
Police (CSP) is proposing to relocate its existing Firearms Training Facility and Program located on Nod Road in
Simsbury to a site in Glastonbury. The proposed site is generally situated along Route 2 adjacent to the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s (DEEP) Public Shooting Range, located within the
Meshomasic State Forest (see project location figures). A land transfer between DESPP and DEEP would occur
as part of this project. The exact parcel configuration and project layout is to be determined during design;
however, the estimated maximum acreage needed for the project is approximately 30 acres with the potential
for less.
The project proposes to maintain and improve the CSP Firearms Training Program to benefit DESPP’s critical
needs. Other state, federal, international, and host community law enforcement agencies would also utilize this
facility as part of the inter-relationships DESPP has with various agencies.
The following are the major facility elements associated with this relocation project:
·
Approximately 55,000 gross square feet (GSF) multipurpose training building(s). This building (or
combinations of smaller buildings) would contain: classrooms to hold up to approximately 100 troopers
and/or cadets; firearms simulator room; open area training room; indoor active-shooter training; gun
cleaning and smithing; file storage room; staff offices; firearms vault; ammunition storage vault;
recruit/staff kitchen and dinning area; reloading area; target storage area; bathrooms with lockers and
showers; and a garage.
·

2 Range Control Towers (approximately 1 story high)

·

1 Qualifying Pistol Range (approximately 200 ft x 170 ft)

·

1 Active Shooter Training Range (approximately 200 ft x 170 ft)

·

1 Rifle Range (approximately 300 yd x 50 yd)

·

1 Shotgun Rifle Range (approximately 100 yd x 30 yd)

·

Approximately 125 parking spaces

·

Well and septic systems, telecom, and electrical utilities

Project Maps: Click here to view a figure of the general project location and click here to view an aerial of
the project site.
Written comments from the public are welcomed and will be accepted until the close of business
on: May 16, 2013.
There will be a Public Scoping Meeting for this project at:
DATE: Thursday, May 9, 2013
TIME: 7:00 PM

4/18/2013 8:14 AM

CEQ: Environmental Monitor - Current Issue

4 of 9

http://www.ct.gov/ceq/cwp/view.asp?a=987&q=249438

PLACE: Town Hall-Council Chambers, 2155 Main Street, Glastonbury, CT
NOTES: Doors open at 6:30 PM; meeting starts at 7:00 PM and will conclude after public comments.
On Behalf of DESPP, written comments are to be sent to the following participating agency contact:

Name:
Jeff Bolton, Supervising Environmental Analyst
Agency: Department of Construction Services
Address: 165 Capitol Avenue, Room 482
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
Fax:
(860) 713-7250
E-Mail:
jeffrey.bolton@ct.gov
If you have questions about the public meeting, or other questions about the scoping for this
project, contact:

Name: Lt. J. Paul Vance, Public Information Officer
Agency: Department of Emergency Services and Public
Protection & the Connecticut State Police
Address: 1111 Country Club Road
Middletown, Connecticut 06457
Phone:
Fax:
E-Mail:

(860) 685-8230
(860) 685-8301
pio.dps@po.state.ct.us

The agency expects to release an Environmental Impact Evaluation for this project, for public
review and comment, in August 2013.
Other information:
What is Scoping? (CEQ Website)
What to Expect at a Scoping Meeting (CEQ Website)
What is CEPA? (OPM Website)

3. Notice of Scoping for Library Lane and George Washington Turnpike Water Main
Project STEAP Grant
Municipality where proposed project might be located: Burlington
Address of Possible Project Location: Library Lane and George Washington Turnpike
Project Description: The purpose of this project is to install two segments of 8 inch ductile iron water main:
from the intersection of Route 4 and Library Lane 900 feet north along Library Lane, and on George
Washington Turnpike from the intersection with Thompsons Way approximately 900’ southeast to the
intersection with Cornwall Road. This project has been awarded a STEAP grant and will provide water supply to
businesses within Burlington’s central business zone. The Torrington Water Company will provide the water
supply, oversee this project and will own and maintain this extension when the project is completed.
Project Map: Click here to view a map of the project area.
Written comments from the public are welcomed and will be accepted until the close of business
on: Friday May 17, 2013
Any person can ask the sponsoring agency to hold a Public Scoping Meeting by sending such a
request to the address below. If a meeting is requested by 25 or more individuals, or by
an association that represents 25 or more members, the sponsoring agency shall schedule a Public
Scoping Meeting. Such requests must be made by April 26, 2013.
Written comments and/or requests for a Public Scoping Meeting should be sent to:

Name: Mr. Eric McPhee
Agency: Department of Public Health
Drinking Water Section

Address: 410 Capitol Avenue, MS #51WAT
PO Box 340308
Hartford, CT 06134-0308

Fax:

860-509-7359
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E-Mail: Dph.sourceprotection@ct.gov
If you have questions about the public meeting, or other questions about the scoping for this
project, contact:

Name: Ms. Sara Rossetti-Nichols
Agency: Department of Public Health
Drinking Water Section

Address: 410 Capitol Avenue, MS #51WAT
PO Box 340308
Hartford, CT 06134-0308

Phone: 860-509-7333
860-509-7359
Fax:
E-Mail: Sara Rossetti-Nichols@ct.gov

4. Notice of Scoping for UConn Main Accumulation Area
Municipality where proposed project might be located: Mansfield
Address of Possible Project Location: UConn North Campus Parcel G Site located between the existing
North Hillside Road and C Lot on the University of Connecticut Storrs Campus, Mansfield, Connecticut
Project Description: UConn proposes to construct a new centralized facility for the temporary storage of
chemical, biological/medical, and low-level radioactive wastes from the University’s academic research and
teaching laboratories and facility operations on the Storrs campus. The University’s existing facility, known as
the Main Accumulation Area (MAA), is located within the Fenton River watershed and the drainage basin of the
Willimantic Reservoir, which is a public water supply. Although the facility has been operated safely since it
was established in 1989, the University recognizes the public concern that remains about the location of the
facility within the public water supply watershed.
The existing MAA facility, which is currently located on Horsebarn Hill Road, is sufficient to serve the current
needs of the University and meets or exceeds state and federal requirements for safety and environmental
protection. To protect public health and the environment and to ensure regulatory compliance, these wastes
are managed by the UConn Department of Environmental Health & Safety (EH&S) in compliance with local,
state, and federal regulations, as well as University health and safety policies and procedures. However, space
on the existing site is limited, resulting in poor circulation for waste transport vehicles, its design is
inconsistent with state-of-the-art MAA facilities at other comparable research institutions, and the facility will
likely not meet future needs based on planned research growth at the University.
To address these concerns, UConn convened an Advisory Committee consisting of representatives from the
Town of Mansfield, Windham Water Works, local watershed organizations, the Connecticut Institute of Water
Resources, and University of Connecticut staff from Public Safety, Environmental Policy, and Residential Life.
The Advisory Committee conducted a siting study to identify and assess potential sites for an upgraded MAA
facility. The study recommended a prioritized list of alternative sites, with the North Campus Parcel G site,
located between the existing North Hillside Road and C Lot, being the preferred alternative. An Environmental
Impact Evaluation will be prepared to further evaluate the preferred site as well as other alternatives
considered, including the existing location (i.e., the No Action alternative).
Project Map: Click here to view a map of the project area.
Written comments: from the public are welcomed and will be accepted until the close of business on: May
16, 2013
There will be a Public Scoping Meeting for this project at:
Date:
Wednesday, May 1, 2013
Time:
7:00 p.m. (Doors will be open at 6:00 p.m. to allow review of informational materials.)
Place:
Room 146, UConn Bishop Center; One Bishop Circle; Storrs, CT
Written comments should be sent to:
Name: Jason Coite
Agency: UConn - Office of Environmental Policy
Address: 31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055; Storrs, CT 06269
Fax:
860-486-5477
E-Mail: jason.coite@uconn.edu
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If you have questions about the Public Scoping Meeting, or other questions about the scoping for
this project, please contact Mr. Coite as directed above.
UConn expects to release an Environmental Impact Evaluation for this project, for public review and comment,
in September 2013.

Post-Scoping Notices:

Environmental Impact Evaluation Not Required

This category is required by the October 2010 revision of the Generic Environmental Classification Document
for State Agencies. A notice is published here if the sponsoring agency, after publication of a scoping notice
and consideration of comments received, has determined that an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) does
not need to be prepared for the proposed project.

The Following Post-Scoping Notices have been submitted for publication in this edition.

1. Post-Scoping Notice for Route 69, New Haven Rd., Water Line
Municipalities where project will be located: Prospect/Beacon Falls
CEPA Determination: On February 5, 2013 the Department of Public Health (DPH) published a Notice of
Scoping to solicit public comments for this project in the Environmental Monitor.
The Department of Energy and Environmental Protection provided comments dated March 7, 2013. Based
upon the DPH's environmental assessment of this project including all comments received, it has been
determined that the project does not require the preparation of Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) under
the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA). The DPH will coordinate with the United States
Environmental Protection Agency and the Town of Prospect to ensure that the recommendations by the DEEP
and DPH will be implemented.
The agency's conclusion is documented in a Memorandum of Findings and Determination and an Environmental
Assessment Checklist.
If you have questions about the project, you can contact the agency at:
Name:
Mr. Eric McPhee
Agency: Department of Public Health
Drinking Water Section
Address: 450 Capitol Avenue, MS #51WAT
P O Box 340308
Hartford, CT 06134-0308

860-509-7333
860-509-7359
E-Mail: DPH.sourceprotection@ct.gov
Phone:

Fax:

What happens next: The DPH expects the project to go forward. This is expected to be the final notice of the
project to be published in the Environmental Monitor.

2. Post-Scoping Notice for the Spring Hill Reliability Improvement
Project
Municipality where project will be located: Norwalk and New Canaan
CEPA Determination: On January 8, 2013 the Department of Public Health (DPH) published a Notice of
Scoping to solicit public comments for this project in the Environmental Monitor.
Based on the DPH’s environmental assessment of this project which includes comments provided by the
Department of Energy & Environmental Protection (DEEP) on February 7, 2013, it has been determined that
the project does not require the preparation of Environmental Impact Evaluation under CEPA. The DPH will
coordinate with Norwalk First Taxing District (NFTD) to ensure that the recommendations by the DEEP will be
implemented.
The agency’s conclusion is documented in a Memorandum of Findings and Determination and an
Environmental Assessment Summary including the following attached correspondence: 2013-02-22 Norwalk
FTD, 2013-03-08 Norwalk FTD Final Report, 2013-3-20 DPH Correspondence email, 2013-03-22 Norwalk FTD
response to DPH comments, 2013-03-26 Norwalk FTD-DPH correspondence email
If you have questions about the project, you can contact the agency at:
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Name:
Mr. Eric McPhee
Agency: Department of Public Health
Drinking Water Section
Address: 450 Capitol Avenue, MS #51WAT
P O Box 340308
Hartford, CT 06134-0308
Phone: 860-509-7333
Fax:
860-509-7359
E-Mail: dph.sourceprotection@ct.gov
What happens next: The DPH expects the project to go forward. This is expected to be the final notice of the project to be published in the
Environmental Monitor.

3. Post-Scoping Notice for Windham Region Transit District : Bus Garage and Administration
Building
Municipality where project will be located: Mansfield
CEPA Determination: On November 6, 2012, the Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) published a Notice of Scoping to
solicit public comments for this project in the Environmental Monitor. The CTDOT has received comments from the Department of Energy
and Environmental Protection and from the Department of Public Health. The CTDOT has taken those comments into consideration and
has concluded that the project does not require the preparation of Environmental Impact Evaluation under CEPA.
The agency's conclusion is documented in an Environmental Assessment Checklist and a Memo of Findings and Determination.
If you have questions about the project, you can contact the agency at:

Mr. Mark W. Alexander, Transportation Assistant Planning Director
Agency: Bureau of Policy and Planning
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Address: 2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131
Name:

Phone:
Fax:
E-Mail:

860-594-3028
dot.environmentalplanning@ct.gov

What happens next: The CTDOT expects the project to go forward. This is expected to be the final notice of the project to be published in
the Environmental Monitor.

EIE Notices
After Scoping, an agency that wishes to undertake an action that could significantly affect the environment must produce, for public review
and comment, a detailed written evaluation of the expected environmental impacts. This is called an Environmental Impact
Evaluation (EIE).

The following EIEs have been submitted for publication in this edition.

1. Notice of EIE for the Quinebaug Regional Tech Park
Municipality where project is proposed: Putnam
Address of Possible Project Location: Land adjacent to I-395 on the west bank of the Quinebaug River
Project Description: This Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) has been prepared for the Proposed Action on
behalf of the Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD) which is the sponsoring agency
and cooperating state agencies the Department of Transportation (DOT) and Department Social Services (DSS).
The Proposed Action is the construction of a new vehicular bridge at the intersection of Kennedy Drive and the
I-395 Southbound off ramp at Exit 95 and a new regional YMCA facility. The purpose of the bridge is to provide
access to a 267± acre site that is targeted for economic development, which would be an indirect or secondary
consequence of the new bridge. The DSS is providing a portion of the funding needed to construct the YMCA
facility which will include a 48,000± square foot (SF) building, surface parking, and athletic fields. By providing
improved access to the Site, the new bridge has the potential for creating secondary actions that, in addition to the
YMCA construction, include the development of the Quinebaug Regional Technical Park (QRTP), a light
industrial type of development focused on “green technologies”. A significant portion of the QRTP will be set
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aside for conservation to protect rare species habitat, wetlands, floodplains, farmland soils and a portion of the
proposed Aquifer Protection Area (APA).
Three site development alternatives were evaluated in an iterative process that evolved through the analysis of
environmental constraints. It is estimated that with the new zoning regulations being drafted, the environmental
and physical constraints of the site, the preferred alternative would be approximately 20 building lots of 7 – 8
acres in size that would each be capable of supporting up to 70,000 square feet of such development in addition to
the YMCA.
Project Map: Click here to view a map of the project area.
Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of business on: April 22, 2013.
A copy of this EIE will be available for public review starting March 8, 2013 at:
The Putnam Town Clerk, 126 Church Street, Putnam, CT, 06260
The Putnam Public Library, 225 Kennedy Dr Putnam, CT, 06260
It also will be available at the following website starting March 8, 2013:
http://www.gza.com/quinebaug-regional-technical-park-environmental-impact-evaluation
There is no public hearing scheduled for this EIE. The agency will hold a public hearing if 25 or more
persons or an association that has at least 25 members requests a hearing. A public hearing request must
be made no later than March 18, 2013.
To request a public hearing contact:
Name:

Nelson Tereso, Project Manager
Department of Economic and Community Development
Agency:
Office of Financial & Technical Review
505 Hudson Street
Address:
Hartford, CT 06106
E-Mail: nelson.g.tereso@ct.gov
Phone: 860-270-8213
Send your comments about this EIE to:
Name: Mark Hood
Agency: Department of Economic and Community Development
Address: 505 Hudson Street
Hartford, CT 06106
E-Mail: mark.hood@ct.gov

2. Notice of EIE for the Eastern Connecticut State University 2008 Campus Plan Update
Municipalities where project is proposed: Windham (Willimantic) and Mansfield
Address of Possible Project Location: 83 Windham Street, Windham, CT (see Project Location figures)
Project Description: The Eastern Connecticut State University Campus Master Plan is part of an update to the
master plan first prepared in 1992 and revised in 1997. The Plan is a baseline for future campus development
and funding requests to the Board of Regents. The Plan update for Eastern is a guide for incremental growth
that responds to stated needs, planned expansions, and changes in facilities needs. Eastern is comprised two
campuses: the Main Campus, located south of Route 6; and the Mansfield Campus which consists of athletic
facilities, located north of the Route 6 within walking distance of the main campus.
The Plan is a ten-year comprehensive physical development plan to enhance the academic, residential, and
community life of the campus. It identifies new building and renovation projects that should be made by the
target year 2017; with the understanding that all projects may not be accomplished over the ten-year period.
The full Plan can be viewed online here: http://www.ct.gov/dcs/cwp/view.asp?a=4224&Q=520014&PM=1

Project Map(s): (1) General Location figure (2) Campus Master Plan figure
Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of business on: April 19, 2013
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The public can view a copy of this EIE at: http://www.ct.gov/dcs/cwp/view.asp?a=4224&Q=520014&PM=1
Any person can ask the sponsoring agency to hold a Public Hearing on this EIE by sending such a request
to the address below by March 15, 2013. If a hearing is requested by 25 or more individuals, or by an
association that represents 25 or more members, the Sponsoring and Participating Agencies will schedule a
Public Hearing.
Send your comments about this EIE to:
Name:

Keith Epstein, AIA

Title:
Agency:

Director of Capital Projects
Connecticut Board of Regents

Address:

61 Woodland Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06105

Fax:
E-Mail:

860-493-0059
epsteink@ct.edu

If you have questions about requesting a public hearing, or where you can review this EIE, or similar
matters, please contact:
Name:

Jeff Bolton

Title:
Agency:

Supervising Environmental Analyst
Connecticut Department of Construction Services

Address:

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 482
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Phone:
E-Mail:

860-713-5706
jeffrey.bolton@ct.gov

Other information: http://www.easternct.edu/

State Land Transfer Notices
Connecticut General Statutes Section 4b-47 requires public notice of most proposed sales and transfers of
state-owned lands. The public has an opportunity to comment on any such proposed transfer. Each notice includes
an address where comments should be sent. Read more about the five-step process...
No State Land Transfer Notice has been submitted for publication in this edition.
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DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
CEPA Public Scoping Meeting on the
UConn Main Accumulation Area
UConn Bishop Center, Rm 146
One Bishop Circle, Storrs, CT
May 1, 2013

Members Present: not applicable
UConn Staff Present:

Richard Miller, UConn Director of Environmental Policy
Jason Coite, UConn Environmental Compliance Professional

The public scoping meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Richard Miller
Opening Remarks

<\

Mr. Miller introduced Mr. Erik Mas of Fuss & O’Neill, Inc. Mr. Mas presented the University’s proposed
action; the purpose of the scoping meeting; an overview and background of the main accumulation
area; the CEPA process and EIE considerations; the purpose and need for the proposed action; the
results of the Siting Advisory Committee work; the alternative sites; the proposed schedule; and contact
information for scoping comments.
Public Comments
Four individuals presented comments.
 Meg Reich, Mansfield resident

Mrs. Reich stated that the Siting Advisory Committed studied multiple sites, that the EIE is expected to
focus on Parcel G as the preferred site, and that the preferred site of a similar EIE started by UConn
several years ago had been repurposed before the EIE could be finished. Mrs. Reich also asked, if the
preferred Parcel G site evaluated in this EIE were to become unavailable, would the other sites ranked
by the Committee be included in the EIE and be considered as potential alternative sites for the MAA?.
[Mr. Mas responded that the other sites ranked by the Committee would be included in the EIE and that
the other ranked sites would be considered for the MAA if the preferred Parcel G site were to become
unavailable.]

Q1?

 Patricia Suprenant, Mansfield resident

Ms. Suprenant asked what was the EH&S department to which Mr. Mas referred to in his scoping
presentation. [Mr. Mas responded that EH&S referred to Environmental Health & Saftey, the UConn
department which oversees the operation of the MAA.]
Ms. Suprenant stated that she has not been informed as to whether the Tech Park could include
BioSafety Level 3 or 4 facilities, and asked if the proposed MAA would be designed to meet all Homeland
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Security requirements, if the budget was enough to construct a MAA facility compliant with Homeland
Security requirements, and if upgrades had been made to the existing MAA so that it was compliant
with Homeland Security requirements. [Mr. Mas responded that the MAA would be designed and
constructed in accordance with all prevailing regulations, including Homeland Security as applicable. Mr.
Miller responded that several upgrades had been made to the existing MAA in recent years, though it is
uncertain if those upgrades were made in response to any applicable Homeland Security requirements.]
Ms. Suprenant asked if Fuss & O’Neill’s scoping presentation would be available on-line. [Mr. Coite
responded that the presentation would be on OEP’s MAA website.]
 Ed Smith, Mansfield resident

Mr. Smith provided written comments.
Mr. Smith asked what the cost difference was between the no action alternative versus a new facility.
[Mr. Mas responded that there was essentially no additional cost for the no action alternative, which
would be to keep the existing facility at its current location, and that the cost for a new facility,
regardless of the site selected, is estimated at $3-$5 million.]
Mr. Smith asked if there were any cost savings for constructing a new facility at the existing location
versus relocating the facility elsewhere on campus. [Mr. Mas responded that there were no significant
cost savings for a new building at the existing location versus building new elsewhere.]

§

Mr. Smith asked if salt was stored at the existing facility and stated that salt is routinely applied to the
ground within water supply watersheds and that salt had been the highest test result for water from the
reservoir for Windham Waterworks, for which he had previously been a Commission member. [Mr. Mas
responded that salt could be kept at the MAA.]
Mr. Smith stated that he had toured the existing MAA several times. Mr. Smith asked if E. coli was
stored there, and stated that geese are a large source of E. coli found in drinking water reservoirs. [Mr.
Mas responded that potential waste source of E. coli bacteria, such as biological wastes, could be stored
at the MAA.]
Mr. Smith stated that the public health concerns presented about the existing MAA being located in a
drinking water supply are false and insignificant compared to the salt, E. coli from geese, and other
unmonitored sources of contamination in watersheds.
Mr. Smith stated that the money needed to relocate the MAA would be better spent on things that are
more proactive to preserving drinking water quality, such as purchasing lands within a drinking water
watershed as done in New York State for the New York City water supplies, annual funding state labs to
analyze private drinking water samples, or sponsoring youth groups to patrol watersheds in order to
identify actual sources of pollution.
Mr. Smith stated that the UConn MAA facility has been operated safely since it was constructed and that
it is managed by trained professionals. He indicated that in the event that a gallon of gasoline were
spilled at the MAA beyond all of its containment, UConn would respond by quickly removing any
impacted soil before it could ever be a problem for the drinking water supply, and this type of oversight
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and responsiveness by trained professionals would not necessarily occur for similar spills elsewhere in
the watershed.
Mr. Smith asked if waste oil or waste gasoline were kept at the existing MAA and asked who monitors
the gas stations and tanker trucks transporting gasoline [Mr. Mas responded that waste oil or waste
gasoline could be kept at the MAA.]
Mr. Smith stated that radiological and medical facilities have to store similar wastes and that staff at
those facilities have less training than the professionals at UConn managing the MAA wastes. Mr. Smith
described a situation in which a lead box found at EO Smith High School was identified as a radioactive
hazard with the help of trained UConn EH&S staff.
Mr. Smith asked how long the UConn chemical pits had been operated. Mr. Smith stated that to his
knowledge only one residential well had tested for a contaminant above a Maximum Contaminant Level
(MCL).
 Alison Hilding, Mansfield resident

Mrs. Hilding stated that the scoping meeting should have been published in the “UConn Community
Update,” which has a circulation of approximately 8000 recipients. [Mr. Miller responded that the MAA
Siting Advisory Committee’s findings were reported in a recent issue of the Community Update.]

§

Mrs. Hilding stated that a term more specific and descriptive than “MAA” should be used.
Mrs. Hilding asked, in relation to an alternative site at F-lot, if the electrical substation would have to be
expanded should UConn’s electrical demand grow.
Mrs. Hilding asked if fire concerns for the MAA had been reviewed.

Mrs. Hilding requested that future MAA maps depict the chemical pits that were associated with the
UConn landfill.
Mrs. Hilding asked that Haley & Aldrich, Inc. and Carole Johnson of USGS be consulted on Parcel G’s
proximity to the landfill and the potential effects on local groundwater and stated that the UConn
Water/Wastewater Advisory Committee did not consult with H&A or USGS when it approved a sewer
connection in the vicinity of the landfill. [Mr. Coite responded that H&A and USGS would be contacted as
part of the EIE.]
Mrs. Hilding stated that neither the portion of North Eagleville Road west of the Hunting Lodge Road
intersection nor Bone Mill Road should be used by trucks transporting material from the MAA.
Mrs. Hilding asked when the North Hillside Road extension is completed and when new facilities are
constructed in the Tech Park, would that increase the amount of waste accumulated in the MAA and, if
so, to what level and how would that increased volume be planned for. [Mr. Coite responded that the
new MAA to be evaluated in the EIE will be based on footprint and layout conceived in 2007, and that
should the amount of waste managed by the MAA increase over time, then the amount of bulk pick-ups
from the MAA would increase accordingly.]
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Mrs. Hilding asked if the MAA would be accepting waste from the proposed UConn Health Center facility
in the Storrs Center development. [Mr. Coite indicated that since the Storrs Center development is not on
UConn property, moving their waste into the UConn MAA would not be possible because it would not be
compliant with RCRA regulations requiring contiguity.]
Mrs. Hilding asked if the UConn Health Center’s MAA was subject to an EIE and how the health center’s
regulated waste was currently being managed.
Mrs. Hilding asked how the Siting Committee differentiated between the Parcel G site and the site that
is North of the Transfer Station, which are located in relatively close proximity to each other. [Mr. Mas
responded that the sites were primarily differentiated by their separating distances to wetlands and
public areas like the Celeron trail, as well as each site’s accessibility.]
Mrs. Hilding asked if a scenario in which a vehicle transporting waste crashed into the UConn
wastewater treatment plant had been considered.
Mrs. Hilding asked if Parcel G’s proximity to Motor Pool and trucks transporting fuel to Motor Pool had
been considered.
Mrs. Hilding asked if the UConn police station would have to be expanded.
Mrs. Hilding asked if Parcel G’s proximity to Eagleville Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook had been
considered. [Mr. Mas responded that the Siting Committee reviewed proximity to wetlands and
watercourses. Mr. Coite responded that the EIE would continue that review.]

§

Mrs. Hilding asked if there would be restrictions on the type of permissible use for buildings near the
MAA.
Action
Not Applicable

The scoping meeting ended at approximately 8:20 PM.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
79 ELM STREET, HARTFORD, CT 06106-5127

Jason Coite - Environmental Compliance Analyst
UConn - Office of Environmental Policy, 31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055, Storrs, CT
David J. Fox - Senior Environmental Analyst

Telephone: 860-424-4111

May 16, 2013

E-Mail: david.fox@ct.gov

UConn Main Accumulation Area

The Department of Energy & Environmental Protection has received the Notice of Scoping
for the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) to be prepared for construction of a new
centralized facility for the temporary storage of chemical, biological, medical and low-level
radioactive waste at the Storrs campus. The following commentary is submitted for your
consideration during preparation of the document.
Previous scoping processes in 2004 and 2008 as well as the recent advisory committee
alternatives analysis have adequately identified issues that should be addressed in the EIE. The
2001 Final Environmental Impact Statement, North Hillside Road Extension catalogued the
environmental and ecological resources of the North Campus area, including this site. The
Comparative Site Study that resulted from the thorough evaluation of alternative sites on the
campus considered these environmental and ecological resources in proximity to the site.
Therefore, our comments are limited to the management of stormwater at the proposed facility.
The preferred site for the storage facility sits on the drainage divide between Eagleville
Brook to the south and Cedar Swamp Brook to the north. Eagleville Brook was included on
the 2004 List of Connecticut Waterbodies Not Meeting Water Quality Standards due to not
meeting the aquatic life criteria contained in Connecticut’s Water Quality Standards. As a result,
a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) analysis was completed for Eagleville Brook on
February 8, 2007 that established the percent of impervious cover (IC) throughout the watershed
that must be achieved to meet the aquatic life criteria and attain the designated aquatic life uses.
A goal of 59% reduction in IC for this Eagleville Brook sub-watershed area is to be
accomplished by improved stormwater management. New development is not prohibited by this
TMDL; rather, development plans should implement stormwater management controls to
maintain current site hydrology resulting in effectively no net increase in IC in the watershed.
The adaptive management strategy identified includes reducing IC where practical,
disconnecting IC from the surface waterbody, minimizing additional disturbance to maintain
existing natural buffering capacity and installing engineered BMPs to reduce the impact of IC on
receiving water hydrology and water quality.
Cedar Swamp Brook was assessed by CT DEEP and included in the list of impaired waters
within the 2012 State of Connecticut Integrated Water Quality Report. Cedar Swamp Brook,
along with Eagleville Brook are included in the Connecticut Statewide Bacteria TMDL (2012)

Jason Coite

-2-

May 16, 2013

for impairment to recreation use. The impairments are due to elevated fecal indicator bacteria
concentrations. Analysis of the DEEP monitoring data reveals more frequent exceedences
during wet weather rather than during dry weather events, indicating a stormwater runoff-related
management need for each of these watersheds.
The site is located at Parcel G of the North Campus technology park, which is presently
part of the diversion permit application for the North Hillside Road extension (Application No.
DIV - 201205385). The conceptual plan for the permit depicts a 45,000 sq.ft. building footprint
occupying Parcel G, with runoff being conveyed northerly via a water quality swale to a
stormwater management basin at Parcel F.
The stormwater collection system for the main accumulation area should be described, at
least on a conceptual basis in the EIE. Factors which should be considered in its design include:
•
•

•
•
•

The system should be in compliance with the parameters of the diversion permit (when it is
issued) as well as the flood management certification (FM-201205381) For example,
construction should be confined to the specified building and parking/driving envelopes.
Any runoff from loading areas or other locations where a spill may occur should be
directed to a stormwater collection system that can be effectively closed in the event of a
spill, so that it is contained prior to discharge to the ground or the larger stormwater
system.
LID techniques may be employed for clean runoff, such as rain gardens for roof runoff or
pervious pavement for walkways where hazardous material will not be handled.
Pollution prevention measures should include regular parking lot sweeping and catch basin
cleaning, along with drainage system inspections and management at the site.
The system should incorporate construction and post-construction management strategies
to address the bacteria exceedences identified in both the Eagleville Brook Watershed
Management Plan (2011) and the Connecticut Statewide Bacteria TMDL.

As required by the diversion permit, construction plans for development of Parcel G must
be submitted to the Department for review and construction cannot commence without written
approval from the Department.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposal.
concerning these comments, please contact me.

cc:

Robert Hannon, DEEP/OPPD
Doug Hoskins, DEEP/IWRD
Eric Thomas, DEEP/WPSD

If there are any questions
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD

Elizabeth Paterson, Mayor

AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599
(860) 429-3336
Fax: (860) 429-6863

May 13, 2013
Mr. Jason Coite
UConn Office of Environmental Policy
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055
Storrs, Connecticut 06269
Subject:

Relocation of Main Accumulation Area

Dear Mr. Coite:
On behalf of the Mansfield Town Council and Conservation Commission, I would like to offer the Town’s
strong support for the University’s efforts to relocate the Main Accumulation Area. As you know, the current
facility is located in close proximity to the Level A Aquifer Protection Area for the University’s Fenton River
wellfields and is within the watershed for the Willimantic Reservoir, which is the source of the public
drinking water supplied by Windham Water Works to Windham and southern Mansfield.
The location of the current facility within a public water supply watershed has been a significant cause of
concern for town residents and agencies for many years. While we understand that the facility has been
adequately maintained and has not had any releases since its inception, the potential hazard and impacts of a
release on the public drinking water supply cannot be understated.
We anticipate that the current environmental impact evaluation (EIE) for this project will lead to the
successful relocation of the facility outside of the public water supply watershed. To that end, we encourage
the University to complete the EIE process and to dedicate the necessary financial resources to the relocation
project to ensure its implementation.
If there is anything that the Town can do to assist with the EIE process, please contact Matthew Hart, Town
Manager, at 860 429-3336.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth Paterson
Mayor
Cc:

Town Council
Conservation Commission
Susan Herbst, President
Michael Kirk, Deputy Chief of Staff
Richard Miller, Director of Environmental Policy
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Jason Coite
UConn Office of Environmental Policy
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055
Storrs, CT 06269

Re: Notice of Scoping for the UConn Main Accumulation Area

Dear Mr. Coite:
The Department of Public Health Drinking Water Section’s Source Water Protection Unit has
reviewed the above Notice of Scoping. Please refer to the attached report for our comments.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call Pat Bisacky of this ofﬁce at
(860) 509-7333.
Sincerely,
73,

,

Eli-’__

,

i

Eric McPhee/\)
Supervising Environmental Analyst
Drinking Water Section

Cc: James Hooper, Windham Water Works
Lori Mathieu, Public Health Section Chief, DPH Drinking Water Section

P1111111-1; (860) 509-7333 - Fax: (860) 509-73 59 - VP: (860) 899-1611
410 Capitol Avenue, MS#51WAT, 1>.o. BOX 340308
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Eric McPl1ee, Supervising Environmental Analyst

FROM:

Patricia Bisacky, Environmental Analyst

DATE:

May 13, 2013

SUBJECT:

Notice of Scoping for UConn Main Accumulation Area

DPH PROJECT #:

2013-0152

TOWN:

Mansﬁeld

The Source Water Protection Unit of the Department of Public Health (DPH) Drinking Water Section
(DWS) has reviewed the Notice of Scoping for the UConn Main Accumulation Area. UConn proposes to
construct a new centralized facility for the temporary storage of chemical, biological/medical, and lowlevel radioactive wastes from the University’s academic research and teaching laboratories and facility
operations on the Storrs campus. The University’s existing facility, known as the Main Accumulation
Area (MAA), is located Within the Fenton River watershed and the drainage basin of the Willimantic
Reservoir, a source of public drinking water for the customers of Windham Water Works (PWSID#
CT 1 6300 1 1).
The DWS has the following comments regarding this Notice of Scoping:
9
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The DWS supports the relocation of the potential sources of contamination that are stored at
UConn’s active MAA from the public drinking water supply watershed to another facility outside
of a public drinking Water supply source water area.
The Environmental Impact Evaluation for this proposal should include an evaluation of potential
impacts to the public drinking water supply and proposed mitigation measures due to the
decommissioning of the existing facility.

Phone: (860) 509-7333 - Fax: (860) 509-7359 - VP: (860) 899-1611
410 Capitol Avenue, MS#51WAT, P.O. Box 340308
Hartford, Connecticut 06134-0308
wwW.ct.gov/dph
Aﬂirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

_

Anti-UConn eco-activists are again raising concerns about UConn’s 90-day
hazardous waste storage facility. UConn is considering either upgrading the facility at its
current location or moving it and thus provided the public with an open house. Mike
Westerfield there stated that if an accident happened, “It could represent a major public
health hazard” by contaminating the drinking water provided by the Windham Water
Works (WWW).
Having served for 10 years as a member of the Windham Water Commission (WWC)
that oversees the WWW and having investigated potential threats within the watershed, I
entirely disagree with Mr. Westerfield’s alarmism. Because UConn runs a very safe and
professional facility, has never had a spill, has bermed impervious floors, has various,
alarms to allow them to respond should a spill ever occur and additionally ships out
nearly all wastes within 4 to 6 weeks so that only small amounts are ever on site - even in
a ‘worst case scenario’ the WWW reservoir will never be threatened by a spill there.
While Chronicle readers focus on UConn’s potential impact to our drinking water, actual
threats go ignored. Thousands of homeowners who live in the same watershed yet far
closer to the WWW reservoir regularly use chemicals that are as noxious as nearly
anything at the UConn facility. Pesticides, gasoline, oil, solvents, fertilizers and heavy
metals are all found in the garages, basements and sheds of most homes. Unfortunately
homeowners have little training in properly disposing of these chemicals while UConn’s
hazmat facility professionals have extensive skills and training.
Local homeowners are supposed to dispose of their unused hazardous wastes at the
public hazmat in Willington, off Ruby Road, every other Saturday - but the staff there
told me that only a small percentage actually do this. Where are these hazardous wastes
being disposed of then? In a survey of high school students I learned that approximately
1 in 3 students lived in a home where one or more family members improperly dumped
hazardous chemicals or where there was clear evidence of a hazardous waste spill in their
back yards (oil or gas stains on the ground). No wonder soluble hazardous chemicals now
show up in so many residential wells. Your neighbor pouring old gas on the ground in
his back yard a year ago or that jug of septic degreaser you poured down your toilet 20
years ago are likely sources of MTBE or TCE should they appear in your well water.
How about the homeowners who dispose of their spent rechargeable batteries by
throwing them in the trash? Trash is incinerated which causes some of the heavy metals
in rechargeable batteries to exit through the smokestack - some of which then falls back
to earth via dry or wet precipitation. How about the Midwestern coal burning power
plants that use coal laced with mercury and cadmium and which descends on Connecticut
in high enough amounts that deer livers and many fish are placed under limited
consumption advisories by our D.E.P.‘? Seems odd that the institution which has trained
many of the scientists, educators and public officials who are confronting this real threat
should be made a local ‘boogie man’ for a facility that has done a perfect job of making
sure that toxic wastes from UConn are properly and safely disposed of.

The one chemical showing up in the WWW reservoir that is significantly above the
natural ‘background’ rate is sodium chloride. This is salt, one of many common
household chemicals temporarily stored at UConn’s hazmat facility. Town and state
highway crews annually dump tons of it on roads throughout the WWW watershed in
winter. It has been implicated in the contamination of numerous wells and research
clearly shows negative impacts on freshwater stream organisms as well as on human
health. Where is the alarm?
Does anyone even talk about former landfills that sit immediately adjacent to the WWW
distribution (Willimantic Reservoir) and storage (Mansfield Hollow Lake) reservoirs?
Iron laden leachate regularly seeps from both sites. Ibelieve the WWW does a good job
monitoring these ‘threats’ and there is no evidence showing they have negatively
impacted our drinking water in any degree (I drink the water from the WWW with
complete confidence) ~ but there is not a shred of evidence that even hints that any
leachate, harmless or dangerous has ever found its way into the WWW reservoirs from
UConn which is 10 miles upstream. (The Chronicle has now stated twice that the UConn
facility is 7 miles from the WWW reservoir. But since water does not travel “as the crow
flies”, instead ﬂowing downhill following existing stream channels, the Chronicle would
be more accurate in quoting a distance of 10 miles. But even if it were only half a mile I
would still say the threat is insignificant.)
Another way to put it in context, a farmer within half a mile of the WWW reservoir
dumped on the ground over 5 tons per acre of fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides so as
to be able to harvest his crop. But if a worker at the UConn hazmat facility accidentally
dropped a gallon of any one of these chemicals outside their building it would constitute
a hazardous waste spill (even though it would be immediately cleaned up) and might
make headlines given the eco-activists propensity for dramatizing things that happen at
UConn.
I’m tired of having UConn so often portrayed as a bad neighbor by the same people who
have knowingly misled Chronicle readers in the past. The two ‘organizations’ that
continue to smear UConn’s name are Citizens For Responsible Growth (CFRG) and the
Naubesatuck Watershed Council (NWC). Both provided quotes in the Nov. 218‘
Chronicle. Yet it was NWC folk who earlier twisted data concerning normal background
radiation in Connecticut’s waters and tried to imply it was UConn’s fault as well as made
numerous false statements such as that the hazmat facility had not gotten proper permits
and was exempt from regulations (see
http://www.state.nv.us/nucwaste/news2000/nn10909.htm). hBoth ‘organizations’ have
selective memberships and closed meetings. Since Freedom of Information (FOI) rules
do not apply to them, they are free to hide their biases from the public. I am limited to
responding to their statements carried in the Chronicle. In doing so and following the
exposure of numerous of their untruths via exchanges of letters to the editor in which
they were unable to rebut my statements - they responded with malicious letters to my
employer in an attempt to harm and silence me. Yet they claim UConn is a bully and not
open to the public?

UConn, the WWW and WWC are all bound by FOI regulations and all allow for full
public input. Every time I have ever attempted to tour a UConn facility (three times at
the hazmat facility — once unannounced) or get help from staff or administrators there I
have been treated professionally and honestly. And every time I have attempted to attend
meetings of CFRG or NWC (or have asked members in leadership positions polite
questions) I have been thrown out, denied, threatened, ignored or mocked. I am
dismayed that these latter voices continue to be given substantial press when it comes to
debates concerning local environmental factors affecting our drinking water.
The truth is that UConn is a terrific neighbor and does not deserve most of the bad
environmental press it has so often received these last several years. The Chronicle ought
to have UConn’s director of environmental policy Richard Miller write a weekly column
in which he is allowed to present accurate and helpful information on local environmental
issues. UConn professor Paul Stake does the very same thing with gardening and
landscaping information. Additionally the Chronicle ought to make it a policy of
contacting the WWC chairman Mike Callahan for his response to any issue regarding
impacts to Willimantic’s drinking water. Under Mr. Callahan’s wise leadership (as well
as the excellent WWW staff) the water quality of Willimantic drinking water went from
being a local joke to a now widely recognized ‘best in Connecticut’ product. Chronicle
readers would be much better served than to have biased activists, most of whom know
very little about hydrology, engineering or environmental science, carry such weight on
drinking water issues.
Edmund J. Smith
November 28, 2003
Mansfield Center
450-1015
9
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Former 10-year member of the WWC
Connecticut teacher selected and sponsored by the Connecticut Environmental
Health Association to attend the 2003 American Groundwater Institute Teacher
Seminar
Citizens Water Quality Monitoring program participant
8th grade science teacher at Two Rivers Magnet Middle School in East Hartford
but formerly having taught at Edwin O. Smith High School where I and my
students regularly studied the water quality of the Fenton River using SEARCH
protocols
Connecticut Aquatic Resource Educator — D.E.P. certified instructor
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COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

May 23, 2012
Dr. Susan Herbst
President
'
University of Connecticut
Gulley Hall
352 Mansﬁeld Road, Unit 2048
Storrs, CT 06269-2048

Liz Clark

RE: Hazardous Waste Storage Facility
Bruce R. Femandez

Dear Dr. Herbst:
Karyl Lee Hall

I am writing on behalf of the Council to offer its recommendation regarding the University‘s proposal to identify the best site for its hazardous waste storage facility.

Richard Sherman

Karl J. Wagener
Executive Director

The Council commends your decision to initiate a new environmental impact evaluation
to aid in site selection. The Council, which has been following the University’s efforts
to ﬁnd the ideal site for many years, recommends that the new evaluation begin with the
goal of relocating the facility out of the watershed of the Windham Water Works. While
the existing site needs to be evaluated as the no-action alternative, the new evaluation
should state that the project’s purpose and need is to ﬁnd the best site outside of the
drinking water watershed and to relocate the facility at that site.
If the new evaluation were to give equal weight to the existing site, the Council predicts
that the existing site would not be a preferred site when compared to well-chosen alternatives. However, if the range of altematives is too restricted, then the Council can anticipate an outcome where the facility remains at its current location, which is far from
ideal. Starting with the goal of relocating the facility to a better site would give more
impetus to the selection of solid, realistic and better alternatives.
As you know, it is not just this Council that has recommended the relocation of the storage facility. The Office of Policy and Management has communicated repeatedly that
the facility is not in conformance with the State Conservation and Development Policies
Plan and could not be built today where it currently stands. The University”s own master plan for the east campus recommends consideration of relocating the facility. When
the Council learned at its public forum held last July in Mansﬁeld that there was no current plan to relocate the facility, despite numerous past pledges and projects to do so, it
was surprised. The subsequent announcement of a new evaluation was welcome news.
Again, it is important to begin the evaluation with the goal of relocating the facility.

79 Elm Street. Hartford. CT 06106
Phone: (860)424-4000 Fax: (860) 424-4070
http://www.ct.gov/ceq

The Council offers this recommendation with considerable knowledge of the project
The Council held public meetings on campus and visited the storage facility several
years ago. It recently received comments from citizens about the project and has received information about the project’s status from OEP Director Richard Miller. The
Council makes this recommendation pursuant to CGS Section 22a-l2(b), which authorizes it to offer advisory recommendations to other agencies regarding proposed construction projects.
Thank you for your consideration of this recommendation. If you or your staff have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Karl J. Wagener
Executive Director

79 Elm Street, Hartford. CT 06106
Phone: (860) 424-4000 Fax: (860) 424-4070
http://www.ct.gov/ceq

Attachment C
EIE Review Period Notices
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1. Reconstruction of Atlantic Street and MNRR Bridge Replacement, Stamford
2. NEW! Lake Compounce Campground Expansion, Southington
3. NEW! Southbury Affordable-Elderly Housing Development, Southbury
Post-Scoping Notices: Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) Not Required
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1. Former Cedarcrest Hospital, Newington - Recommendation of the Commissioner of Energy &
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The next edition of the Environmental Monitor will be published on December 3, 2013.
Subscribe to e-alerts to receive an e-mail when the Environmental Monitor is published.

Scoping Notices
"Scoping" is for projects in the earliest stages of planning. At the scoping stage, detailed information on a
project's design, alternatives, and environmental impacts does not yet exist. Sponsoring agencies are
asking for comments from other agencies and from the public as to the scope of alternatives and
environmental impacts that should be considered for further study. Send your comments to the contact
person listed for the project by the date indicated.
The following Scoping Notices have been submitted for review and comment.

1. Notice of Scoping for the Reconstruction of Atlantic Street, and Metro
North Railroad (MNRR) Bridge Replacement
Municipality where proposed project might be located: Stamford, CT
Address of Possible Project Location: Atlantic Street, Stamford, CT
Project Description: Atlantic Street is currently an undivided road with one lane of traffic in each direction
under the MNRR Bridge. Sidewalks approximately 8 feet wide are provided on both sides of the road and
are separated from the roadway by the bridge piers. Atlantic Street widens just north of its intersection
with South State Street and the I-95 Northbound Exit 8 ramp to five total lanes, three southbound and two
northbound. With the recent construction of the Stamford Urban Transitway (SUT), Atlantic Street widens
just south of the MNRR Bridge to six total lanes, four southbound and two northbound.

http://www.ct.gov/ceq/cwp/view.asp?a=987&amp;q=249438
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The Atlantic Street underpass, located approximately 900 feet east of the Stamford Transportation Center,
was originally constructed in 1896 and consists of riveted steel thru-girders supported by brownstone
masonry abutments and steel pier bents. The bridge presently carries five MNRR tracks over Atlantic
Street. The bridge serves as a gateway between the Stamford Central Business District (CBD) and areas
south of the rail corridor. The underpass is adjacent to Station Place, which is the main access to the
station and the location of the main parking garage. Atlantic Street therefore provides significant access
between I-95, the station, the CBD and to south Stamford. This structure is classified as functionally
obsolete due to the narrow underpass width as well as the existing minimum vertical clearance of 12’-4”
which restricts the use of Atlantic Street by larger vehicles, including those operated by emergency service
providers. As is typical for structures of its age, the bridge’s structural components have deteriorated and
require regular maintenance to ensure its operational sufficiency.
The purpose of this project is to improve the horizontal and vertical geometry for Atlantic Street at the
bridge, to increase the roadway capacity by providing additional travel lanes on Atlantic Street, and to
improve pedestrian circulation in the vicinity of the Transportation Center to the extent possible. It was
also determined that the project should include provisions for an additional track for the railroad, as well as
a platform to service this track. The resulting layout accommodates these needs.
The new bridge will consist of concrete-encased steel girders supported by new concrete abutments with a
new center pier. The proposed increases in overall span length and cross-sectional width of the new
structure will require the reconstruction of the existing railroad retaining walls along South State Street.
Concrete form liners or other means will be used to recreate the aesthetic elements of the existing
structures. At the request of the City of Stamford, the brownstone which comprises the existing bridge
abutments and portions of the retaining walls will be salvaged and turned over to the City for reuse.
The proposed roadway cross-section of Atlantic Street under MNRR as coordinated between the Department
and the City of Stamford will consist of three 11-foot lanes in each direction with 2-foot outside shoulders.
A right-turn only lane will be provided in the northbound direction onto South State Street. An
approximately 6-foot wide median will be provided to accommodate the bridge pier which will divide each
direction of traffic on Atlantic Street. An 8-foot wide sidewalk will be provided on both sides of Atlantic
Street.
The proposed vertical alignment on Atlantic Street will accommodate the required depth of the bridge
structure and provide a 14.5’ minimum vertical clearance, which meets functional standards. This
alignment will require the lowering of Atlantic Street by approximately 3.7 feet at the maximum. The limits
of the proposed roadway reconstruction and lowering are between North State Street and Dock Street/SUT.
Extensive utility relocations and modifications are required in order to accommodate the revised bridge
structure and the changed profile of Atlantic Street.
The lowering of Atlantic Street will also impact the intersections of Atlantic Street and the I-95 NB Exit 8
ramp, and Atlantic Street and Manhattan Street.
Because the existing Exit 8 ramp is already quite steep, it cannot remain in its current configuration with
the proposed lowering of Atlantic Street. As a result, it is proposed to construct a new bridge to carry the
ramp over Atlantic Street and establish a new touchdown on South State Street between the Atlantic Street
and Canal Street intersections. A new signalized intersection will be created at the touchdown.
Manhattan Street will be lowered at the Atlantic Street intersection and then rise to meet the existing grade
at a point approximately 100 feet from Atlantic Street. This will require some regrading of Manhattan
Street and its sidewalks, but there no private property impacts are anticipated as resulting from this work.
Project Maps: Click here to view maps of the project area.
Written comments from the public are welcomed and will be accepted until the close of business
on: Friday, December 6, 2013
There will be a Public Scoping Meeting for this project at:
DATE: Tuesday, November 19, 2013
TIME: 7:00 PM
PLACE: Government Center (4th Floor-Cafeteria), 888 Washington Boulevard, Stamford, CT
NOTES: The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. Deaf and hearing impaired
persons and those with limited english proficiency wishing to attend this meeting and requiring an
interpreter may make arrangements by contacting the Department's Office of Communication at 860594-3062 (voice only) at least five days prior to the meeting.
Written comments should be sent to:
Name:
Mr. Scott A. Hill, Manager of Bridges and Facilities
Agency: State of Connecticut Department of Transportation
Address: 2800 Berlin Turnpike, Newington, CT 06131
E-Mail:

Scott.Hill@ct.gov

If you have questions about the public meeting, or other questions about the scoping for this

http://www.ct.gov/ceq/cwp/view.asp?a=987&amp;q=249438
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project, contact:
Name:
Mr. Robert P. Brown
Agency: State of Connecticut Department of Transportation
Address: 2800 Berlin Turnpike, Newington, CT 06131
Phone:

860-594-3207

E-Mail:

Robert.Brown@ct.gov

2. Notice of Scoping for Lake Compounce Campground Expansion
Municipality where proposed project might be located: Southington
Address of Possible Project Location: Enterprise Drive, Southington, CT
Project Description: Festival Fun Parks LLC (d/b/a Lake Compounce Amusement Park) is seeking state
financial assistance for the expansion of the existing amusement park to include a campground facility. The
proposed expansion project will consist of a 30 acre campground area that will allow the park to draw
overnight visitors from neighboring states. The proposed activities include construction of cabins and RV
sites, a welcome center, a power transformer station, extension of sewer & water service to the camping
area, recreational fields and other associated project elements.
Project Maps:
Click here to view a Location Map of the project area.
Click here to view a Site Plan of the project area.
Written comments from the public are welcomed and will be accepted until the close of business
on December 19, 2013.
Any person can ask the sponsoring agency to hold a Public Scoping Meeting by sending such a
request to the address below. If a meeting is requested by 25 or more individuals, or by
an association that represents 25 or more members, the sponsoring agency shall schedule a
Public Scoping Meeting. Such requests must be made by November 29, 2013.
Written comments and/or requests for a Public Scoping Meeting should be sent to:
Name:
Mark Hood
Agency: Department of Economic and Community Development
Address: 505 Hudson Street, Hartford, CT 06106
Fax:
E-Mail:

860-270-8157
mark.hood@ct.gov

If you have questions about the public meeting, or other questions about the scoping for this
project, contact:
Name:
Mark Hood
Agency: Department of Economic and Community Development
Address: 505 Hudson Street, Hartford, CT 06106
Phone:
Fax:
E-Mail:

860-270-8089
860-270-8157
mark.hood@ct.gov

3. Notice of Scoping for Affordable-Elderly Housing Development
Municipality where proposed project might be located: Southbury
Addresses of Possible Project Locations: Southbury Training School (1230 South Britain Road), 105
Kettletown Road, and 415 Roxbury Road, Southbury, Connecticut
Project Description: In accordance with Section 5 of Special Act (SA) No. 13-23, the Town of Southbury
shall conduct an Environmental Impact Evaluation in the event that the Connecticut Department of
Developmental Services (DDS) certifies it no longer needs a portion (approximately 45 acres) of its
Southbury Training School (STS) property known as “Personnel Village (East)” located at 1230 South Britain
Road. Pursuant to SA 13-23, the Town of Southbury shall use the STS parcel for housing purposes only and
may lease the parcel to a nonprofit organization for senior housing purposes. In the event DDS certifies the
subject parcel is no longer needed, the Department of Administrative Services shall convey the site to the
Town of Southbury.

http://www.ct.gov/ceq/cwp/view.asp?a=987&amp;q=249438
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The Town of Southbury desires additional affordable-elderly housing and has identified and supports a
proposed project to meet this need. Southbury Elderly Housing, Inc. (SEH) is a not-for-profit organization
in Southbury that develops and owns affordable housing for the elderly. SEH proposes to provide new
housing to meet this need within the Town of Southbury. SEH’s vision is “to create, over a period of years,
four two-story Senior Housing buildings, each with approximately 45 one bedroom apartments and some
limited congregate living facilities.” (See full description below).
In order to implement this proposed development, SEH has identified three (3) potential sites within the
Town of Southbury to accommodate this proposal.
Site 1 is the 45-acre site noted above which is currently under the care, control, and custody of DDS
and currently houses a portion of its residential population. SEH is only interested in the Site 1 if DDS
no longer needs the site for residential purposes and the site ownership is transferred to the Town of
Southbury. The Town of Southbury would lease the property to SEH.
Site 2 is a 22-acre site located at 105 Kettletown Road and is owned by the Town of Southbury.
Site 3 is a 13-acre site located at 415 Roxbury Road and is owned by the Town of Southbury.
In July 2013, the SEH Building Committee issued a Request for Proposal for a Housing Development
Consultant. The Scope of Work entailed creating and developing a housing site plan at the STS Site and the
following project description:
SEH Project Description:
Southbury Elderly Housing, Inc. is proposing an expansion of its low income senior housing program in
Southbury. Its purpose is to continue to develop quality affordable residential units to meet the demand for
additional elderly housing. Since opening its first facility in 1985 there has been a waiting list of ranging
from 115 to 300 persons for an apartment, meaning a 3-4 year wait.
The proposed project would be accomplished over time with four distinct building projects. The proposed
project is anticipated to have four (4) two-story senior affordable housing buildings, each with
approximately 45 apartments. The four buildings would accommodate approximately 180 residents in
single bedroom apartments. Each building would have its own community room, laundry room, mailbox
area, kitchen and offices for the support staff. One of the buildings may have a commercial kitchen to
accommodate a senior lunch program.
The complex would be built with advanced “green” design to reduce energy use and to make the complex a
low maintenance yet attractive and welcoming site.
Project Map(s): Click here to view a map of the project area. Click on the following links to the site maps:
Site 1, Site 2, and Site 3.
Written comments from the public are welcomed and will be accepted until the close of business
on: December 19, 2013.
Any person can ask the sponsoring agency to hold a Public Scoping Meeting by sending such a
request to the address below. If a meeting is requested by 25 or more individuals, or by
an association that represents 25 or more members, the sponsoring agency shall schedule a
Public Scoping Meeting. Such requests must be made by November 29, 2013.
Written comments and/or requests for a Public Scoping Meeting should be sent to:
Name:
Agency:
Address:
Fax:
E-Mail:

Shane P. Mallory, RPA, Administrator, Leasing and Property Transfer
State of Connecticut, Department of Administrative Services
165 Capitol Ave, G-1, Hartford, Connecticut 06106
(860) 713-7355
shane.mallory@ct.gov

Send copies of comments and any requests to the following:
Name:
Agency:
Address:
Phone:
E-Mail:

Carol S. Hubert, Chief of Staff, Office of the First Selectman
Town of Southbury
501 Main Street South, Southbury, Connecticut 06488
(203) 262-0647
Select2@southbury-ct.gov

Name:
Agency:
Address:
Phone:
E-Mail:

Helena (Lainie) Jedlinsky
Southbury Elderly Housing, Inc.
507 Roxbury Road, Southbury, Connecticut 06488
(203) 264-5561
lainiej@snet.net

http://www.ct.gov/ceq/cwp/view.asp?a=987&amp;q=249438
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If you have questions about the public meeting, or other questions about the scoping for this
project, contact:

Name:
Agency:
Address:
Phone:
E-Mail:

Carol S. Hubert, Chief of Staff, Office of the First Selectman
Town of Southbury
501 Main Street South, Southbury, Connecticut 06488
(203) 262-0647
Select2@southbury-ct.gov

The agency expects to release an Environmental Impact Evaluation for this project, for public
review and comment, in May, 2014.
Other information: Special Act H.B. No. 6672

Post-Scoping Notices: Environmental Impact Evaluation Not Required
This category is required by the October 2010 revision of the
Generic Environmental Classification Document for State Agencies. A notice is published here if the
sponsoring agency, after publication of a scoping notice and consideration of comments received, has
determined that an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) does not need to be prepared for the proposed
project.
The following Post-Scoping Notice has been submitted for publication in this edition.

1. Post-Scoping Notice for Francis J. Clarke Industrial Park Expansion
Municipality where project will be located: Bethel
CEPA Determination:
On August 6, 2013 the Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD) published a Notice of
Scoping to solicit public comments for this project in the Environmental Monitor to determine CEPA
obligations. Based on the comments received during the Scoping Period the Town of Bethel decided to
reduce the size of the proposed industrial park expansion. Since the overall scope of the project had
changed the DECD decided to publish a revised Scoping Notice to seek state agencies and public comments
regarding the proposed project. A revised Notice of Scoping was published on the Environmental Monitor on
October 8, 2013 and the public comment period ended on November 8, 2013. Scoping comments were
received from the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, the Department of Public Health and
the Office of Policy Management. The issues/concerns raised by State agencies are explained in the
attached Environmental Assessment Checklist. The agency's conclusion is documented in the attached
Memo of Findings and Determination. The DECD does not recommend preparation of an Environmental
Impact Evaluation to determine the extent of cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project.
If you have questions about the project, you can contact the agency at:
Name:

Mark Hood

Agency:
Department of Economic and Community Development
Address:
505 Hudson Street, Hartford, CT 06106
Phone:
Fax:
E-Mail:

860-270-8089
860-270-8157
mark.hood@ct.gov

What happens next: The DECD expects the project to go forward. This is expected to be the final notice of
the project to be published in the Environmental Monitor.

EIE Notices
After Scoping, an agency that wishes to undertake an action that could significantly affect the
environment must produce, for public review and comment, a detailed written evaluation of the expected
environmental impacts. This is called an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE).
The following EIE has been submitted for publication in this edition.

http://www.ct.gov/ceq/cwp/view.asp?a=987&amp;q=249438
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1. Notice of EIE for the University of Connecticut Main Accumulation
Area
Municipality where project is proposed: Mansfield
Address of Possible Project Location: UConn North Campus "Parcel G" Site, located between the
existing North Hillside Road and C Lot on the University of Connecticut Storrs Campus, Mansfield,
Connecticut
Project Description: The University of Connecticut (UConn) proposes to construct a new centralized
facility for the temporary storage of chemical, biological, and low-level radioactive wastes from the
University’s academic research and teaching laboratories and facility operations on the Storrs campus. To
protect public health and the environment and to ensure regulatory compliance, these wastes are managed
by the UConn Division of Environmental Health & Safety (EH&S) in compliance with local, state, and federal
regulations, as well as University health and safety policies and procedures.
The existing MAA is adequate to serve the current needs of the University and meets or exceeds state and
federal requirements for safety and environmental protection. The existing MAA is located within the Fenton
River watershed and the drainage basin of the Willimantic Reservoir, which is a public water supply.
Although the facility has been operated safely since it was established in 1989, the University recognizes the
public concern that remains about the location of the facility within the public water supply watershed. Also,
space on the existing site is limited, resulting in poor circulation for waste transport vehicles, and its design
is inconsistent with modern MAA facilities at other comparable research institutions. Further, the existing
facility is expected to have difficulties meeting future needs without dramatically increasing the frequency of
off-site waste shipments.
In 2012, UConn convened an Advisory Committee consisting of representatives from the Town of Mansfield,
Windham Water Works, local watershed organizations, the Connecticut Institute of Water Resources, and
University of Connecticut staff from Public Safety, Environmental Policy, and Residential Life. The Advisory
Committee conducted a siting study to identify and assess potential sites for an upgraded MAA facility. The
study recommended a prioritized list of alternative sites with the preferred alternative being the North
Campus "Parcel G", located between the existing North Hillside Road and C Lot. This site is also located
outside of the public water supply watershed.
The Proposed Action consists of constructing a new MAA facility on the North Campus Parcel G site and
decommissioning of the existing MAA. The proposed facility consists of a waste storage building with a
footprint of approximately 5,800 square feet and an overall site that is approximately 0.75 acres to
accommodate vehicle circulation and parking.
The University has prepared an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) to further evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, as well as other alternative sites considered, including the
existing location (i.e., the No Action alternative).
Project Map:
Click here to view a map of the site of the proposed MAA on North Campus Parcel G.
Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of business on: January 19, 2014
The public can view a copy of this EIE at:
Mansfield Town Clerk’s Office, Audrey P Beck Municipal Building, 4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, CT
Mansfield Public Library, 54 Warrenville Road, Mansfield, CT
The EIE can also be viewed on line by clicking on the link below:
Environmental Impact Evaluation, University of Connecticut, Main Accumulation Area
Appendix B
A copy of the EIE will be available at the following website:
http://www.envpolicy.uconn.edu/eiestorage.html
A public hearing will be held on this EIE on:
DATE: January 8, 2014
TIME: 7:00 p.m. (Doors will be open at 6:00 p.m. to allow review of informational materials.)
PLACE: Room 146, UConn Bishop Center; One Bishop Circle; Storrs, CT
Written comments should be sent to:
Name: Jason Coite
Agency: University of Connecticut – Office of Environmental Policy
Address: 31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055, Storrs, Connecticut 06269
Phone: 860-486-9305

http://www.ct.gov/ceq/cwp/view.asp?a=987&amp;q=249438
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Fax: 860-486-5477
Email: jason.coite@uconn.edu
If you have questions about the public hearing, or other questions about the EIE, contact Mr.
Coite as directed above.

State Land Transfer Notices
Connecticut General Statutes Section 4b-47 requires public notice of most proposed sales and transfers of
state-owned lands. The public has an opportunity to comment on any such proposed transfer. Each notice
includes an address where comments should be sent. Read more about the five-step process.

1. Recommendation of the Commissioner of Energy & Environmental
Protection Regarding a Proposed State Land Transfer in Newington
(Step III)
Address of Property : 525 Russell Road, Newington
Commonly used name of property or other identifying information: former Cedarcrest Hospital
Number of acres to be transferred: 88.5 acres
Click to view map of property location
Previous editions of the Environmental Monitor have included notices pertaining to this proposed transfer:
Click here to view the original notice of intent to transfer the property (Step I).
The Department of Energy & Environmental Protection recommends protection of identified natural
resources located on a portion of the subject property. Click here to read that recommendation and
information concerning the environmental resources considered in this recommendation.
Comments from the public are welcome in this process. Comments may include information
about significant natural resources or recreation resources on the property, as well as
recommendations for means to preserve such resources. Comments must be received by the
close of business on: November 22, 2013
Written comments* should be sent to:
Name :

David Fox

Agency :

Department of Energy & Environmental Protection

Address :

79 Elm St.

Office of Envrionmental Review
Hartford, CT 06106-5127
Telephone: 860-424-4111
E-Mail :

david.fox@ct.gov

*E-Mail submissions are preferred.
WHAT HAPPENS NEXT:
The Commissioner of Energy & Environmental Protection will respond to any comments
received concerning this parcel in a Step IV Notice in a future edition of the Environmental Monitor.
If no comments are received concerning this parcel, the Department will consider that all public notice
requirements of CGS section 4b-47 have been satisfied.
The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection is an Affirmative Action/Equal
Opportunity Employer that is committed to complying with the requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act. Please contact us at (860) 418-5910 or deep.accommodations@ct.gov if you: have a
disability and need a communication aid or service; have limited proficiency in English and may need
information in another language; or if you wish to file an ADA or Title VI discrimination complaint.
Sign up for e-alerts to receive a reminder e-mail on Environmental Monitor publication dates.

The Adobe Reader is necessary to view and print Adobe Acrobat documents, including some of the maps
and illustrations that are linked to this publication. If you have an outdated version of Adobe Reader, it
might cause pictures to display incompletely. To download up-to-date versions of the free software, click on
the Get Acrobat button, below. This link will also provide information and instructions for downloading and
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installing the reader.
Download the free Acrobat Reader!
Access.Adobe is a tool that allows blind and visually impaired users to read any documents in Adobe PDF
format. For more information, read the product overview at Adobe.com .
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Ontario natives help power Huskies into quarterfinals
New Haven Register
STORRS — On one late August evening, it seemed as if it was going to be
too easy for Cyle Larin.
The rangy 6-2 freshman striker took a
feed from Kwame Awuah, who played
for the same Sigma FC program in
Mississauga, Ontario, in the 25th minute of his first collegiate game and tallied the only goal in the University of
Connecticut’s season-opening men’s soccer win over St. Francis.
But Larin was held off the score sheet
in the next four matches as the offensively-challenged Huskies got off to a
2-2-1 start.
He scored his second goal of the season
in a 2-1 win over No. 10 Saint Louis and
had an assist in the next match, a 1-all tie
with South Florida. Registering points in
consecutive games for the first time was

a sign of things to come.
Beginning with an October 5 win over
Central Florida, Larin embarked on one
of the most potent scoring binges in
UConn’s storied history.
Beginning with the lone goal in the 1-0
win over UCF, Larin had points in nine of
the next 10 matches.
Over the last 14, he’s scored 12 goals,
including two in UConn’s come-frombehind win over top-ranked UCLA in the
third round of the NCAA tournament.
His 14 goals are one off UConn’s freshman record set by Cesar Cuellar in 2000,
which happens to be the season when
Ray Reid coached the Huskies to the
national title.
“With the pace of the game, the physicality, I had to get used to it,” Larin
said. “I started scoring and getting my
confidence back. I didn’t come in think-

ing I was going to score in every game. I
needed to get my confidence.”
Larin is part of a sizeable contingent
of Ontario natives on the UConn roster,
including three playing pivotal roles in
the Huskies’ surprising run to the national quarterfinals and a game at No. 8 seed
Virginia tonight at 7 p.m.
Allando Matheson, a junior forward
from North York, Ontario, was inserted
into the UCLA game with UConn down
2-0 on the road against the nation’s No.
1-ranked team.
Just 2:26 later, Matheson set up Larin
for the goal that would set the stage for
an emotional comeback victory. Larin
scored twice and Awuah had the other
goal as the game was settled in a shootout.
UConn was down 2-1 in the shootout
when Larin calmly stepped up and scored

a pivotal goal. The Huskies would win
the shootout 5-4 to advance to the quarterfinals.
“They were not the easiest goals, but I
was in the right position at the right time
and was able to put them away,” Larin
said.
When the college coaches started
showing an interest in Larin, he had no
thoughts of landing at UConn. However,
Husky assistant coach Tim O’Donohue
saw Larin leading Sigma FC to the championship match in the Score Showcase in
Greensboro, North Carolina and that led
to Larin and Awuah settling in Storrs.
“Coach O’D, I think he saw me in
a tournament when we came down to
North Carolina,” Larin said.
“He talked to my coach and liked the
way I played. We played multiple teams
and we played a Connecticut team. Over

time I guess they really liked me. My last
official visit was here and I guess I made
my decision because I liked the pace [of
campus life] and it was kind of how I
grew up. So it just fit.”
The three Ontario natives have combined for 22 of UConn’s 35 goals this
season. Matheson, despite not starting
a game this season, is second on the
Huskies with seven goals and 17 points.
Awuah is a defender who is one of five
players to play at least 2,000 minutes this
season.
“All three have done a good job for us,”
Reid said.
“They have been great for us. They
have worked hard for us and are good
players. They have been a great injection
[of talent] for us.”
Distributed by MCT Information
Services.

Hartley enjoys
a milestone night
By RICH ZALUSKY
Chronicle Sports Writer

HARTFORD — Before things
got under way this season and
with everyone anointing the
University of Connecticut women’s basketball team as the probable favorite once again to capture
another NCAA title, lost in all of
the hoopla was Bria Hartley.
And with everyone talking
about the list of Player of the Year
candidates on the UConn roster — Breanna Stewart, Stefanie
Dolson and Kaleena Mosqueda
Lewis — it seemed like people
had forgotten about Hartley, who
was an All-American as a sophomore, before struggling throughout last season due to a nagging
injury to her right ankle.
“It seemed like not one person
was talking about her as being a
key player for our team this year,”
UConn coach Geno Auriemma
said following Thursday night’s
97-37 romp over UC-Davis before
8,148 fans at the XL Center. “It
was all Stewie all the time or
Kaleena and Stefanie and rightly
so, those guys have earned it.
“People kind of have short
term memories when it comes
to the latest or the flavor of the
month and I think Bria got lost
in the shuffle a little bit in all
the pre-season hype. What she’s
done since the very first game
is remind everyone, ‘You know,
I’m a pretty good player and
proven I’m a pretty good player
since freshman year. Just because
I had a difficult situation last year
doesn’t mean I’ve forgotten how
to play.’
Hartley scored 20 of her 25
points in the first half for the No.
1 Huskies (10-0) and finished
shooting 8-of-9 from the floor,
including a 5-for-5 clip from
behind the 3-point line.
“I didn’t really shoot that well
in practice yesterday,” Hartley
said. “Coach kind of made fun
of me, ‘Oh, you didn’t make
enough in practice today?’ I told
him, ‘Coach, you know how it
works. When I miss them all, then
I make them all.’ I was hoping I

would make them all today.”
And when Hartley, who also
finished with five assists and
three steals in 25 minutes, hit a
3-pointer with 13:47 remaining in
the half that put UConn ahead by
46 points, 78-42, she became the
19th player in program history to
have scored 1,500 points.
“It means a lot,” Hartley said.
“I try my best to contribute to this
team and I’ve always been kind
of a natural scorer, so I’m going
to go out there and score for my
teammates.”
The Huskies put together one of
their typical offensive blitzkriegs
to quickly seize control against
the Aggies (2-5).
Trailing 5-4 with 16:40 remaining, UConn scored 31 of the next
33 points to build a commanding
35-7 advantage capped by freshman Saniya Chong’s 3-pointer
with 8:57 left before halftime.
Hartley had seven of the 31
points, Moriah Jefferson and
Breanna Stewart each added six,
while Brianna Banks and Chong
had five points and Dolson had
two.
In fact, UConn put together
runs of 9-0, 14-0 and 22-0 over
the first 20 minutes that ended
with them ahead by its largest
margin at halftime, 43 points, this
season, 60-17.
This past Sunday, against Ohio
State, the Huskies put up their
lowest first-half point total of the
season (35 points).
“The way we bounced back was
good to see that we’re mature
and can bounce back from that,”
Dolson said. “I’m excited to see
where we go from here.”
Stewart posted her first doubledouble of the season and fifth of
her career as she finished with 19
points, 13 rebounds, five assists
and three steals, Dolson had 18
points — 8-of-14 field goals —
Jefferson narrowly missed a double-double (11 points, 9 assists,
4 steals) and Chong (10 points,
6 rebounds) also were in double
figures for UConn, which had
just six full scholarship players in
(UConn, Page 10)

McCann
catches
on with
Yankees

Al Malpa

University of Connecticut senior Bria Hartley flies past Brianna Salvatore of UC Davis during
Thursday night’s women’s basketball game at the XL Center in Hartford.

Amherst outlasts Warriors

Al Malpa

Jordyn Nappi and her Eastern Connecticut State University
women’s basketball team fell to Amherst on Thursday night.

WILLIMANTIC — Junior forward Megan
Robertson and freshman forward Hannah Peterson
each scored three points in a 6-point Amherst
College run in the final minutes as the Jeffs were
finally able to shake free for a 58-44 victory over
Eastern Connecticut State University in a non-conference women’s basketball game Thursday night at
Geissler Gymnasium.
Ranked No. 4 nationally, Amherst (6-0) never
trailed after the opening bucket but Eastern (4-3)
whittled an 18-point first-half deficit down to six
early in the second half and only trailed by eight
before Robertson hit a free throw, then grabbed an
offensive rebound and swished a jumper to make it
51-40 with just over five minutes left.
Robertson, a 6-2 pre-season junior All-America,
then rebounded an Eastern miss and Amherst
grabbed consecutive offensive rebounds on the other
end — one by Robertson — to set up Peterson’s 3point field goal that pushed the Amherst lead to 14,
54-40, with four minutes left.
The Warriors converted half of their first eight
field goal attempts to keep pace through the first
seven minutes, then missed nine of their next 10
shots, two free throws and committed two turnovers
on their next 13 possessions as Amherst rode to its
largest lead, 28-10, with six minutes left in the half.
While Eastern went cold, Amherst put together
its 13-2 run over eight minutes that expanded its
7-point lead to 18. All six of the team’s field goals
in that stretch came in the paint, four of them on
drives by freshman guard Jaimie Renner and two by
Robertson.
Robertson and Renner combined for 37 of their
team’s points. Robertson finished with game-highs
of 19 points and 16 rebounds with two blocked shots
and did not commit a turnover in 38 minutes before
fouling out with 1:54 left. Renner added 18 points
(5-of-8 from the floor, 8-of-9 from the foul line).
Eastern junior guard Danyelle Rodriguez, who

led Eastern to Tuesday’s win over Westfield State
with two key 3-pointers in the final minutes, led
the Warriors with a season-high 14 points off the
bench but was the team’s only double-figure scorer.
She was 6-for-8 from the floor and connected on
two of the team’s three 3-pointers on 12 attempts.
Rodriguez out-scored Amherst’s entire bench, which
got points from only one reserve.
Battling Robertson inside, 6-foot freshman post
player Lexis Foster of Eastern grabbed a team-high
eight rebounds off the bench in 20 minutes, four of
them on the offensive glass. Foster’s rebound total
matched the entire total of Amherst’s bench.
Eastern limited Amherst to only 26 second-half
points but managed only 22 of its own.
Eastern hosts Rhode Island College in its Little
East Conference opener Saturday at 2 p.m.
King swims to honor
Sophomore swimmer Katie King represented
ECSU in the second weekly Little East Conference
awards program released Monday.
King, the program’s record-breaking breaststroker,
was named swimmer of the week, the first weekly
honor in her career.
King was victorious three times as the Warriors
won all 14 events in a tri-meet against the University
of Saint Joseph and Bridgewater State University.
King won the 100 (1:09.85) and 200 (2:35.80)
breaststroke events, as well as the 100 individual
medley (1:06.61). In the 100 breaststroke, King
broke the 9-year-old pool record and was only one
second off her Eastern record.
As a freshman last year, King won the LEC 100
breaststroke title — the first Eastern freshman to win
an individual event in the meet in eight years — and
set program records in the 50 and 100 breaststroke
as well as competing on two relays.
Eastern (3-0) competes in the Little East Conference
Championships on Saturday at the University of
Massachusetts-Dartmouth at 11 a.m.

The Record
NEW YORK — They had flowers for his wife. They had Onesies
for his baby.
For Brian McCann, they had
something more understated: A
No. 34 pinstriped jersey and a
navy blue New York Yankees’
hat.
“To say this is one of the best
days of my life would be an
understatement,” McCann said.
On Thursday afternoon, the
Yankees unveiled their new blueribbon acquisition. They will pay
McCann $85 million for the next
five years.
And they think he’s worth it.
The men in charge of running
the Yankees crafted their message in historic terms, adding
McCann’s name to a roll call that
included Yogi Berra, Bill Dickey,
Thurman Munson and Jorge
Posada. All catchers; all legends.
“We think we have the next great
Yankee catcher with us,” Yankees
manager Joe Girardi said.
McCann, a 7-time All-Star, hit
.277 with 176 home runs and 661
RBI during his nine seasons with
the Atlanta Braves. He has hit at
least 18 homers for eight straight
years.
So the Yankees now have some
pop behind the plate. They used
four different catchers in 2013:
Chris Stewart, Austin Romine,
Francisco Cervelli and J.R.
Murphy. Those four combined to
hit just eight homers.
McCann hit 20 during his age29 season. Now he has a short
porch in right field for his age-30
season – a porch tailor-made for
left-handed bats.
“This is a real perfect fit,”
Yankees general manager Brian
Cashman said. “And hopefully
he’ll have a long productive
career here that continues with
the Yankees.”
First baseman Mark Teixeira
helped the Yankees deliver their
sales pitch. He told McCann that
the organization is about two
things: Family and winning.
Of course, that enormous stack
of money the Yankees offered
didn’t hurt.
“He didn’t have to sell me,”
McCann said. “Once I came up
here, I was pretty much sold.”
Three days before general managers begin arriving in Orlando at
the winter meetings, the Yankees
have already proved prolific
shoppers. In addition to McCann,
they came to terms with former
Boston Red Sox center fielder
Jacoby Ellsbury on a 7-year,
$153-million pact.
Cashman made it clear the team
has no plans on closing its checkbook. Both Cashman and Yankees
principal owner Hal Steinbrenner
made a point to emphasize they
still need more hitting. Both men
stressed that staying under the
$189-million luxury tax threshold
was less a directive than a goal.
“This year we have to be active,”
Cashman said. “We have a lot of
needs to fill. So you see what
we’ve added here, but it cannot be
the only piece.”
The team remains engaged in
a high-stakes standoff with second baseman Robinson Cano.
According to a report by ESPN
Deportes, Cano was flying out
to visit the Seattle Mariners on
Thursday. The Mariners, according the report, were prepared to
offer Cano a 10-year deal worth
somewhere between $230 and
(McCann, Page 10)
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Center Brook Lopez of the Brooklyn Nets controls the ball while being defended by point guard Beno Udrih and center Cole
Aldrich of the New York Knicks during Thursday’s NBA game at the Barclays Center.

Desperate Knicks cut down Nets
The Record
BROOKLYN — The crowd was hostile,
angry and on edge, loudly voicing venom even
before the game began. The black adorned not
just the colors worn by the Brooklyn fans, but
also the mood. And the two desperate teams
were willing to play in that foul mood, too.
Fans of both the New York Knicks and Nets
filled the Barclays Center, neither fan base
particularly thrilled with the team it supported. The nationally-televised game was
supposed to be a battle for New York — but
it was really a fight for what little pride was
left — and with a 113-83 win on Thursday,
the game showed that for a night the Knicks
at least had that.
They had fight. It wasn’t exactly Ali-Frazier
— and maybe not even enough to elicit anything other than laughter from boxer Zab
Judah at courtside. But in his own way, Andrea
Bargnani stood up for himself, trying to stand
as Kevin Garnett pushed against him.
The soft-spoken, soft-playing 7-footer and
Garnett, the surliest, Honey-Nut Cheeriotouting, trash-talker in the NBA, each drew
a technical for their confrontation early in
the fourth quarter. Less than a minute later,
after Bargnani drained a corner jumper over
Garnett and started jawing at him as the two
headed to the other end of the court, Bargnani
was ejected.
Garnett said he wasn’t sure what Bargnani
said, noting, “I don’t speak Italian.” Bargnani
wouldn’t explain, other than to note, “I wasn’t
speaking Italian.” But it was the first time in
his life that he was thrown out of a game, and
was a fitting symbol for the spark and fire that
the Knicks showed with their backs against
the wall.
“With a win like this, we definitely get
our confidence back and get our mojo, our
swag back,” Amar’e Stoudemire said. “Which
would be great for us.”
If the Knicks were laughingstocks, as
Carmelo Anthony characterized them a day

earlier, for one night they at least got the last
laugh at the expense of the Nets. Brooklyn,
on the other hand, was left with no fight and
nothing to smile about.
When the teams were introduced the home
crowd reserved its loudest voice for the introduction of Nets head coach, Jason Kidd. The
boos echoed through the cavernous arena:
some from Knicks fans as payback for his
abrupt retirement, but also undoubtedly from
Nets fans as a payback for the miserable start
to the season and also for the ugly divorce
with associate head coach Lawrence Frank.
While Kidd openly recruited Frank, his former coach, the pairing ended in a way that it
might have been hard to imagine — although
it’s not over with lawyers readying to negotiate
a buyout and Frank left with a role just short
of firing (filling out daily reports). If Kidd is
reading them, he might not want to open the
one on this game — and Frank might want
to point out that the defense has been more
dreadful since he was thrown off the bench.
Mike Woodson can understand the troubles.
When Woodson began his coaching career, he
started with four straight losses and after 16
games had guided his Atlanta Hawks to a 2-14
record. What experience has taught him is that
better times will come — if you’re around to
enjoy them.
“This is 30 years in this business,” Woodson
said. “I’ve seen a lot over the time that I’ve
been as a player and coach. I’ve seen streaks
like this. It’s not fun. But these players can’t
see me panic.”
Kidd wasn’t shaking either, still confident in
his abilities and, he insisted, in his team. Kidd
might have the better chance of a full recovery
this season, as the Nets have been nursing an
assortment of injuries that led to their planned
starting five on the floor together for just 78
minutes this season. But that’s easier to think
about later in your coaching career _ not now
when it is all imploding around you.
“I’m learning to be a coach,” Kidd said.

“It’s just about putting those guys in the right
position to win and then having fun doing
that. Sometimes when we’ve lost it can take
that fun away.”
This game didn’t make it better for the Nets
and Kidd. The Knicks led from start to finish
— the more desperate team on a night when
both sides should have played as if careers
depended on it. Maybe only Woodson has that
hanging over him, with rumors of his demise
growing louder as the Knicks ticked off loss
after loss until it reached nine straight heading into this game and coaching candidates
already being sorted in the press. Kidd threw
Frank overboard, creating a scapegoat for a
day, but with the Knicks the blame has landed
squarely on Woodson.
“It’s not easy coaching,” Woodson said. “I
don’t care if it’s your first year or your 20th
year coaching in the league. It’s tough.”
With Woodson’s job on the line, it might
have been saved by the player he has buried
more than any other, Iman Shumpert. The
third-year guard played with a fire not seen
since the playoffs last season _ and a shooting touch that hadn’t been visible since then
either. Shumpert and Andray Blatche drew
double technicals early in the game. And by
the end, even Bargnani was joining in.
The Knicks came with a desperation. The
Nets acted as if it was just another night.
Maybe Kidd has the security, even as a
rookie coach, to feel that way. As a player
he believed in himself and he proved himself
enough that his teammates would believe,
too, including season with the Knicks. As a
coach?
“You never really know until you get into
the fire of it,” said Kidd’s longtime teammate,
Kenyon Martin. “Handling the game, yeah,
but guys having your back and respecting you
as a head coach _ a lot of them guys he played
against over the years. I don’t know if that’s
a factor.”
Distributed by MCT Information Services.

Second period
costs Bruins

Boston Herald
MONTREAL — The Boston
Bruins played two-thirds of a terrific game last night. Which, as is
so often the case, was one-third
too few.
The Bruins, even having to deal
with the emotional and frightening loss of defenseman Johnny
Boychuk to a potentially severe
injury, more or less dominated the
first and third periods against the
Montreal Canadiens.
But inconsistency has been the
prime subplot of this B’s season,
and their inexplicably poor play
in the second period was all the
Habs needed to steal a 2-1 victory.
“I thought our first period was
still good,” said B’s coach Claude
Julien of the manner in which his
team re-focused after Boychuk
was stretchered off the ice and
taken to a hospital just 4:28 into
the game.
The B’s got a goal from Gregory
Campbell, set up nicely on a 2on-1 pass from Milan Lucic, and
went to the first intermission worried about their teammate but
feeling good about their game.
That feeling didn’t last long in
Period 2. Despite the fact the B’s
hadn’t played a game in five days
and the Canadiens were playing
their third game in four nights,
the home team came out storming in the second and got goals
from longtime B’s-killer Tomas
Plekanec and Max Pacioretty
— whose hit sent Boychuk to the
emergency room.
“Our second period was atrocious and embarrassing,” said
Julien. “That cost us the game. If
we would have played the middle
period like we did the first and the
third, we’d be standing here with a
win right now.”
The win gave the Canadiens an
8-0-1 streak and vaulted them past

the B’s into the Atlantic Division
lead.
“You’ve got to take the blame
for what you did and didn’t do,”
said Julien. “We didn’t show up
in the second period. We allowed
them to score two goals on us.
That cost us the game. I liked
our third period. We had lots of
chances.
“Carey [Price] stood tall for
his team. We weren’t able to finish. But at the same time, we
didn’t need to be in that position
— if we showed up for the second
period. What they did to us in the
second, we were supposed to do
to them. We didn’t do it.”
Campbell’s goal came off a
mid-ice turnover and quick B’s
transition, as Lucic jumped down
the right slot on a 2-on-1, fed a
perfect pass across to Campbell
to his left, where the centerman
one-timed a quick forehander past
Price.
The B’s were clearly the better
team in Period 1.
But the second 20 minutes
belonged to the home team, who
scored twice to take a 2-1 lead to
the third.
First, Plekanec put a bad goal
behind Rask, shortside, from deep
in the right circle.
Then late in the period, after
Rask made a great splitting save
on defenseman Raphael Diaz’s
shot from the right circle, the
goalie couldn’t recover in time
as Pacioretty backhanded the
rebound from mid-slot.
“(Plekanec) was on the side of
the net and I gave him too much
net to shoot at,” said Rask, who is
2-9-2 in his career vs. Montreal.
“I didn’t adjust my angle and he
scored.
“The second one was a high
rebound to the middle. So, goals
get scored. But if you look at
the way we played in the second

(Continued from Page 9)
its rotation able to play.
Already without MosquedaLewis (elbow) and Morgan Tuck
(knee) for eight straight games,
junior Kiah Stokes was held out
for precautionary measures after
spraining her left ankle near the
end of practice on Wednesday
after she landed on a practice
player’s foot.
“It is getting aggravating now,
Auriemma said. “It is at the point
where you don’t know what’s
going to even happen in shoot
around today. I’m glad those
other two guys are coming back
and that Kiah will only be a
couple of days.
“We’ve got the next couple
days off from practice anyway. It
wasn’t ideal, let’s put it that way.”
Sydnee Fipps led UC-Davis,
who lost at No. 3 Stanford on
November 17 by 18 points, 6848, with 13 points
“We went into this game with
one mission, and that was to give
them our best effort for 40 minutes and see where we measured
up with that,” UC Davis coach
Jennifer Cross said. “I asked our
team afterwards if they thought
we were able to give our best
effort for 40 minutes and they
felt like we fell short. I think the
biggest thing that we have to take
is something we’ve been striving
for since day one. We’ve got to
be able to step on the floor every
night and play 40 minutes of our
best basketball. We’ve yet to do
that.”
Back to Hartley, Auriemma said
he recalled at that he shown her

McCann
(Continued from Page 9)

$240 million.
“Well, look, we’re still talking,” Yankees’ principal owner
Hal Steinbrenner said. “Nobody’s
giving up. We’re still talking, but
obviously we’re a decent distance
apart. So we’re just going to have
to see, day by day. That’s all we
can do.”
As for pitching, Cashman is
convinced Hiroki Kuroda wants
to return to the mound next season, but the Yankees have not
come to terms with the 38-yearold righty.
The Yankees are also expected
to bid for Japanese star Masahiro
Tanaka, a 25-year-old righthander who could be the best available
starting pitcher to hit the market
this winter if a new posting agreement can be ironed out between
Major League Baseball and the
Nippon Baseball League.
Distributed
by
MCT
Information Services.

film clips from her sophomore
season when she was pushing
the ball up the floor and how it
looked like everyone on the court
was standing still as she made her
way to the basket.
“That’s how fast she was with
the ball when she’s healthy,”
Auriemma said. “She didn’t do
that last year and you saw what
happened to her confidence
level.
“That’s not an issue right now.
She’s got it back.”
Notes: UConn walk-on player
Tierney Lawlor hit a pair of 3pointers to finish with six points
... Four starters for UC Davis
combined to score two points
… The Huskies extended their
winning streak to 74 consecutive games against first-time
opponents dating back to a 75-67
loss against Georgia at Gampel
Pavilion on January 15, 1996 ...
UC Davis was playing its second ever game in Connecticut.
The Aggies defeated Yale, 6055, on December 19, 2009 in
New Haven … Prior to the game,
Stamford couple Denis and Britta
Nayden, both UConn alumni,
were recognized for donating $3
million to the basketball program.
Nayden is the former CEO of
GE Capital. The gift includes $1
million towards the school’s basketball training facility that is set
to open in the spring. Also, they
have agreed to spend up to $1
million, matching any gift for the
center from former UConn players and another $1 million for
scholarships for student athletes
and trainers.

Cardinals
outlast Cincinnati

Sports Network
CINCINNATI — Dominique
Brown scored from two yards out
on the first possession of overtime
and Louisville’s defense came up
with a big defensive stop as the
19th-ranked Cardinals edged the
Cincinnati Bearcats, 31-24, on
Thursday at Nippert Stadium.
Cincinnati’s Tony Miliano
drilled a 26-yard field goal with
seven seconds left in regulation to
send the game to an extra session.
The Cardinals started overtime
with the ball and quickly moved
to the Cincinnati five following
four straight runs from Brown
before a defensive pass interference call in the end zone on
third-and-goal gave Louisville a
fresh set of downs. Brown scored
from two yards out on the next
play and Louisville’s defense did
the rest, forcing three consecutive
incompletions from Brendon Kay
to keep the Keg of Nails Trophy in
the Cardinals’ possession.

the Chronicle

CLASSIFIEDS
email: classified@thechronicle.com •CTjobs.com

860.423.8466 x3363

Legal Notice

EIE Notice
UCONN Main Accumulation Area for Regulated Wastes
Notice of EIE for the University of Connecticut Main Accumulation Area
Municipality where project is proposed: Mansfield
Address of Possible Project Location: UConn North Campus
"Parcel G" Site, located between the existing North Hillside Road
and C Lot on the University of Connecticut Storrs Campus, Mansfield, Connecticut

USA Today Sports/MCT

Center Gregory Campbell of the Boston Bruins celebrates
after scoring a goal in the first period of Thursday night’s NHL
game against the Montreal Canadiens at the Bell Centre.
However, the Canadiens rallied to collect a 2-1 victory.
period, you can’t be happy with
that. It’s just weird how we do it
sometimes — turn it on and off
like that.”
The Bruins certainly did flip
the switch back on for the final
20 minutes, in which the ice
seemed, as they say, to be tilted.
They played most of the period
in the Montreal end, with a 16-6
edge in shots. There were myriad
good chances, from Reilly Smith,
Jarome Iginla, Lucic, Dennis
Seidenberg and others.
“We had a very strong first
period and a very strong third
period,” said Iginla. “In the second period, we got totally outplayed. We gave them a chance

to find life in their home building
and they took it. We knew they
played [Wednesday] night and we
didn’t take advantage of it. You’ve
got to play a full game. We always
talk about it, but we didn’t do it.”
Julien had proven prescient
before the game when he was
asked about the B’s scheduling
advantage.
“Ah, the schedule is the schedule,” he said yesterday morning.
“On the one side, it’s not an
excuse; and on the other side, it
doesn’t guarantee anything.”
On a night of injury and insult
for the Bruins, he was so right.
Distributed
by
MCT
Information Services.

Project Description: The University of Connecticut (UConn) proposes to construct a new Main Accumulation Area (MAA) for the
temporary storage of chemical, biological, and low-level radioactive wastes from the University's academic research and teaching
laboratories and facility operations on the Storrs campus. The
purpose of the action is to relocate UConn's current MAA related
activities to within a watershed that does not contribute to a public
water supply and to provide the University with a facility that is
more consistent with modern MAA facilities at other comparable
research institutions and that makes more efficient use of space.
The Proposed Action consists of constructing a new MAA facility
on the North Campus Parcel G site and decommissioning of the
existing MAA. The proposed facility consists of a waste storage
building with a footprint of approximately 5,800 square feet and
an overall site that is approximately 0.75 acres to accommodate
vehicle circulation and parking. The University has prepared an
Environmental Impact Evaluation to further evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, as well as other
alternative sites considered, including the existing location (i.e.,
the No Action alternative).
Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of
business on: January 19, 2014
The public can view a copy of this EIE at:
Mansfield Town Clerks Office, Audrey P Beck Municipal Building,
4 South Eagleville Road, Mansfield, CT
Mansfield Public Library, 54 Warrenville Road, Mansfield, CT
A copy of the EIE will be available at the following website:
http://www.envpolicy.uconn.edu/eiestorage.html
A public hearing will be held on this EIE on:
DATE: January 8, 2014
TIME: 7:00 p.m. (Doors will be open at 6:00 p.m. to allow review
of informational materials.)
PLACE: Room 146, UConn Bishop Center; One Bishop Circle;
Storrs, CT
Written comments should be sent to:
Name: Jason Coite
Agency: University of Connecticut Office of Environmental Policy
Address: 31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055, Storrs, Connecticut 06269
Phone: 860-486-9305
Fax: 860-486-5477
Email: jason.coite@uconn.edu
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2

. . . . . Verbatim transcript of a

1
2

hearing before the State of Connecticut, University of

3

Connecticut, held January 8, 2014, at One Bishop Circle,

4

Storrs, Connecticut at 7:00 o'clock

5

time the parties were represented as hereinbefore set

6

forth . . . . .
MR. MILLER:

7
8

p.m., at which

Good evening, everyone.

Welcome.
My name is Rich Miller.

9

I'm the Director

10

of Environmental Policy at UConn.

And with me up here

11

is Erik Mas, who's a Vice President of Fuss & O'Neill.

12

He will be doing the bulk of the presentation this

13

evening, and Jason Coite, who is the Environmental

14

Compliance Manager in the Office of Environmental

15

Policy.
So, this is our public hearing on the

16
17

final draft of the environmental impact evaluation for

18

the University of Connecticut's Main Accumulation Area.

19

And we expect to be here with the presentation for about

20

30 minutes.

21

probably have been at a previous meeting over at the

22

Town Hall, so we will accommodate that and hopefully

23

have you out of here quickly.

24

So, try to respect your time.

Some of you

We will have a comment period at the end.

QUALIFIED REPORTING SERVICES
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1

We have some comment sheets in the back.

2

like to use those to jot down your notes or to submit

3

that at any time, the comment period remains open until

4

January 19th.

So, you can do that if you'd like.
And at that I'll turn it over to Erik to

5
6

begin the presentation.

7

MR. MAS:

8

Good evening, everyone.

9

If you would

Thank you, Rich.
My name is Erik

Mas, and as Rich mentioned, I'm with Fuss & O'Neill, and

10

I was the Project Manager for the preparation of the

11

environmental impact evaluation that we're talking about

12

tonight.
So, in terms of the presentation tonight,

13
14

we have about, again, a 30 minute presentation on -- a

15

little bit of the CEPA process, some background on the

16

project and then the EIE findings.

17

those in a few slides.

18

from the public on the EIE as part of the CEPA process.

We will preview

After that we'll have comments

So, the first question is what is CEPA?

19
20

Why are we here tonight?

Well, CEPA is the Connecticut

21

Environmental Policy Act, and essentially the purpose of

22

CEPA is to identify and evaluate the impacts of proposed

23

state actions that may significantly affect the

24

environment.

So, this is an environmental review

QUALIFIED REPORTING SERVICES
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1

process.

And as part of that process there is public

2

input, and tonight's hearing is part of that public

3

process, along with the review period for this

4

environmental documentation.
So, typically state agency actions of a

5
6

certain size or that have potential impacts require

7

preparation of what's called an environmental impact

8

evaluation, or EIE.

9

process and it guides state investment decisions,

10

And the EIE is basically a planning

decision making process.
The EIE itself consists of really four

11
12

major elements.

It includes a description of existing

13

conditions and what are the conditions on the site.

14

What are the potential environmental impacts of a

15

project.

16

show you what that means in a few minutes.

17

project alternatives to the proposed action, and then

18

also it allows for a public review and comment during

19

this review process.

And that's defined fairly broadly, and I'll
What are the

So, under CEPA the environment is defined

20
21

very broadly.

It's not narrowly defined in terms of

22

natural resources.

23

environment, the natural environment and the economic

24

environment, and about 20 resource areas are explored in

It actually covers the physical

QUALIFIED REPORTING SERVICES
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1

a typical EIE and these topics are those resources.

2

We also identify both beneficial and

3

potentially adverse impacts.

4

consequences, but what are some of the beneficial

5

consequences of a state action.

6

here is to identify -- is to avoid, minimize and

7

mitigate potential adverse impacts on the environment

8

from these proposed actions.

9

So, not only the negative

And, again, the goal

So, this is a flow chart showing the CEPA

10

process, and I won't get into detail on this, but

11

essentially we begin here, after an agency identifies

12

the state action itself.

13

identified the need to look at relocating its hazardous

14

waste storage facility.

15

early scoping period.

16

us, and UConn, to take input from the public and the

17

agencies, and those comments shaped the content of the

18

EIE document itself.

19

process is a 30 day process.

20

ended on May 16th and we held a scoping meeting, a

21

meeting similar to this one, back on May 1st of 2013.

22

So, in this case UConn has

And the process began with an
And the scoping period allowed

Scoping began -- the scoping
It began on April 16th and

Following the scoping we went ahead and

23

prepared the EIE.

So, we identified the issues of

24

concern, analyzed potential impacts, and actually
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1

drafted the document that you are all reviewing now in

2

this comment period.
The EIE was circulated for review and

3
4

public comment, and the period began on November 19th,

5

and it's running for 60 days.

6

ends on January 19th.

So, the comment period

So, in a few more days.

Comments on the EIE will be addressed in

7
8

what's called a record of decision.

So, that's the

9

agency's decision making document on whether or not to

10

proceed with this project.

And responses to the

11

comments received tonight and during this comment period

12

will be included in that record of decision.
The record of decision is ultimately

13
14

submitted to the Office of Policy and Management for

15

their determination of adequacy.

16

document has satisfied the requirements of CEPA.

To make sure that the

So, that's the -- kinda the framework on

17
18

where we are tonight.

And to tell you, obviously, we're

19

here at the public hearing, which is being held during

20

the comment period, so ....
So, now let's shift focus and talk about

21
22

the project itself.

So, we're here to talk about the

23

Main Accumulation Area and what is the Main Accumulation

24

Area.

Well, it's UConn's centralized facility for
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1

temporary storage of regulated waste.

And those wastes

2

include chemical wastes, including what's called

3

(Or-rick-ra) Oriqura hazardous waste.

4

level radio active waste, and also biological or medical

5

waste.

6

these wastes that are generated at various locations on

7

the UConn campus.

8

laboratories, and also other facilities operations that

9

generate these regulated wastes.

It includes low

And this facility currently temporarily stores

And those are primarily from academic

The wastes are picked up and to

10
11

transported this centralized waste storage facility for

12

temporary storage, and then licensed waste haulers come

13

pick up those materials and transport them off site for

14

offsite disposal.
The UConn Environmental Health and Safety

15
16

Department, they collect waste from points of

17

generation, and these are called satellite accumulation

18

areas.

19

current facility.

20

Accumulation Area, or the Centralized Accumulation Area

21

as opposed to a satellite accumulation area.

22

are about up to 1,200 locations of these satellite areas

23

all over campus where the wastes are actually generated.

24

And that kind of explains the name of the
We call the current facility the Main

And there

Again, wastes are temporarily stored at
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1

the MAA and they're managed by UConn EH&S.
The current facility was established at UConn

2
3

in around 1989.

I will show you some photos of what

4

that facility looks like currently.

5

facility has been operated safely without any releases

6

or incidents.

7

There's a lot of oversight and professional staff that

8

are responsible for the MAA.

Since 1989 the

So, it's been managed very carefully.

This is a map here ... an aerial photo

9
10

that kind of shows you the context for the current

11

location.

12

north/south through campus, Route 44 up to the north

13

here, and we've called out the major portions of the

14

campus.

15

north campus and then the eastern agricultural campus.

16

And the MAA is actually located on the far eastern edge

17

of the east campus, off off Horsebarn Hill Road.

18

Just for context, we have 195 running

We've got the main portion of the campus, the

If we zoom in a little further this is an

19

aerial shot of the actual MAA facility itself.

20

can see that it consists of several trailers and a few

21

structured buildings, surrounded by a chainlink fence.

22

And you

You can see the access to the facility is

23

from Horsebarn Hill Road.

The driveway comes in,

24

there's an area for trucks to come in and turn around,
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1

some facility parking.

But it's a fairly confined site.

This is a photo of the front of the MAA,

2
3

looking at the structures and the trailers and the --

4

one of the buildings is an actual structure -- a fixed

5

structure.
There are approximately 1,500 square feet

6
7

of permanent structures at the facility, and another

8

2,700 square feet of trailer storage at the facility.

9

These buildings are within a locked perimeter fence,

10

with barbed wire.

There's also a paved area, as I

11

mentioned, out in front of these structures.

12

parking, truck access and patrols.

13

acreage at the current facility is approximately .43

14

acres, or just under half an acre of land at the site.

15

These numbers here, again, identify the types of waste

16

that are stored at each of the structures at the MAA

17

facility.

It's for

And the total site

So, the facility, and most importantly,

18
19

meets or exceeds the State and Federal requirements for

20

safety and for environmental protection.

21

secondary containment.

22

documented with inspections.

23

plan.

24

release at the facility.

It includes

It's inspected routinely and
It also has a contingency

So, what to do in the event of an incident or a
It involves a labeling of
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1

waste containers, security.

And staff receive regular

2

training in how to operate and run this facility.
Again, licensed waste haulers pick up and

3
4

transport these wastes to the appropriate disposal

5

facility offsite.

6

the slide.

7

monthly.

8

biweekly.

9

are removed once every 12 to 15 months or so.

And the pickups are listed here on

Chemical wastes are removed approximately
Biological wastes are removed weekly or
And then these low level radioactive wastes
So, there

10

really aren't a lot of deliveries being made from this

11

facility offsite.

12

to four pickups per month from this facility to an

13

offsite location.

They're on the average of about three

So, the question is why is UConn

14
15

considering a new MAA.

And there are three basic

16

reasons that they are considering that.

17

to do with public concern about location of the facility

18

within a public drinking water supply watershed.

19

current facility is located within the Fenton River

20

Watershed, which is a public watershed that serves

21

ground water wells.

22

basin of the Willimantic Reservoir, which is a public

23

surface drinking water supply about six miles

24

downstream.

The first has

The

And it's also within the drainage
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The current facility is within about two

1
2

thirds of a mile from the Fenton River, and again, about

3

six miles upstream from the reservoir which are both

4

sources of drinking water.

5

The facility is also located close to,

6

but just outside of what is referred to as an aquifer

7

protection area, which is the area of recharge to the

8

Fenton River wells.

9

on the land surface when it infiltrates to the ground

An area that the water that falls

10

recharges those wells.

11

ground water supplies.

So, that's the source area for

So, there's been a lot of concern over

12
13

the past decade, or more, about the location of this

14

facility and its proximity to that aquifer protection

15

area.

16

water supply watershed.

17

And also the fact that it's within this drinking

The other issue is that the current

18

configuration is less than ideal.

It's very tight.

19

There's not much space on that site.

20

really has evolved from its former use as a dog kennel.

21

The trailer storage has been added to the site.

22

can see that it's kinda been a -- kind of an ad hoc

23

amalgamation of buildings and structures.

24

is not ideal in terms of its vehicle circulation and the

The facility
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1

amount of room that exists on the site.

And also just

2

the efficiency of the use of the land at the area.
The facility is also not on par with

3
4

similar facilities at other research institutions for

5

these types of waste storage facilities.

6

you a few examples of other universities and their

7

facilities for this purpose.

And I'll show

8

And the third reason relates to really the

9

future storage needs, the waste storage needs of the

10

University.

11

the current waste generation at UConn, however, the

12

existing facility will have difficulty meeting future

13

waste generation needs in light of the expansion that's

14

being proposed in terms of the next generation

15

Connecticut initiative on the UConn Campus.

16

increase in technology, engineering and research uses on

17

campus UConn anticipates an increase in waste

18

generation, and the current facility really is not sized

19

to handle that generation without significantly

20

increasing the number of shipments of waste off site,

21

which would then increase the -- you know, the risk for

22

an incident by increasing the number of shipments and

23

trucks that are on the road handling the waste storage.

24

The current facility is adequate to handle

With an

So, those are the three major reasons
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1
2

that UConn is considering a new facility.
So, what's the purpose of a new MAA?

3

Again, it's to address the concerns about proximity to

4

water supply, to provide better and more efficient

5

vehicle circulation and maneuverability at the site.

6

Also to meet the future waste storage needs, and again,

7

to provide a facility that's really comparable to other

8

research universities.

9

And I've shown you here two examples.

10

This is Cornell's waste storage facility and also the

11

University of Vermont.

12

kind of facility that is more of a state of the art

13

facility that most modern research university's are

14

using for this purpose.

15

This gives you a sense of the

This slide shows a typical facility

16

floorplan of an upgraded MAA facility.

17

actually done for UConn a few years ago, but it shows

18

you the basic layout of what the facility might look

19

like in terms of a floorplan.

20

This was

This is approximately a 5,800 square foot

21

footprint, interior footprint.

And this would be

22

located on approximately a three quarter acre site.

23

it would include, basically, enclosed storage areas,

24

waste storage and handling areas, loading docks, lab
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1

space, a control room, some office space and bathrooms,

2

and, again, sufficient vehicle circulation and parking

3

outside the facility.
The estimated cost of this kind of

4
5

facility is between three and five million dollars, and

6

that includes site work, construction, and

7

decommissioning of the existing facility.

8

major elements in terms of that cost.

Those are the

So, I'm going to turn it over to Rich Miller,

9
10

and he's going to talk a little bit about the siting

11

study process that we went through with an advisory

12

committee to select a preferred location for this new

13

facility.

14

MR. MILLER:

Thank you, Erik.

15

I would mention a couple of things.

I

16

will say that this Powerpoint will be -- presentation

17

will be posted on our website.

18

about that .... we don't have handouts tonight, but it

19

will be posted.

20

EIE on our website.

21

can get that.

22

draft EIE is already posted.

23
24

So, if anybody is asking

Along with a copy of the final draft
Hopefully as soon as this week we

The EIE is already up there.

The final

Erik also mentioned that EH&S, our
environmental health and safety group manages this
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1

facility.

2

who's a director of EH&S for UConn in the back of the

3

room.

4

And I wanted to introduce Terence Monahan,

So, I want to first thank Erik and his

5

associates at Fuss & O'Neill, along with Jason Coite of

6

my staff for their professionalism and expert technical

7

support that they offer throughout the siting process,

8

including the Multi-stakeholder Advisory Committee and

9

the ensuing EIE.

10

This issue has a long and at times

11

contentious history.

12

people in the room tonight.

13

issues I was charged with helping to resolve back when

14

when I was hired as the University's first Environmental

15

Officer 11 years ago.

16

closer to a resolution than we have ever been.

17

can assure that UConn is committed to seeing it through

18

to implementation.

19

I don't need to say that to many
But it was one of the key

And tonight I know that we are
And I

The fact that we're here tonight with a

20

relatively modest sized audience is largely a testament

21

to the confidence that people have that the evaluation

22

was transparent, and it was thorough.

23

stakeholder involvement, and as a result UConn has

24

identified a preferred alternative that makes sense and

We had good
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1

is feasible both environmentally and operationally.

2

It may also be a fact that it's five

3

degrees outside, but .... but I think that it's largely

4

for those reasons.
You can see from this chronology here

5
6

that we've been through one previous comparative site

7

study and a subsequent analysis of two additional

8

alternatives.

9

of which were short-lived, because we eventually learned

We even started two previous EIEs, both

10

that the sites we had planned to evaluate were either

11

reserved for other important future uses, or were

12

considered objectionable for this particular use by one

13

or more key stakeholders.

14

lack of closure has been frustrating for some, myself

15

included, it's also been a valuable learning process for

16

everyone.

17

behind the scenes.

18

a stronger EIE, including more input and consensus for a

19

better longterm solution.

20

So, while this delay and a

And we never stopped working on this issue
In the end, we're here tonight with

I can say that despite the hundreds of

21

acres of land that UConn owns on the main campus, it is

22

much more difficult than it might seem to the general

23

public to identify suitable, viable sites that satisfy

24

the necessary criteria.

Erik will summarize that
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1

analysis later, which the analysis further limited our

2

site alternatives and eliminated certain sites from

3

consideration altogether.

4

We even conducted a legal analysis and

5

sought a regulatory opinion on the remote possibility

6

that a site on UConn owned land that was not contiguous

7

to the main campus, specifically the Depot Campus, could

8

be considered as a possible location for a main campus

9

MAA.

Predictably we confirmed that it could not been

10

done.

We received an opinion from DEEP and NEPA that it

11

could not be done in compliance with state and federal

12

laws and regulations.

13

contiguous site on the main campus.

So, we have to look at a

14

Finally in 2012, once we had approval of

15

a six year environmental impact statement for the North

16

Hillside Road extension to Route 44, which is another

17

even longer term proposed UConn project -- when we

18

received that approval the uncertain concept of a new

19

gateway entrance to the University, which had lingered

20

for nearly 30 years in the form of various master plans

21

and conceptual designs, became a realistic project at

22

that time.

23

of potential north campus sites, which are outside the

24

Fenton River watershed also then became more viable.

And with that EIS approval in hand a number

QUALIFIED REPORTING SERVICES

18

So, following that approval last year

1
2

UConn then reconvened a new stakeholder advisory

3

committee.

4

evaluation, and using the top choices from that study we

5

began to seek a process, the Connecticut Environmental

6

Policy Act Process, that has led up to the hearing on

7

the final draft, EIE here tonight.

We conducted a thorough, comparative site

And the next slide will show the members

8
9

of that advisory committee.

And on behalf of UConn I

10

really want to thank the members of that advisory

11

committee, a couple of whom are here tonight, for their

12

time, for their consideration and their valuable

13

perspectives.

14

about four or five months this past year.

15

diverse as this group was, and the meetings were not

16

without disagreements and some decenting opinions, very

17

vocally expressed, we nevertheless ended up with a clear

18

concensus and a near unanimous 1 through 6 ranking of

19

the alternative sites that were studied.

20

unanimous .... I think there was one variation in terms

21

of a 1 and a 2 being switched by one of members.

22

We met several times over the course of
And as

I say near

So, again, I thank all of the advisory

23

committee members.

UConn certainly appreciates your

24

extra time and effort and your willingness to
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1

Participate in this community minded voluntary process.

2

And with that background and context, and

3

I thank you for indulging me .... it's been an important

4

part of my professional life for the past 11 years.

5

But with that context I'll turn it back to Erik to

6

summarize the substance of the comparative site

7

evaluation process, including the findings and

8

recommendations of the final draft EIE.
MR. MAS:

9

Thanks again, Rich.

I won't get into the gory details of the

10
11

siting study, but I do want to mention a few of the

12

highlights of that study.
As Rich mentioned, we did initially

13
14

identify a number of preliminary sites that had been

15

considered previously by UConn over the years, and we

16

started with that list as kind of the first cut of

17

sites.

18

we used to identify some new sites on campus, and Rich

19

mentioned the first one.

20

UConn owned land contiguously with the -- on campus --

21

with the MAA was critical in that we couldn't choose a

22

site that was noncontiguous with the locations of where

23

the waste was generated, and that would violate our

24

regulations and require UConn to basically receive a

But there were really three primary factors that

The first one was being that
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1

much more stringent permit and approval and creates a

2

liability significantly, so .... we ruled out

3

noncontiguous sites on the campus.
We also looked at other sites on the core

4
5

campus area and decided that it didn't make sense to

6

site this kind of facility within the core campus, just

7

the amount of development, the pedestrians, the activity

8

in the core campus, and potential disruption of the core

9

campus, operations, in the event of either a -- an

10

incident, or just the amount of traffic that would be

11

involved in terms of transporting waste to and from the

12

facilities.

So, we ruled out the core campus.

13

And obviously, as we explained earlier,

14

we were looking for a site outside of the public water

15

supply watershed area.

16

So, those initial sites were identified

17

and screened a little bit further.

We looked at

18

physical constraints, public health and safety issues,

19

and also compatibility with campus planning initiatives

20

and local planning.

21

the advisory committee members and looked at about 10 or

22

so sites on campus and came up with a list of six

23

alternatives that we evaluated in greater detail using a

24

-- kind of a semi-quantitative rating and ranking

We also conducted a site visit with
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1

system.

I'll show you the results of that in a minute.
These were the sites that we evaluated,

2
3

and I'll just go through them briefly.
Of course this is the existing MAA

4
5

facility.

6

the no action alternative, which means to do nothing.

7

So, leave the current facility as is.

8

alternative was to replace the current facility with an

9

upgraded facility on the current location.

10

We looked at two alternatives there.

One is

The other

So, those

were two alternatives we looked at.
We also considered the northwest corner

11
12

of the W Lot site up here off Roue 195.

We looked at a

13

portion of the F Lot on the corner of that site off of

14

North Eagleville Road.
We also looked at north of the transfer

15
16

station area, which had been a site considered

17

previously in the 2004 evaluation, I believe.

18

looked at several parcels on the north campus, and the

19

north campus is proposed for the UConn Technology Park.

And we

The site that made the most sense was

20
21

behind the tennis courts, and this is referred to as the

22

Parcel G site.

23

the identifiers that were used in the previous campus

24

master plan, so ..... Parcel G is tucked in behind the

And the parcels just refer to kind of
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1

tennis courts.

We will talk about that one a little bit

2

more in a few minutes.
So, again, this is the framework for the

3
4

scoring process.

The major criteria that we used for

5

each of these sites are listed in this blue box over

6

here.

7

range from ecological criteria to public safety to

8

planning consistency, cost, regulatory considerations,

9

and also traffic, safety and circulation.

So, there were seven different criteria, which

And the major

10

issues that would be involved potentially impacting

11

where this facility can be located.

12

There were a number of criteria that we

13

-- we used these criteria and scored each of these

14

criteria individually by each committee member.

15

they assigned a score of one to four to each of these

16

criteria in half point increments, with one being the

17

greatest potential impact and four being the least

18

potential impact.

19

and better ranking basically.

20

So,

So, a larger score meant less impact

Some criteria were scored using EIS maps.

21

They were quantitative.

We could measure them --

22

distances to certain resources.

23

little more subjective, and we provided guidance to the

24

committee to try to help them interpret what the scoring

Other criteria were a
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1

should be for those factors.
We also allowed the committee members to

2
3

assign weighting factors to each of these criteria,

4

recognizing that different committee members may assign

5

a different level of importance to each criteria.

6

So, they were allowed to assign weights to each of the

7

criteria, and a minimum weight of five percent was

8

required for each of the criteria.

9

ignore any given criteria.

So, they couldn't

And weights were applied

10

equally or consistently to all of the sites by each

11

member.

12

couldn't change them.

Once they set their weight factors they

And so from this entire scoring process

13
14

these are the results that were obtained.

15

basically shows you the average scores for each of the

16

sites ranked in order.

17

scoring site is the north campus, Parcel G site, that

18

location behind the tennis courts, followed by the W Lot

19

site, north transfer station and then the F Lot parking

20

lot site.

21

And this

And you can see that the highest

It's important to note that the existing

22

location, both alternatives, both the new facility and

23

the do nothing alternative, ranked the lowest

24

consistently by all of the members.
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As Rich mentioned, Parcel G was rated the

1
2

highest by 10 of the 11 committee members, and the one

3

other committee member actually ranked Parcel G as

4

number two.

5

this.

6

consistent from person to person on the committee.

So, we got almost a unanimous decision on

And the order of the rankings were surprisingly

I will say also that the weighting

7
8

factors with the highest weights assigned by the

9

committee were public water supply, environmental

10

ecological resources and traffic and circulation.

11

those were really the three major issues of greatest

12

concern to the committee members.

So,

So, again, north campus Parcel G was

13
14

selected as the preferred alternative.

15

relocates the MAA outside of the watersupply watershed.

16

It's compatible with the Tech Park land use.

17

relatively low potential for ecological, public health

18

and public water supply impacts.

19

existing utilities and it has good access, both from the

20

core campus and the future north campus technology park

21

where there may be generators of waste located within

22

the tech park.

23

outside of the core campus area itself.

24

It essentially

It's got

The site is served by

So, it's kind of a central location

So, in terms of the EIE .... the way that
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1

we approached it was to look at two alternatives.

2

looked at the no action alternative, and that's required

3

under CEPA.

4

also looked at the proposed action of constructing a new

5

MAA on Parcel G.

6

5,800 square foot building footprint, like the one that

7

we showed you on the earlier slides, and also a three

8

quarter acre site for the entire site development.

It's kind of a baseline comparison.

We

And we

And that's defined by an approximately

The proposed action also includes closure

9
10

and decommissioning of the existing MAA facility.

11

we looked at the impacts of that as well.

So,

This map here shows you the location of

12
13

the proposed footprint of the facility.

14

dark red area is the three quarter acre site footprint.

15

Again, it's very conceptual at this stage.

16

smaller box inside is actually the 5,800 square foot

17

building footprint.

18

chosen.

19

So, this larger

And the

So, this was the site that was

These yellow lines here are the Parcel G.

20

They're kind of the parcels from the master plan.

21

located here along North Hillside Road, behind the

22

tennis courts in a currently wooded area.

23

Lot driveway that goes to the C Lot that's currently

24

located on the former landfill.

This is the C

And we've got an
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1

overhead utility corridor that runs adjacent to the

2

site, and also the Celeron Trail over to the Celeron

3

Apartments runs through the south of this site.

4

this is our setting for the preferred alternative.

So,

This here is a rendering that was done by

5
6

the current master planner for the tech park and it

7

shows you kind of the context of the proposed MAA, which

8

is kind of this box shown at the Parcel G location.

9

it also shows you its context relative to the current

And

10

Charter Oak Apartments.

But also to the proposed tech

11

park development that's envisioned for the north campus.

12

And these other buildings are just kind of concepts that

13

are envisioned for parcels along the north campus area.

14

This building right here would be the first building

15

constructed by UConn itself, and that's referred to as

16

the Innovation Partnership Building, which is really the

17

first development on the north campus.

18

you a sense of where the MAA would be located relative

19

to the project area.

So, this gives

So, what I'm going to do now is just

20
21

quickly summarize the potential impacts that were

22

identified for this facility at this location in the

23

EIE, and overall we identified several minor potential

24

impacts.

Those were related to vehicle traffic,
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1

pedestrian circulation, some loss of fragmented forest

2

habitat on the Parcel G site itself, and also a minor

3

increase, of course, in energy and utility usage due to

4

the increase in the size of this facility relative to

5

the current MAA facility.
In addition, we also anticipate temporary

6
7

construction phase impacts potentially associated with

8

the construction of this facility, and also the

9

decommissioning and demolition of the current

10

facilities, and we'll just briefly touch on those

11

impacts as well.
I'll start off here with the

12
13

transportation issues.

And we looked at transportation

14

issues in terms of potential impacts of relocating the

15

MAA to the parcel G site and how that might impact

16

pedestrians in campus and traffic circulation patterns

17

relative to both the internal EH&S trucks that pick up

18

waste and then deliver to the MAA and also those

19

commercial waste haulers that pick up the waste from the

20

facility and transport it off site.

21

this facility is not going to generate significant

22

amounts of new traffic.

23

redistribute existing traffic on campus to a different

24

location.

So, essentially

It's basically going to
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And again, for reference, this map is a

1
2

little bit hard to read, but we've the existing facility

3

over here on the edge of campus and the new facility

4

proposed over here on Parcel G.
We've also shown the future extension of

5
6

North Hillside Road.

7

the UConn technology park.
We've also shown here in dark yellow the

8
9

This would be the development of

major locations of where the hazardous waste is

10

generated.

11

and we kind of generalized those on this map.

12

yellow locations are general locations of where the

13

hazardous waste is generated.

14

are the locations of the biological waste and that low

15

level radioactive waste.

16

generate those types of waste.

17

map show really the major transport routes for the EH&S

18

pickup trucks that -- the transport trucks that pick up

19

waste at the satellite areas and bring the waste to the

20

MAA.

21

Again, there are many locations on campus
So, these

The black and white dots

Those are the major sites that
And the red lines on the

So, in effect, by moving the MAA from

22

this location to this location we would be

23

redistributing some of that traffic from some of these

24

roads, and particularly possibly changing the patterns
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1

of those commercial vendors coming on to campus during

2

the pickups and then leaving the campus.
The points here are that we expect minor

3
4

increases in traffic and some potential for truck and

5

pedestrian conflicts on certain roads, and in particular

6

along North Eagleville Road.

7

conflicts here.

8

trucks coming on campus picking up waste at the MAA.

9

And if the facility is constructed before the road is

There could be some

Increases in truck traffic from waste

10

completed, North Hillside Road, those trucks would come

11

back down to leave campus.

12

impacts to pedestrian traffic circulation in this area.

13

So, there could be some

Overall though, because the facility will

14

be increased in size we expect in the short term a

15

reduction in the number of trips from the facility,

16

which will help.

17

efficiency in terms of the site circulation and, you

18

know, overall a more efficient layout of the facility

19

compared to the current site.

20

It also overall will increase

We are proposing in the EIE some

21

restrictions on the timing of waste shipments and also

22

on the truck routes to avoid some of those conflicts as

23

kind of mitigation measures.

24

possibly on off hours, you know, outside of peak hours

Scheduling those pickups
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1

when classes get out on campus to help to avoid any

2

potential conflicts there.
And then lastly, the new facility, again,

3
4

will provide greater storage capacity and less

5

frequently shipments.

6

impact that we expect from the new facility.

So, again, that is a beneficial

As I mentioned, we also anticipate a loss

7
8

of about three quarters of an acre of fragmented forest

9

on this site.

These two photos show you the location of

10

the Parcel G.

Parcel G location.

11

looking, I believe, on -- a view of the parcel from --

12

looking southeast and this is a view of the parcel

13

looking southwest.

14

driveway.

15

there.

16

This photo here is

This is standing along that C Lot

So, you can see, there's a standard forest

Essentially there are large tracks of

17

mature forest located northwest and east of Parcel G and

18

a large chunk of that, approximately 101 acres of the

19

north campus will be preserved in a conservation

20

easement as part of the North Hillside Road project.

21

vast portion of that is upland and hardwood forest.

22

you know, that is intended to at least offset the minor

23

loss of this lower value fragmented forest.

24

The site also, I should mention, is
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1

located essentially adjacent to a former construction

2

staging area for the landfill project.

3

disturbed environment.

4

habitat environment and there are much higher quality

5

forest around this site on the north campus itself.

So,it's a very

It's not really a high quality

In terms of water resources .... again,

6
7

the, existing facility is located within the Fenton

8

River watershed.

9

location of the current facility.

And this upper map here shows you the
This entire area

10

drains to the Fenton River.

The facility itself drains

11

over to Roberts Brook, which then flows to the Fenton

12

River.

13

this is the aquifer protection area.

14

of the facility is just outside of that area, but within

15

relatively close proximity.

16

sources of concern for the current location.

And this, again, this dashed or hatched area -So, the location

And that's been one of the

The Parcel G site over here on the bottom

17
18

of the screen is located in the Eagleville Brook

19

watershed.

20

water supply watershed.

21

essentially to the southwest -- south and southwest --

22

and eventually it's through Eagleville Brook down here,

23

which then goes to -- I believe the Willimantic River.

24

So, again, it's a different watershed, different river

So, it's completely outside of the public
The slopes on this site drain
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1

system.
The one issue with Eagleville Brook is

2
3

that there's been a TMDL, which is a -- sort of a

4

pollution budget for Eagleville Brook that's been

5

established because there's been impaired water quality

6

in the Brook.

7

impervious surface cover in the watershed.

8

essentially DEP is requiring UConn to implement green

9

storm water practices to help recharge ground water and

And a TMDL has been developed for
So,

10

to treat runoff for development in this watershed, and

11

also existing development in the watershed.

12

have to keep that in mind in terms of the storm water

13

management design for this facility.

14

So, we'll

I mentioned before that adequate

15

utilities exist to serve the new MAA, and there are no

16

utility conflicts on the Parcel G site.

17

of the design points here to emphasize is that runoff --

18

some water runoff will be managed using sort of green

19

techniques, or low impact development techniques,

20

infiltration, vegetation and dry wells, at least for the

21

clean runoff from the site.

And, again, one

22

The runoff that could potentially come

23

into contact with the waste, in the loading areas and

24

the areas exterior to the facility, the storm water
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1

design for that system will be -- incorporate some bell

2

saves, like shutoff -- shutoff valves, liners.

3

that would prevent a release from escaping into the

4

storm water system.

5

approaches for storm water on this site.

Things

So, sort of two different

The facility itself internally will

6
7

incorporate spill management, secondary containment, you

8

know, safe well design storage areas.

9

code and meeting the regulations, both state and federal

10

You know, up to

regulations.

11

We will also implement security systems,

12

training, contingency planning, you know, the full nine

13

yards in terms of regulatory requirements for this kind

14

of facility.

15

And UConn also plans to incorporate to

16

the extent possible energy efficient designs in the

17

design of the facility to at least meet the campus's

18

design guidelines both for the building itself and also

19

for the site elements.

20

In terms of hazardous materials, again,

21

the new facility will provide greater waste storage

22

capacity so it will meet both existing and future waste

23

generation for the campus.

24

frequent waste shipments from the campus resulting in

It will result in less
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1

then less commercial waste transport vehicle traffic,

2

less frequent handling of waste on the site itself and

3

also improved site circulation patterns at the new

4

facility.
Again, mentioned before, the design will

5
6

incorporate spill containment measures, be on best

7

management practices in terms of how the facility is

8

operated and maintained.

9

continue exploring and using techniques of green

And UConn also plans to

10

chemistry.

Look at waste immunization in the labs and

11

on campus at where the wastes are generated to minimize

12

the amount of waste that needs to be handled by this

13

facility.

14

waste storage facility.

So, that kind of goes hand in hand with the

15

And that -- I also want to note that the

16

construction of the MAA at this site will not effect the

17

former landfill or chemical pits in any way in terms of

18

the infrastructure that's been constructed there in

19

order to remediate those sites and to make sure that

20

those sites are not affecting the surrounding area.

21

project will not impact those areas.

22

The

And in terms of construction impacts we

23

do recognize that there will be some temporary potential

24

impacts in terms of construction phase activity on the
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1

site, and we're proposing construction phase traffic

2

management in the area as needed.
And in terms of air quality impact, we're

3
4

looking at proper operation and maintenance of

5

equipment.

6

management practices.

Some typical dust controls, traffic

Noise would be addressed by timing and

7
8

use of equipment on the site, which is fairly standard,

9

and also there are limited sensitive receptors in this

10

area.

11

know, with the exception really of the Charter Oak

12

apartments, which are, you know, across the road, and

13

fairly far away from the immediate area.

14

So, it's not in a highly developed area.

You

In terms of storm water, the project

15

will incorporate appropriate erosion and sediment

16

controls and other best management practices to protect

17

water quality at the site.

18

In terms of hazardous materials for

19

issues for the existing facility, we do anticipate the

20

need to close the facility in accordance with both the

21

state and federal guidelines.

22

UConn will be following the DEP guidance for closure of

23

these kinds of waste storage facilities, and also

24

coordinating with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in

We will be following --
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1

terms of any requirements that they may have for closure

2

of a facility that has stored low level radioactive

3

waste.

4

We also anticipate consistency with Solid

5

Waste regulations in terms of disposal of materials that

6

are eventually removed from the current facility in

7

terms of the structures themselves.

8

reused they may be disposed of or recycled.

If they're not

And also a coordination of utilities in

9
10

terms of planned utility outages as the new facility is

11

constructed and brought on-line.
So, basically in summary, the EIE

12
13

identified no significant impacts or effects associated

14

with the proposed action.

15

potential impacts associated with the vehicle

16

circulation, with pedestrian -- pedestrians on campus,

17

in certain areas of the campus, and also some loss of

18

that -- again, that fragmented forest, and increases in

19

energy and utility usage due to the increased size of

20

the facility.

21

the measures that I described earlier in terms of

22

mitigation potential impacts to those resources, and we

23

only foresee unavoidable impacts in terms of

24

construction phases of a project.

We do anticipate some minor

Those will be mitigated, of course, by

And those, again,
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1

would be mitigated through the typical construction

2

phase, best management practices.

3

So, now I'm going to turn it back over to

4

Jason, actually, and he's going to lead and moderate the

5

public comment portion of the presentation.

6

MR. COITE:

Thank you, Erik.

7

I think as Rich and Erik might have

8

mentioned already, we are in the middle of the public

9

comment period for the this EIE.

10

started on November 19th.

11

19th.

12

during that time.

It will run through January

We will receive written comments at any point

As we get written comments we will post

13
14

The comment period

it on the MAA website we have on-line.
This meeting tonight also will be

15
16

intended to receive oral comments that will also become

17

part of the record.
We do -- we have been recording tonight's

18
19

presentation.

20

received from the audience.

21

presentation will be transcribed.

22

when available, will also be on-line.

23

of the follow-up document to the EIE as well.

24

We will also be recording any comments
Those comments and the
The transcription,
It will be part

A couple notes before we start the open

QUALIFIED REPORTING SERVICES

38

1

comments.

If you haven't noticed, we don't have a mike

2

with a speaker.

3

you can.

4

connected to the recorder will be able to pick up your

5

voice from the audience.

So, if you could, just project the best

I'm told that the microphones we do have

If you could, please -- certainly state

6
7

your name.

It would also be helpful to us if you could

8

state your address and if you're affiliated with any

9

group please state that affiliation.
Now, of course, the comments we get

10
11

tonight and during the written period will be addressed

12

in written form in the record of decision that follows

13

the EIE.

14

can answer accurately with an informed response we would

15

certainly try to do so.

16

may simply have to wait until the record of decision.

17

appreciate your patience for that.

If there's a question tonight that we feel we

Some questions we get tonight

With that, I will open the comment

18
19

period.

20

from one side of the room and work my way to the other.

21

If there are any follow up comments we will open the

22

floor at the end.

23
24

I

Please raise your hand.

I think I'll start

At this time I'm not going to impose a
strict time limit on the comments, but please be mindful
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1

that others might be waiting to also voice their

2

comment.
Thank you much, and if you have any

3
4

comments please raise your hand.
MS. POTOCKI:

5
6

Bonnie Potocki, Manchester,

Connecticut.

7

I worked on the closure of the UConn

8

chemical pits and landfill, so .... that's hence my

9

interest.

And I had been involved in the delineation of

10

the existing natural wetlands, and that was -- and I,

11

worked with Haley & Aldrich.

12

So, I had questions in terms of there's a Natural

13

Diversity Database siting current in that area, and I

14

wanted to know if the Natural Heritage Program has given

15

you an opinion on the impacts into that occurrence in

16

that area?

17

MR. COITE:

I was the subcontractor.

Erik, do you have an answer

18

to that, or do we want to default to the record of

19

decision to address that comment?

20
21
22

MR. MAS:

I will -- I know that the

mapping changes every six months or so.
MS. POTOCKI:

It became a big issue

23

during the closure of that landfill and there was

24

actually a creation of vernal pools.
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1

MR. MAS:

Right.

2

MS. POTOCKI:

That had to be done, and so

3

-- so, the type of habitat that's used by that

4

endangered species could be -- but I guess you -- I

5

wanted to know if that loop has been closed?

6

MR. MAS:

7

MS. POTOCKI:

8
9
10

Yeah.

The --

Or if you conferred with

them.
MR. MAS:

The site itself is not located

within a currently mapped NDBD area.

11

MS. POTOCKI:

12

MR. MAS:

Right.

There may be some nearby, but I

13

don't believe it's the site itself, or the footprint of

14

the Parcel G site is within one of those areas.

15

I do know the mapping is updated every

16

six months or so, so it changes continuously.

17

always looking to make sure we've used the most current

18

available information.

19
20

MS. POTOCKI:

So, we're

But have you gotten a

formal response --

21

MR. MAS:

No.

22

MS. POTOCKI:

We --- on the impacts of

23

construction on being within -- you know, so many feet

24

of that mapping?
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1
2
3

MR. MAS:

Yeah.

Since the site isn't

located within the NDBD mapped -MS. POTOCKI:

I would encourage you

4

though to contact the office and get a formal opinion.

5

Just to -- because I do applaud you.

6

really -- and your due diligence, looking at all aspects

7

from the EIE point of view, but I would encourage you to

8

contact that office and get an opinion from them.

9

Everything was

Also, you had mentioned, and one of my

10

interests was also the leach trench that surrounds that

11

Lot C, if that would be impacted by construction, and

12

you've answered that through your presentation.

13

glad you looked at that.

14

So, I'm

I also wanted to know if EPA was

15

consulted, because they were involved in the closure of

16

those pits, in terms of if this was effecting -- if this

17

project would effect the closure.

18

consulted with them in terms of if they were involved in

19

the closure of that landfill.

20

MR. MAS:

I don't know if you

We actually

21

haven't consulted with EPA, although we did consult with

22

Haley & Aldrich on the design and the closure and how

23

this project may impact that project or vice versa.

24

MS. POTOCKI:

So you spoke to John
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1

Costrino?

2

MR. MAS:

3

MS. POTOCKI:

4

MR. MAS:

5

MS. POTOCKI:

6

time.

7

you.

Rick Standish.

The LEP?

Yeah.
Okay.

Thank you for your

I just wanted -- that was my interest.

MR. COITE:

8
9

I believe it was Rick Standish.

Thank

I will open the floor to

additional comments.
MS. SUPRENANT:

10
11

live in Mansfield.

12

Independent News.

I'm Pat Suprenant.

I

I'm also with the Mansfield

And I'm not sure if this is actually

13
14

appropriate for the EIE or not, but I believe I

15

mentioned it once before.

16

911, essentially -- prior to that event no one could

17

have envisioned the kind of destruction that's possible.

Prior to September 1st --

Given the fact that there are future

18
19

plans to expand the research area just beyond that --

20

you have said yourself that you're going to see over

21

time more of this waste or this type of waste going to

22

this facility.

23

more secure.

24

several of the slides have security, but to what extent

Do you anticipate making this facility
I know that you mentioned it as a word and
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1

is that facility really secure, particularly for

2

residents of the town and has that facility -- I know

3

there's no anticipated level -- what is it, biolevel 3

4

research down there, but it seems to me it's right on

5

the main road.

6

What consideration -- I mean it may not even apply to

7

the EIE.

8

construction of the site.

9

consideration long term to the security of that facility

10

if, in fact -- for instance, radioactive waste increases

11

there, or any of your biological waste should increase

12

in that area, what considerations have been given long

13

term to the security for the Town, which could, in

14

effect, be ground zero for a variety of different

15

research -- particularly if you do decide to go to that

16

Level 3, although I believe that we were told that's not

17

the case, at least at this point, that you intend to do

18

that sort of research in the tech park.

It's right there available to people.

Maybe it would be more appropriate to the

MR. COITE:

19

But have you given any

I think the short answer is

20

we will certainly take that into strong consideration

21

during the design phase.

22

to address that in the record of decision, we will do so

23

now as well.

24

And to the level we are going

MS. SUPRENANT thank you.
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MS. POTOCKI:

1

Another question.

Is

2

Celeron Trail still going to be going past that facility

3

once it's built, or are you going to be relocating that

4

trail?

5
6
7
8
9
10

MR. COITE:

It's my understanding the

trail will remain where it is.
MS. POTOCKI:

Are you going to plan on

doing any screening?
MR. COITE:

Again, it might be something

we address during the design phase for the facility.

11

MS. POTOCKI:

Thank you.

12

MR. MONAHAN:

Terence Monahan, Director

13
14

of Environmental Health and Safety.
I just want to applaud you for all the

15

time and energy that you put into the evaluation of the

16

site and the engagement of the community.

17

a process is just completely open and it makes for a

18

greater transparency so that people can see that we're

19

doing the right thing.

20

know, the time and the effort that you put in and for a

21

great presentation.

That sort of

And I just applaud you for, you

22

Thank you.

23

MR. MILLER:

24

(No response.)

Any further comments.
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1

Going once ..... going twice ....

2

No takers.

3

Unless we have further comments from Rich

4

or Erik .....
No.

5
6

closed at 7:47 p.m.
Thank you very much.

7
8

Stay warm and have

a safe trip home.
(Whereupon the proceedings concluded at

9
10

Then we will consider the hearing

7:47 p.m.)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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4
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5
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6
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7
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8
set forth.

9
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10
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11
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12
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13
employee of any attorney or representative employed by

14
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15
this action.

16
In witness whereof I have hereunto

17
set my hand and affixed my notarial seal this date

18
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19
__________________________

20
Nancy E. Paretti

21
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22
23
My commission expires February 28, 2017
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Response to Comments
Environmental Impact Evaluation
University of Connecticut
Main Accumulation Area
February 5, 2014

1. Comment Summary
The Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) for the construction of a new Main Accumulation Area
(MAA) on the University of Connecticut Storrs campus was released for public and agency review and
comment on November 19, 2013 in accordance with the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act
(CEPA). A 60-day comment period followed publication and distribution of the EIE. Written
comments were received during the comment period, which ended on January 19, 2014. A public
hearing was held during the comment period on January 8, 2014 to receive oral testimony.
This document contains all public and agency comments on the EIE, including oral testimony provided
during the public hearing. Comments were received from the following agencies and individuals:
Written Comments
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Connecticut Department of Public Health – Drinking Water Section
Elizabeth Paterson, Town of Mansfield Mayor and JoAnn Goodwin, Chair of the Mansfield
Planning and Zoning Commission
Tulay Luciano
Kurt Heidinger
Alison Hilding
Jean M. de Smet, Chair, Naubesatuck Watershed Council
Oral Testimony and Exhibits (Public Hearing)
Bonnie Potocki
Pat Suprenant
Terence Monahan, UConn Director of Environmental Health and Safety
2. Response to Comments
This section contains responses to the substantive issues raised in the comments on the EIE in
accordance with CEPA requirements. Specific comments are numbered in the margins of each comment
letter. The comment numbers are referenced in the corresponding responses below.
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (January 16, 2014 Letter)
Comment 1
No response necessary.
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Comment 2
No response necessary.
Comment 3
No response necessary.
Comment 4
No response necessary.
Comment 5
UConn will consult with the CTDEEP Inland Water Resources Division when design of the stormwater
management system for the MAA facility is initiated since the site is located within the Eagleville Brook
watershed. Therefore, stormwater runoff from the site will likely discharge to the Eagleville Brook
watershed.
Comment 6
UConn will adhere to Special Condition 4 of the North Hillside Road Extension/Research and
Technology Park permits (December 9, 2013), which requires that any site plans (not construction
plans) for future parcel development shall be submitted to the CTDEEP for review. Construction for
future parcel development, including construction of a new MAA on the Parcel G site, will not
commence without written approval from the CTDEEP Inland Water Resources Division.
Comment 7
No response necessary.
Connecticut Department of Public Health – Drinking Water Section (January 17, 2014 Letter)
Comment 1
The “Preferred Alternative” identified in the EIE is construction of a new MAA facility on the North
Campus Parcel G site and decommissioning of the existing MAA facility, which will remove the facility
from the public drinking water supply watershed.
Comment 2
No response necessary.
Comment 3
No response necessary.
Comment 4
The University will prepare and submit reports to the Department of Public Health Drinking Water
Section and Windham Water Works for review and comment for each of the applicable steps in the
decommissioning process for the existing MAA facility.
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Comment 5
The existing MAA facility is licensed as part of UConn’s current U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) Broad Scope radioactive materials license. For facilities that handle low-level radioactive material,
such as the MAA, the NRC defines decommissioning to mean reducing radioactive contamination to a
level that allows the buildings or property to be used for any purpose. The established level to which
contamination must be reduced is 25 millirems per year distinguishable from background radiation
levels. Decommissioning surveys will be conducted after the existing facility is vacated in accordance
with NRC and CTDEEP guidelines to document the decommissioning process. Although not required
by regulation, UConn will request additional confirmatory surveys be conducted by the CTDEEP
Radiation Control Division once the decommissioning surveys are complete.
UConn will submit an NRC amendment as notification of the new MAA location once the facility is
relocated. In addition, reports described in the response to Comment 4 and other reports or documents
produced during the decommissioning process will be submitted to the Department of Public Health
Drinking Water Section and Windham Water Works.
Elizabeth Paterson, Town of Mansfield Mayor and JoAnn Goodwin, Chair of the Mansfield
Planning and Zoning Commission (January 13, 2014 Letter)
Comment 1
No response necessary.
Comment 2
No response necessary.
Tulay Luciano (January 8, 2014 Email)
Comment 1
The EIE identifies the North Campus Parcel G site as the Preferred Alternative for construction of a
new MAA. Both the No Action alternative and construction of a new MAA at the location of the
existing facility were considered in the siting study and in the EIE. However, neither was selected as the
Preferred Alternative since the MAA would remain within the drinking water supply watershed under
both alternatives.
Comment 2
Potential impacts of a new MAA on the North Campus Parcel G site were evaluated in the EIE.
Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce or offset potential adverse impacts associated with
the proposed project. These include:
Additional cultural resource investigation of Parcel G (Phase 1B Archaeological Reconnaissance
Survey) prior to development and coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and the Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs) of the Mashantucket Pequot
and Mohegan Tribes to ensure that historic, archaeological, and cultural resources are protected.
Proposed stormwater management and facility design elements to reduce the potential for
impacts associated with a release of chemicals or other hazardous materials to the environment.
Contractors will be required to comply with requirements for construction-related hazardous
materials and solid waste in UConn Environmental, Health, and Safety Policies, Regulations,
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and Rules for Construction, Service, and Maintenance Contractors, including reference to such
requirements in contract documents. Hazardous or regulated materials or subsurface
contamination encountered during construction will be characterized and abated/remediated in
accordance with applicable state and federal regulations.
Kurt Heidinger (January 18, 2014 Letter)
Comment 1
No response necessary.
Comment 2
No response necessary.
Comment 3
No response necessary.
Comment 4
No response necessary.
Comments 5 through 8
Over the past decade, UConn has evaluated options for relocating the MAA to another site on the
Storrs campus in response to public concern about the location of the existing facility within the public
drinking water supply watershed. The University began evaluating options for relocating the existing
MAA to a different on-campus site in 2003. With the help of a project advisory committee representing
University and local stakeholders, UConn initially evaluated six alternative locations including the current
location off Horsebarn Hill Road. The study report was completed in 2004 (SEA Consultants, Inc.) and
identified a prioritized list of sites for the relocated MAA. Conceptual designs and layouts were prepared
for the two highest-rated alternative sites: (1) adjacent to the Transfer Station and west of the Water
Pollution Control Facility (WPCF), and (2) a parcel within the WPCF. The CEPA process was initiated
for these sites, but the process was suspended when the sites became unavailable because a portion of
the Transfer Station was being used for construction staging associated with the landfill cap
construction, and plans had been developed for potential expansion of the WPCF and construction of
the Reclaimed Water Facility in the area west of the WPCF.
A new preferred alternative site for the relocated MAA was identified in 2007 to replace the two
previous alternatives that had become unavailable. UConn met with the Connecticut Office of Policy
and Management (OPM) and the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (now called the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection or CTDEEP) in June 2007 to discuss potential
alternative sites near the two previous highest-rated sites and agreed to proceed with a site north of the
Transfer Station. The CEPA process was initiated for the new site, but the process was suspended in
2008 due to public safety concerns. The economic downturn in 2008 resulted in significant capital and
operating budget cuts at the University, putting the MAA facility relocation efforts on hold.
The University convened a stakeholder Advisory Committee and initiated another siting study in 2012 to
identify and evaluate potential sites on the Storrs campus for an upgraded MAA. The 2012 Siting
Advisory Committee was led by the Office of Environmental Policy and consisted of representatives
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from the Town of Mansfield, Windham Water Works, local watershed organizations, the Connecticut
Institute of Water Resources, and University of Connecticut staff from Public Safety and Residential
Life. Additional expertise and input was provided to the Advisory Committee through the participation
of UConn staff in Environmental Health & Safety, Transportation Services, and Planning.
The 2012 siting study and Advisory Committee process resulted in a March 26, 2013 siting study report,
which provided the basis for the subject EIE. The University plans to move forward with construction
of a new MAA on the Parcel G site and has already allocated funding and begun the procurement
process for the facility design.
Alison Hilding (January 19, 2014 Letter)
Comment 1
Carole Johnson of the USGS and Rick Standish of Haley & Aldrich were contacted during the
preparation of the EIE for information regarding the closure of the former landfill and chemical pits
and potential groundwater impacts associated with the construction of a new MAA on Parcel G. Ms.
Johnson deferred to Rick Standish of Haley & Aldrich, who is UConn’s consultant for the landfill
closure, remediation, and ongoing monitoring. As stated in the EIE, Mr. Standish indicated that it is
unlikely that the proposed MAA would affect the former landfill structures or remediation systems or
that leachate from the former landfill would affect the site of the proposed MAA.
UConn contacted Haley & Aldrich again regarding Ms. Hilding’s comments on the EIE. The proposed
MAA site is about 800 to 1000 feet east of the former chemical pits area. Previous borings/wells in the
area of the proposed MAA site indicate 10 to 20 feet of dense till over bedrock. Based upon the
proposed building size, the foundation design would likely consist of a foundation slab resting on
shallow spread footings on the glacial till. The proposed MAA facility is outside of the extent of
groundwater contamination associated with the landfill and former chemical pits, as interpreted by Haley
& Aldrich, the U.S. Geological Survey, and others associated with work on the Lot C landfill closure
(John Kastrinos and Rick Standish of Haley & Aldrich, email communication with Jason Coite, UConn
on January 28, 2014).
Comment 2
The proposed MAA location is in an area where shallow bedrock may be encountered sporadically.
Blasting, if required, can be controlled by limiting the charge intensity and employing other engineeringcontrol measures, such that the radius over which bedrock fracturing may occur is limited to
approximately 10 feet or less. Accordingly, it is unlikely that blasting for the MAA facility, if required,
would affect the fracture patterns, spacing, or aperture within groundwater near the landfill and former
chemical pits. Nonetheless, if blasting is required, UConn will commission a blasting management and
mitigation plan to control bedrock fracturing, vibrations, and fly-rock. This will minimize the extent of
fracturing and protect the public from harm in the vicinity of the blast sites (John Kastrinos and Rick
Standish of Haley & Aldrich, email communication with Jason Coite, UConn on January 28, 2014).
Comment 3
Evaluation of the proposed North Hillside Road extension and associated North Campus development
was documented in several previous CEPA EIEs and pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) environmental review process, as documented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
F:\P2012\0765\A10\EIE\ROD\Att E - Comments & Responses\Response to Comments UConn MAA 20140117.docx
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North Hillside Road Extension FHWA-CT-EIS-08-01-D Mansfield, Connecticut (October 2011) and associated
Record of Decision (approved April 4, 2012).
Comment 4
Groundwater monitoring in the former chemical pits area and to the south where contaminants have
historically been detected will continue for at least another 20 years as part of the long-term monitoring
program. Groundwater from monitoring wells in shallow overburden and in bedrock, including several
domestic water supply wells, will be periodically sampled and analyzed for landfill and former chemical
pits area contaminants. The sample results are transmitted to CTDEEP and made available to the public
(John Kastrinos and Rick Standish of Haley & Aldrich, email communication with Jason Coite, UConn
on January 28, 2014). The long term monitoring plan will be re-evaluated following the next 20-year
monitoring period.
Comment 5
Both the former chemical pits and the Parcel G site are located upgradient of the UConn wastewater
treatment plant. Furthermore, the University has separate stormwater and sewage systems. Future
increases in rainfall amount or intensity are not anticipated to substantially increase the risk of flooding
at the UConn wastewater treatment plant.
Jean M. de Smet, Chair, Naubesatuck Watershed Council (January 19, 2014 Letter)
Comment 1
No response necessary.
Comment 2
No response necessary.
Comment 3
As described in the EIE, many alternative sites on the UConn Storrs campus were preliminarily
considered and evaluated by the Siting Advisory Committee. Campus-wide GIS maps were used to
initially screen on-campus locations and identify sites with minimal physical, environmental, and public
safety constraints that could potentially accommodate a proposed upgraded MAA facility. Feasible sites
were limited by the following constraints:
Sites located on UConn-owned land that is not contiguous with the main campus (i.e., Depot
Campus, Spring Hill Farm, Spring Manor Farm) were not considered due to federal and state
hazardous waste regulatory constraints associated with transport of hazardous waste between
non-contiguous parcels.
The Science Quad and other sites in or near the core campus were not recommended as suitable
locations for the MAA facility due to the high population density and congestion in this area of
the campus.
No new sites were considered within the Fenton River watershed or the drainage area associated
with the Willimantic Reservoir due to public concerns about the proximity of the MAA facility
location to public drinking water supplies.

F:\P2012\0765\A10\EIE\ROD\Att E - Comments & Responses\Response to Comments UConn MAA 20140117.docx
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The UConn Office of Environmental Policy, working closely with the Siting Advisory Committee,
University staff, and its consultant, identified and evaluated the most feasible alternative sites (that also
met the above criteria) with respect to physical site constraints (e.g., slopes, wetlands, and soils), public
health issues, public safety, and University planning initiatives. Site visits of the most viable alternative
sites were conducted by the Siting Advisory Committee. The advantages and disadvantages of each site
were discussed and weighed qualitatively by the committee members. Ultimately, 6 alternatives and 5
alternative sites were retained for more detailed evaluation by the Siting Advisory Committee members.
The methods and results of the rating and ranking process are described in detail in the sitign study and
EIE.
Comment 4
The University plans to move forward with construction of a new MAA on the Parcel G site and has
already allocated funding and begun the procurement process for the facility design.
Comment 5
Responses to each comment under “Reasons this site may prove unacceptable include”:
“The design of the North Campus is not complete, and the university is reportedly considering
redesign of the entire campus.”
o The revised North Campus Master Plan (2012 Master Plan) builds upon the previous
planning efforts for the North Campus and creates a framework for future
development of the UConn Technology Park, which is envisioned to house industry
partners and entrepreneurs to advance science and manufacturing, using a collaborative
approach with the University. Relocation of the MAA to the North Campus is
consistent with the technology uses envisioned for the UConn Technology Park. The
planning process for the 2012 Master Plan identified Parcel G as the most likely
potential site for a relocated MAA facility within the UConn Technology Park.
“Previously, sites that were selected were used by other facilities before the HWTF was built.”
o No response necessary.
“There may be NDDB considerations.”
o The Parcel G project area is not within a mapped Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB)
area according to NDDB mapping dated June 2013.
“There may be concerns about construction or blasting disturbing the chemicals in the fissures
of the known chemical pits.”
o See response to Alison Hilding’s Comments #1 and #2.
Comment 6
The University plans to move forward with construction of a new MAA on the Parcel G site and has
already allocated funding and begun the procurement process for the facility design. Temporary relocation of the MAA to another campus location until the new MAA is constructed is neither feasible
nor cost-effective.

F:\P2012\0765\A10\EIE\ROD\Att E - Comments & Responses\Response to Comments UConn MAA 20140117.docx
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3. Public Hearing Testimony and Responses
Bonnie Potocki
Comment – Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) Areas and Endangered Species
Response – There are no mapped NDDB areas within the project area. Therefore, formal consultation
with CTDEEP is not required. In addition, the CTDEEP Wildlife Division did not comment on the
project in the CTDEEP comment letter on the EIE. Ms. Potocki subsequently contacted Fuss &
O’Neill indicating that the possible species occurrence that she mentioned in her comments at the public
hearing was actually associated with the more recent North Hillside Road Extension EIS and
state/federal permitting process and was not associated with the former UConn landfill closure (Bonnie
Potocki personal communication with Erik Mas, Fuss & O’Neill, January, 2014).
Comment – Celeron Trail
Response – UConn anticipates that the Celeron Trail will remain in its current location. Potential visual
screening of the new MAA facility from the trail will be considered during the facility design.
Pat Suprenant
Comment – Facility Security
Response – The design of the new MAA facility will incorporate best practices for safety and state-ofthe-art security systems that are appropriate for the types of waste managed and the proposed facility
operations. Specific measures to address terrorism threats and homeland security issues will be addressed
during the design phase of the facility.
Terence Monahan, UConn Director of Environmental Health and Safety
No response necessary.

F:\P2012\0765\A10\EIE\ROD\Att E - Comments & Responses\Response to Comments UConn MAA 20140117.docx
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
79 ELM STREET, HARTFORD, CT 06106-5127

To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Jason Coite - Environmental Compliance Analyst
UConn - Office of Environmental Policy, 31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055, Storrs, CT
David J. Fox - Senior Environmental Analyst

Telephone: 860-424-4111

January 16, 2014

E-Mail: david.fox@ct.gov

UConn Main Accumulation Area

The Department of Energy & Environmental Protection has reviewed the Environmental
Impact Evaluation (EIE) prepared for construction of a new centralized facility for the temporary
storage of chemical, biological, medical and low-level radioactive waste at the Storrs campus.
The following commentary is submitted for your consideration.
Overall, the EIE adequately describes the existing environmental resources of the proposed
project area and potential impacts of construction and operation of the facility. The site was
chosen after an exhaustive selection process, where the Siting Advisory Committee, by
consensus, selected the preferred alternative as documented in the Comparative Site Study.

1

Since the publication of the EIE, the pending Water Diversion Permit, Inland Wetlands &
Watercourses Permit and Water Quality Certification noted in the document have been issued.
DIV-201205385, IW-201205383 and WQC-201005382 were issued on December 9, 2013.

2

The site is located at Parcel G of the North Campus technology park. The EIE states that
the site is just south of the drainage divide between the Cedar Swamp Brook and Eagleville
Brook watersheds, putting it in the latter watershed. The divide, which formerly bisected the
site, was altered by construction of the C Lot driveway and is now along the southern edge of
that roadway.

3

The description of the proposed stormwater management system incorporates all of the
measures that were suggested in our scoping comments, including LID approaches for areas with
clean runoff, ability to contain spills for those areas where regulated wastes will be handled,
pollution prevention measures and strategies to address bacteria exceedences.

4

The conceptual plan in the diversion permit application depicts a 45,000 sq.ft. building
footprint occupying Parcel G, with runoff being conveyed northerly to the Cedar Swamp Brook
watershed via a water quality swale to a stormwater management basin at Parcel E. When
design of the stormwater management system for this facility is initiated, if stormwater
discharges from the site will be proposed to be directed elsewhere (i.e. the Eagleville Brook
watershed), the Inland Water Resources Division should be consulted.

5

Jason Coite

-2-

January 16, 2014

As required by the North Hillside Road/Research & Technology Park permits and noted in
the EIE, construction plans for development of Parcel G must be submitted to the Department for
review and construction cannot commence without written approval from the Department.
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As a condition of the August 2001 approval of the EIE for the North Campus Master Plan,
OPM required UConn to conduct a site-specific comparative evaluation when development of
individual parcels was proposed. This would be an expedited review, essentially a mini-CEPA
process, to compare potential impacts of development of the parcel to those projected in the 2001
EIE. It is assumed that, since this proposal underwent a complete CEPA review, there is no need
for a comparative evaluation for this portion of Parcel G.

7

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposal.
concerning these comments, please contact me.

cc:

Robert Hannon, DEEP/OPPD
Doug Hoskins, DEEP/IWRD
Eric Thomas, DEEP/WPSD

If there are any questions

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

§
gig,
Jewel Mullen, M.D., M.P.H., M.P.A.
' Commissioner

'
*-----—~
L52.

'

..
Q
1/
‘ "

~

G

E

Dannel P. Malloy
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January 17, 2014

Jason Coite
University of Comiecticut
Office of Environmental Policy
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055
Storrs, CT 06269

Re: Notice of Environmental Impact Evaluation for the University of Connecticut Main
Accumulation Area

Dear Mr. Coite:
The Department of Public Health Drinking Water Section’s Source Water Protection Unit has
reviewed the above Notice of Scoping. Please refer to the attached report for our comments.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call Pat Bisacky of my staff at (860)
509-7333.
Sincerely,

Eric McPhee
Supervising Environmental Analyst
Drinking Water Section

Cc: James Hooper, Windham Water Works
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Eric McPhee, Supervising Enviromnental Analyst

FROM:

Patricia Bisacky, Enviromnental Analyst 3

DATE:

January 17, 2014

SUBJECT:

Notice of EIE for University of Connecticut Main Accumulation Area

DPH PROJECT #:

2013-0152

TOWN:

Mansﬁeld

The Source Water Protection Unit of the Department of Public Health (DPH) Drinking Water
Section (DWS) has reviewed the Notice of Scoping for the University of Connecticut (UCONN)
Main Accumulation Area. UCONN proposes to construct a new centralized facility for the
temporary storage of chemical, biological/medical, and low-level radioactive wastes from its
academic research and teaching laboratories and facility operations on the Storrs campus. The
existing facility, known as the Main Accumulation Area (MAA), is located within the Fenton
River watershed and the drainage basin of the Willimantic Reservoir, a source of public drinking
water for the customers of the Windham Water Works (PWSID# CT1630011).
The DWS has the following comments regarding this Notice of EIE:
0

9
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The No Action Alternative and the Alternative of constructing a new MAA at the existing
site are not desirable altematives because potential sources of contamination that are
stored at UCONN’s active MAA will remain within the public drinking water supply
watershed.
The DWS supports relocation of the MAA outside of the public drinking water supply
watershed. Since all remaining alternatives evaluated are located outside of the public
drinking water supply watershed, and are not in close proximity to any other sources of
public drinking water, the DWS has no additional speciﬁc comments to offer regarding
site suitability.
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Memorandum: UConn MAA EIE
January 17, 2014
Page 2 of 2

In the DWS Scoping comments dated May 13, 2013, it was requested that the
Environmental Impact Evaluation for this proposal include an evaluation of potential
impacts to the public drinking water supply and proposed mitigation measures due to the
decommissioning of the existing facility. The EIE includes a proposal to conduct the
hazardous waste facility decommissioning in accordance with guidance issued by the CT
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP). Steps in decommissioning

3

include:

o Characterization of residual contamination
o Determination if soils or structures are contaminated
o Determine extent of contamination of soils that needs to be cleaned up (if
applicable)

o Decontaminate as necessary
0 Verify that cleanup is complete
o Backﬁll with compacted clean soil
The DWS requests that reports be prepared for each of the applicable steps and copies of
these reports be provided to the DWS and Windham Water Works for review and
comment prior to continuing to the subsequent steps.
The EIE indicates that the decommissioning requirements of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission will be followed, but does not provide details on these requirements. The
EIE should be amended to include these requirements. The DWS requests that reports be
generated during the decommissioning of the low-level radioactive waste facilities and
that these reports are provided to the DWS and Windham Water Works for review and
comment.
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lanuary 13, 2013
Mr. Iason Coite

UConn Office of Environmental Policy
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055
Storrs, Connecticut 06269

Subject:

Main Accuinulation Area Environmental Impact Evaluation {EIE)

Dear Mr. Coite:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) for the relocation of the
1
Main Accumulation Area [MAA). As you know, the current facility is located in ciose proximity to the Level A Aquifer
Protection Area for the i5niversity's Fenton River weilﬁelds and is within the watershed for the Willimantic Reservoir, which is
the source of the public drinking water supplied by Windham Water Works to Windham and southern Mansﬁeld. The
potential for contamination of this critical natural resource has been a significant cause of concern for town residents and
agencies for many years.

The efforts of the MAA Advisory Group, university staff and consultants have resulted in a clearly superior location for the
MAA that minimizes the potential environmental and public safety impacts of the facility. As such, the Town strongly supports 2
relocation of the facility to Parcel G of the new Technology Park as recommended in the November 19, 2013 EIE. We are
hopeful that the successful completion of this EIE will lead to the relocation of the facility within the next one to two years,
particularly given past efforts that have resulted in no action. To this end, we encourage the University to dedicate the
necessary ﬁnancial resources to ensure the implementation of the EIE preferred alternative.
Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to participate throughout this process. If there is any way that we can be of
assistance in the implementation of this project, please contact Matthew Hart, Town Manager.

Sincerely,

//z/Z @227W
f’
Elizabeth Paterson
Mayor

=

.

.

n Goodwin
4 ir, Mansfield Planning and Zoning Commission

Cc: Town Council
Planning and Zoning Commission
Conservation Commission
President Herbst

Michael Kirk, Deputy Chief of Staff
Richard Miller, Director of Environmental Policy
1

From: tulav luciano <t ulaylucianoﬁs/al'1oo
'
1 '
. com>
Date: January S, 2014 at 11:36:17 PM EST
To: "jason.coite:@uconn.edu" <jason.coitc@ucom1.edu>
Subject: My comments on EIE, UConn l\IAA
Replv-To: tulav luciano <tulavluciano:’@va.hoo.con1>

Jan. 8, 2014
Jason Coite
UConn Ofﬁce of Environmental Policy
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055,
Storrs, Connecticut 06269
Re: My comments on EIE, UConn MAA

Dear Mr. Coite:
It is hard to believe that the continuing saga of the hazmat site on the public drinking Water
supply Watershed is fmally coming to an end!
Since the advisory committee ranked the “No alternative” and “New MAA at the Existing Site
the lowest, they must not be considered.
Since The North Campus Parcel G site Was the highest-rated site overall by the advisory
committee, it should be the number one choice.
However, this site has also some drawbacks, such as 1. “Parcel G contains potential areas of
prehistoric value” — p.81 and 2. “Increase in stormv.-=ater runoffand potential stormwater pollutant
loading” — p. 80 on Eagleville Brook and Cedar Swamp Brook. All of the sites have some

drawbacks, however.
There are also some environmental concerns outlined on p. 84 as “Asbestos-containing
materials ,lead- based paint or other hazardous materials associated with closure ofthe existing MAA
facility”.
Let’s hope that the mitigation measures outlined for the problems indicated above will
eliminate them.
Best regards,

Tulay Luciano
808 Warrenville Road
Mansﬁeld Ctr. Ct 06250
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Mr. Jason Coite
UConn - Office of Environmental Policy
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055
Storrs, CT 06269
January 18, 2014
Dear Mr. Coite,
I support the Dept. of Public Health’s [DPH] position that the MAA should be
relocated outside of the Fenton River watershed and the drainage basin of the Willimantic
Reservoir, which will always supply irreplaceable and incalculably-valuable drinking
water to Storrs, Mansfield and Willimantic. DPH’s position conforms with that stated
historically by the Office of Policy and Management, UConn’s most recently convened
MAA-resiting advisory committee, and also with the two other advisory committees that
UConn has convened in the twelve years for the exact same purpose.
I support the Dept. of Energy and Environmental Protection’s and the town of
Mansfield’s position that site “G” is the most appropriate place for the new MAA to be
sited. One of the conditions of UConn’s haz waste handling permit is that “the distance
traveled from the generation site to the central accumulation site must be the shortest
distance possible,” and, happily, site “G” allows UConn to finally operate in accordance
with its permit.

1

2

Moreover, site “G” will allow UConn to fulfill the promise it made to the Council
on Environmental Quality and the state’s environmental leadership to, as UConn’s Office
of Environment Policy’s Richard Miller put it on October 26, 2005, “move the hazardous
waste storage facility from the Fenton River watershed to a site near the sewage treatment
plant.”

3

I support too, UConn’s intention to use the MAA as an educational resource, so
that all UConn students know that UConn labs produce, and responsibly care for,
hazardous wastes, in conformance with the nation’s highest environmental sustainability
and stewardship standards. All incoming freshman should be given a tour of the facility,
so they can comprehend UConn’s hazardous waste–stream, and its Sierra Club “cool
school” award-winning state-of-the-art haz-waste handling and transfer facility
operations.

4

Since this is the third time that UConn has reached the conclusion that the best
site for the MAA is outside of the Fenton River watershed, yet it has under the direction
of UConn’s Office of Environment Policy’s Richard Miller never moved it, I am
attaching to 3 texts that should help your office to move it this time.
The first is a page from the minutes of the proceedings of UConn’s first advisory
committee that shows that Mansfield’s town planner and a UConn hydrology professor
believed that, under the direction of Richard Miller, UConn was rigging the resiting
process to ensure that the MAA would never be moved.

5
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The second is a memo from UConn’s former Chief Operating Officer and
Chancellor that shows that the administration’s policy has been to never resite the MAA,
in contradiction to all credible standards of environmental protection, sustainability and
stewardship. It is to UConn’s credit that it no longer pursues such a devious and
retrograde approach to environmental stewardship.
The third text is an email thread that shows how OEP’s Richard Miller
consciously planned to rig the present EIE process in keeping with the (former) UConn
administration’s policy of never resiting the MAA, in contradiction to all credible
standards of environmental protection, sustainability and stewardship.
Thank you for providing this opportunity to provide your office with this
testimony and these documents, and congratulations on winning this year’s Sierra Club
#1 “cool school” award for environmental sustainability and stewardship,
Kurt Heidinger
UConn, Graduate School class of 2005
1 Stage Rd
Westhampton, MA
01027
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Text 1:

Text 2:

Text 3 (email thread: read from bottom up):

17 Southwood Road
Storrs, CT 06268
January 19, 2014
Jason Coite,
Office of Environmental Policy
University of Connecticut
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055
Storrs, CT 06268
Dear Mr. Coite,
I am writing concerning the EIE for the proposal of moving the UCONN Main
Accumulation Area (MAA) to the southeast toe of the former UCONN landfill. As I
stated at a public meeting this past fall on the proposed site for the MAA, I believe that
careful consideration needs to be given to the contaminates currently in the bedrock
aquifer beneath the area which was the former UCONN chemical pit. This former
chemical pit is at the southwest toe of the former UCONN landfill, to the west of the
proposed MAA site and within approximately some 800 feet of it. I continue to believe
that Carole Johnson of USGS, John Kastrinos of Haley and Aldrich, and Ray Frigon and
Mark Lewis of CT DEEP should each be consulted for their thoughts regarding the
possibility of the contaminates currently in the bedrock aquifer being mobilized by the
construction of this MAA facility. I am not suggesting that it is possible or probable, but
only that the question needs to be thoroughly reviewed. It is my understanding no one
from UCONN or its consultants has directly solicited Ray Frigon’s thoughts, specific to
the former chemical pits, throughout this EIE process. Likewise, it is my understanding
that no one has contacted John Kastrinos. I believe that Rick Standish may have been
contacted, but it is not clear to me that he was given maps to review and detailed
information about the intended construction for the proposed MAA, along with the
information concerning all of the proposed development in the north campus area. It has
been suggested to me that someone at USGS was contacted by UCONN and that he/she
deferred to Rick Standish at Haley and Aldrich, but I have not verified this.
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I believe that there may be ledge or fractured ledge at the proposed MAA site and
therefore the possibility that blasting might become necessary during construction.
Consulation with each of the above individuals should be made and include clear
information concerning the approximate size of the intended MAA facility, depth of the
foundation, along with construction plans as well as the location of the roadway to
access the MAA, and an indication of the type of vehicles that will deliver and remove
waste material. Since we know that this proposed site for the MAA has fractured
bedrock beneath it, what consideration has been given to this geological feature with
regard to the (unlikely) possibility of a spill?
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Additionally, the above individuals who are knowledgeable about the former chemical
pits, should be given information concerning the complete plans for the Tech Park so as
to make a comprehensive assessment of the potential impact of the MAA on the chemical
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pits within this greater context of changing surface runoff due to development and
construction, which may include blasting not just at the MAA site, but throughout the
greater north campus region. The particulars of the proposed MAA facility, what may
be entailed during the construction process of it, and how it will be used once built, needs
to be detailed to the above individuals along with a comprehensive explanation of the
changes that will be occurring in the entire north campus region, including the new
roadway and tech park building construction. I find nothing in the EIE that indicates that
this has occurred in a comprehensive fashion with a particular eye to the former chemical
pits, which are distinct from the former landfill. My request is that the questions
regarding the chem pits be asked and reviewed thoughtfully, by those that are most
knowledgeable, so as to avoid any possibility of a problem in the future. Documentation
of this process would be appreciated.
In light of the proposed construction and change of use in the north campus area, I would
like to propose that monitoring of the wells in the landfill/chem. pits vicinity be extended
beyond the currently prescribed thirty year period.
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Lastly, and with a different focus, if Connecticut were to experience extended periods of
rain as a result of global warming, is it possible that the UCONN sewage treatment plant
near the proposed MAA might flood, and if so, what might the impact of this water be on
the MAA or the former chemical pits, if any?
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for the work you have done on this to
date.

Sincerely,

Alison Hilding

January 19, 2014
Jason Coite
UConn Office of Environmental Policy
31 LeDoyt Road, U-3055
Storrs, Connecticut 06269

_

Re: UCONN Hazardous Waste Transfer Facility (HWTF), aka. Main Accumulation Area

(MAA)

Dear Mr. Coite:
On behalf of the Naubesatuck Watershed Council, I submit the following comments on
the Environmental Impact Evaluation and re-siting of the hazardous waste transfer
facility at UCONN on the Storrs campus:
The Naubesatuck Watershed Council (NWC) welcomes and applauds the proposed resiting of the HWTF outside of the public drinking water supply watershed onto Parcel G.
This has been a concem of area residents for 12 years, and any site outside of the
watershed meets NWC's primary objective and approval.
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As you know, this is the third study by a Siting Advisory Committee (SAC) to
recommend a new location for the I-IWTF. We remain cautiously optimistic that the
HWTF will be moved out of the public drinking water supply watershed onto Parcel g in
the near future.
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As a member of the Siting Advisory Committee, I was disappointed in the lack of
consideration of new sites on the UCONN campus, as you know. I also had serious
reservations about the validity of the matrix that members had to use to evaluate the sites
which were chosen by UCONN. I would strongly recommend a new process if for any
reason a Siting Advisory Committee is convened in the future.
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ln the event that this site is found unacceptable for any reason, only other sites which are
outside of the public drinking water supply watershed should be considered, and No
Action and building on the existing site should be taken off the table entirely. With that
stipulation, it is the opinion of the Naubesatuck Watershed Council that another SAC
need not be formed. DEEP has also suggested that the CEPA and EIE review would not
be necessary in that instance. UCONN has qualiﬁed engineers and architects who can
properly site a HWTF outside of the public drinking water supply watershed, at a location
which works best for the university.
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Reasons this site may prove unacceptable include: the design of the North Campus is not
complete, and the university is reportedly considering redesign of the entire campus.
Previously, sites that were selected were used by other facilities before the HWTF was
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built. There may be NDDB considerations. There may be concems about construction or
blasting disturbing the chemicals in the fissures of the knovm chemical pits.
NWC recommends that the relocation of the I-IWTF should happen immediately, and not
be dependent upon funding or design of a new building, or the master plan of the
university. The current facility is housed in trailers which can be moved outside of the

public drinking water supply watershed quickly and inexpensively. The l-IWTF should
be moved to an appropriate temporary location, such as a capped landﬁll or a parking lot,
while the university explores funding a.r1d design.
This cannot wait through another 10 years ofplanning.
Thank you for your considerable eflbrts to ﬁnd an ideal location for the Hazardous Waste
Transfer Facility (aka MAA).
Sincerely,

ean M. de Smet
Chair, Naubesatuck Watershed Council
Member, Siting Advisory Committee
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